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Getting Principal Preparation Right

Our nation’s underperforming schools and children are unlikely to succeed until we get serious about
leadership. As much as anyone in public education, it is the principal who is in a position to ensure that good
teaching and learning spreads beyond single classrooms, and that ineffective practices aren’t simply allowed to
fester. Clearly, the quality of training principals receive before they assume their positions, and the continuing
professional development they get once they are hired and throughout their careers, has a lot to do with whether
school leaders can meet the increasingly tough expectations of these jobs.

Yet study after study has shown that the training principals typically receive in university programs and from
their own districts doesn’t do nearly enough to prepare them for their roles as leaders of learning. A staggering
80 percent of superintendents and 69 percent of principals think that leadership training in schools of education
is out of touch with the realities of today’s districts, according to a recent Public Agenda survey.

That’s why this publication is such a milestone, and why The Wallace Foundation was so enthusiastic about
commissioning it. Here, finally, is not just another indictment, but a fact-filled set of case studies about
exemplary leader preparation programs from San Diego to the Mississippi Delta to the Bronx that are making a
difference in the performance of principals. The report describes how these programs differ from typical
programs. It candidly lays out the costs of quality programs. It documents the results and offers practical
lessons. And in doing so, it will help policymakers in states and districts across the country make wise choices
about how to make the most of their professional development resources based on evidence of effectiveness.

Drawing on the findings and lessons from the case studies, the report powerfully confirms that training
programs need to be more selective in identifying promising leadership candidates as opposed to more open
enrollment. They should put more emphasis on instructional leadership, do a better job of integrating theory and
practice, and provide better preparation in working effectively with the school community. They should also
offer internships with hands-on leadership opportunities.

Districts, for their part, need to recognize that the professional development of school leaders is not just a brief
moment in time that ends with graduation from a licensing program. This report contains practical examples of
how states, districts and universities have effectively collaborated to provide well-connected development
opportunities that begin with well-crafted mentoring and extend throughout the careers of school leaders.

Is training the whole answer to the school leadership challenge? Certainly not. The best-trained leaders in the
world are unlikely to succeed or last in a system that too often seems to conspire against them. It requires state
and district policies aimed at providing the conditions, the authority and the incentives leaders and their teams
need to be successful in lifting the educational fortunes of all children. But better leadership training surely is an
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essential part of that mix. And that’s why this report is so welcome.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Researchers, policymakers, and practitioners increasingly recognize the role of
school leaders in developing high-performing schools. With a national focus on raising
achievement for all students, there has been growing attention to the pivotal role of school
leaders in improving the quality of education. Largely overlooked in the various reform
movements of the past two decades, principals are now regarded as central to the task of
building schools that promote powerful teaching and learning for all students, rather than
merely maintaining the status quo (NPBEA, 2001; Peterson, 2002). This recognition,
coupled with a growing shortage of high-quality leaders in American schools, has
heightened interest in leadership development as a major reform strategy.

Since the “effective schools” research of the 1980s, which identified the
importance of principals who function as strong instructional leaders in improving
academic achievement (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986), several lines of research have
identified the critical role of principals in recruiting, developing, and retaining teachers;
creating a learning culture within the school; and supporting improvements in student
learning (Leithwood & Duke, 1999; Leithwood et al., 2004; Pounder, Ogawa, & Adams,
1995). In one of several recent studies identifying school leadership as a key factor in
schools that outperform others with similar students, researchers found that achievement
levels were higher in schools where principals undertake and lead a school reform process;
act as managers of school improvement; cultivate the school’s vision; and make use of
student data to support instructional practices and to provide assistance to struggling
students (Kirst, Haertel, & Williams, 2005).

Knowing that this kind of leadership matters is one thing, but developing it on a
wide scale is quite another. What do we know about how to develop principals who can
successfully transform schools? What is the current status of leadership development?
And what might states do to systematically support the development of leaders who can
develop and manage a new generation of schools that are increasingly successful in
teaching all students well?

This report addresses these questions based on a nationwide study of principal
development programs and the policies that influence them. The study was guided by
three sets of research questions:

(1) Qualities of Effective Programs. What are the components of programs that
provide effective initial preparation and ongoing professional development for
principals? What qualities and design principles are displayed in these exemplary
programs?

(2) Program Outcomes. What are the outcomes of these programs? What are
principals who have experienced this training able to do? Do graduates of
exemplary programs demonstrate instructional and organizational leadership
practices that are distinctive and that are associated with more effective schools?



(3) Context of High-Quality Programs. What role do state, district, and
institutional policies play in developing principal development programs? How
do states currently manage and fund leadership development? What are the costs
of exemplary preparation and professional development programs, and how are
they funded?

In addressing these questions, it is critical to understand the scope of the challenge
faced both by practitioners who lead today’s schools and by policymakers who need to
recruit and support them. Contemporary school administrators play a daunting array of
roles, ranging from educational visionaries and change agents to instructional leaders,
curriculum and assessment experts, budget analysts, facility managers, special program
administrators, and community builders (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, &
Meyerson, 2005). New standards for learning along with higher expectations of schools—
that they successfully teach a broad array of students with different needs, while steadily
improving achievement—mean that schools typically must be redesigned rather than
merely administered. This suggests yet another set of skill demands, including both the
capacity to develop strong instruction and a sophisticated understanding of organizations
and organizational change. Finally, as school budget management is decentralized, many
reform plans rely on the principal’s ability to make sound resource-allocation decisions
that are likely to result in improved achievement for students.

Despite the obvious need for highly skilled school leaders, the significant role of
the principal in creating the conditions for improved student outcomes was largely ignored
by policymakers throughout the 1980s and ‘90s, and the ability of principals to rise to the
ever increasing demands of each additional reform effort was often taken for granted.
Although new initiatives to recruit and differently prepare school leaders have recently
begun to take root, they provide a spotty landscape of supports across the country. Some
states and districts have recently moved aggressively to overhaul their systems of
preparation and in-service development for principals, making sustained, systemic
investments. Others have introduced individual program initiatives without systemic
changes. Some universities, districts, and other program providers have dramatically
transformed the programs they offer, while others have made marginal changes.
Understanding the promising initiatives that have emerged and the conditions necessary to
expand such efforts is critical to developing the leadership cadre required to sustain the
intensive school reforms underway across the country.

The Study

This study examines eight exemplary pre- and in-service principal development
programs. The programs were chosen both because they provide evidence of strong
outcomes in preparing school leaders and because, in combination, they represent a variety
of approaches with respect to their designs, policy contexts, and the nature of partnerships
between universities and school districts. Pre-service preparation programs were
sponsored by four universities: Bank Street College, Delta State University, the University
of Connecticut, and the University of San Diego working with the San Diego City Schools.
In-service programs were sponsored by the Hartford (CT) School District, Jefferson



County (KY) Public Schools (which included a pre-service component), Region 1 in New
York City, and the San Diego City Schools. In several cases, pre- and in-service programs
create a continuum of coherent learning opportunities for school leaders.

To understand how the programs operate and how they are funded, we interviewed
program faculty and administrators, participants and graduates, district personnel and other
stakeholders; reviewed program documents; and observed meetings, courses, and
workshops. We surveyed program participants and graduates about their preparation,
practices, and attitudes, comparing their responses to those of a national random sample of
principals. In addition, for each program, we observed program graduates in their jobs as
principals, interviewing and surveying the teachers with whom they work, and examining
data on school practices and achievement trends to understand the strategies and outcomes
of their work.

We conducted policy case studies in the states represented by the program sample:
California, Connecticut, Kentucky, Mississippi, and New York; these were augmented by
three additional states that had enacted innovative leadership policies: Delaware, Georgia,
and North Carolina. This provided us a broader perspective on how state policy and
financing structures influence program financing, design, and orientation. In these eight
states, we reviewed policy documents and literature and we interviewed stakeholders,
including policymakers and analysts; principals and superintendents; and representatives of
professional associations, preparation programs, and professional development programs.

Our national survey oversampled principals from these eight focus states in order to
allow state-level analyses of principals’ learning experiences, preparedness, practices, and
attitudes, analyzed in relation to the state’s policy context. (See Chapter 2 and Appendix A
for more detailed discussions of the research methodology.)

From this set of analyses, we seek to describe what exemplary leadership
development programs do and what they cost; what their outcomes are for principals’
knowledge, skills, and practices; and how the policy contexts in which they exist influence
them. We also describe a range of state policy approaches to leadership development,
examining evidence about how these strategies shape opportunities for principal learning
and school improvement.

The Problem: Issues in L.eadership Development

Several factors have contributed to recognizing the importance of quality school
principals and the absence of such leaders in many underperforming schools. During the
1990s, most states developed new standards for student learning, along with assessment
and accountability systems that focused attention on student achievement. There is now
widespread agreement among educational reformers and researchers that the primary role
of the principal is to align all aspects of schooling to support the goal of improving
instruction so that all children are successful (e.g., Elmore & Burney, 1999; Peterson,
2002; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). At the same time, few jobs have
as diverse an array of responsibilities as the modern principalship, and any of these roles



can distract administrators from their most important role: quality instruction. The
demands of the job, particularly in large schools, far exceed the capacity of most people.
As a result, the urgent demands of the moment too often supersede the long-term,
challenging work of improving instruction.

Ongoing reports of underperforming schools, an awareness of the growing
demands placed on principals, and media coverage of an impending national “principal
shortage” have brought issues of administrative recruitment, credentialing, training, and
support to the attention of policymakers. In addition to the excessive demands of the job
that can make it difficult for principals to focus on teaching and learning, there appears to
be a growing shortage of people who are both willing to take principalships and are well
qualified to lead instructional improvement, particularly in culturally diverse, low-income
communities and schools.

The Challenges of Recruiting Strong Principals

While a national estimate of demand in 2002 set the proportion of principal
vacancies over the upcoming 5-year period at 60% (Peterson, 2002), districts were already
reporting growing shortages. A 2001 Public Agenda survey found about half of
superintendents reporting difficulty finding qualified principal candidates, rising to 61% in
urban areas. In most parts of the country, the problem is not a shortage of certified
administrators, but a shortage of well qualified administrators who are willing to work in
the places of highest demand, especially in underserved communities and schools where
working conditions are most challenging. Analyses of principal shortages have identified
the pressures of new accountability systems, expanding responsibilities, reforms removing
principal tenure, and inadequate compensation as some of the factors discouraging
individuals who are certified for administration from seeking or remaining in
principalships (see Whitaker, 2002, for a review).

The literature identifies three kinds of problems contributing to this shortage. First,
traditional administrative preparation programs have not attracted sufficient numbers of
high-potential candidates who are committed to leadership roles in the places where they
are needed (Knapp, Copland, & Talbert, 2003). Second, even if the pipelines were
cultivated to channel more high-potential candidates into the principalship, working
conditions, particularly in high-poverty urban schools, and a lack of opportunities for
advancement contribute to the insufficient numbers. As a Los Angeles Times story,
headlined “Principal: A Tougher Job, Fewer Takers” observed: “Fifteen-hour work days.
Unending paperwork. And the ever-increasing role of school board politics. . . .Plenty
have the credentials for the job. Many don't want it" (Richardson, 1999). Many candidates
do not see the principal’s job, as it is currently configured in many districts, as doable or
adequately supported.

Third, and a motivation for this study, aspiring and practicing principals are
frequently ill-prepared and inadequately supported to take on the challenging work of
instructional leadership and school improvement. The quality of the preparation
experience appears to be related to the willingness of potential candidates to take on this



tough job, as well as their ability to survive and succeed in it. As Winter, Rinehart, &
Munoz (2002) found, candidates’ self-perceptions of their ability to do the job were the
strongest predictor of their willingness to apply for a principalship, pointing to the
importance of training that builds prospective principals’ skills and sense of self-efficacy.
Thus, reformers argue, recruiting the right people, preparing them comprehensively, and
supporting them as they lead schools is essential to improve the pool of available school
leaders, decrease turnover in the principalship, and foster stability and reform in schools,
which in turn is needed to foster the development of students’ abilities.

Concerns about Principal Development Programs

Historically, initial preparation programs for principals in the U.S. have been a
collection of courses covering general management principles, school laws, administrative
requirements, and procedures, with little emphasis on student learning, effective teaching,
professional development, curriculum, and organizational change (AACTE, 2001;
Copland, 1999; Elmore, 2000; IEL, 2000; Lumsden, 1992). Relatively few programs have
had strong clinical training components: experiences that allow prospective leaders to learn
the many facets of their complex jobs in close collaboration with highly skilled veteran
leaders. In addition, many professional development programs have been criticized as
fragmented, incoherent, not sustained, lacking in rigor, and not aligned with state standards
for effective administrative practice (Peterson, 2002; AACTE, 2001, NCAELP, 2002).

Thus, principals have frequently lacked assistance in developing the skills they
need to carry out the new missions demanded of them. This stands in contrast to career
paths in many management jobs or in professions such as medicine, architecture, and
engineering, which build in apprenticeships in the early years, along with ongoing
professional development. Unevenness in the quality of supports has led to an intensified
and often undifferentiated criticism of administrative training and development in general.

Critiques of Pre-Service Programs. Traditional pre-service programs have come
under attack for failing to adapt the curriculum to what is currently required to meet the
learning needs of increasingly diverse student bodies. The knowledge bases on which
programs rest are viewed as frequently outdated, segmented into discrete subject areas, and
inadequate to the challenges of managing schools in a diverse society in which
expectations for learning are increasingly ambitious. Some critics contend that traditional
coursework in principal preparation and development programs often fails to link theory
with practice, is overly didactic, is out of touch with the real-world complexities and
demands of school leadership, and is not aligned with established theories of leadership
(AACTE, 2001; Copland, 1999; Elmore, 2000; IEL, 2000; Lumsden, 1992; McCarthy,
1999; Murphy & Vriesenga, 2004). Often missing from the curriculum are topics related
to effective teaching and learning, the design of instruction and professional development,
organizational design of schools that promote teacher and student learning, or the
requirements of building communities across diverse school stakeholders.

Common features of traditional preparation programs have also come under the
microscope. For example, the quality and depth of internships and field-experiences,



widely recognized as pivotal to candidates’ professional learning and identity formation
(Orr & Barber, 2005), are notably uneven across programs. Efforts to provide field-based
practicum experiences do not consistently provide candidates with a sustained hands-on
internship in which they grapple with the real demands of school leadership under the
supervision of a well qualified mentor. Instead, many programs require little more than a
set of ad hoc projects conducted while a candidate is still working as a teacher. Often these
are written papers disconnected from the hands-on challenges and daily requirements of
the principal’s job.

Compounding these problems, field experiences are often loosely linked to
academic coursework, which is structured around discrete domains of educational
administration, rather than organized as an integrated set of learning opportunities that
build upon and support the field-based experiences (Lumsden, 1992; Trapani, 1994).
Some analysts suggest that the weakness of many programs’ field-based component is
partly a result of the insularity of educational administration programs and faculty, along
with the failure of these programs to find ways to use their local schools and the expertise
within them as learning resources for prospective principals (Neuman, 1999).

Critiques of In-Service Programs. Although there is a smaller research base
available to guide in-service professional development programs, there is a growing
consensus that ongoing leadership support and development, like leadership preparation,
should combine theory and practice, provide scaffolded learning experiences under the
guidance of experienced mentors, offer opportunities to actively reflect on leadership
experiences, and foster peer networking. (Peterson, 2001; NAELP, 2002). Based on
research on what effective principals do, the National Staff Development Council (Sparks
& Hirsch, 2000) has developed recommendations for the content of such programs,
including that they help principals:

* learn strategies that can be used to foster continuous school improvement;

* understand how to build supportive school cultures that promote and support
adult and student learning;

* develop knowledge about individual and organizational change processes;
* develop knowledge of effective staff development strategies;

* understand important sources of data about their schools and students and how
to use data to guide instructional improvement efforts; and

* learn public engagement strategies, including interpersonal relationship skills.

Despite an improved understanding of the components of effective support, few in-
service programs for school leaders provide what Peterson (2002) terms “career-staged”
professional development, providing a cumulative learning pathway from pre-service
preparation throughout a principal’s career. Although orientation programs for new



principals are becoming more widespread, relatively few districts offer systematic
mentoring for beginning principals to help them learn how to make sense of this complex
job, prioritizing and juggling its many demands and developing skills in managing and
leading other adults. Beyond the initial years, principals need to develop more
sophisticated skills that require differentiated approaches to professional development, and,
depending on their own backgrounds and prior experiences, as well as the school contexts
in which they work, different principals need different kinds of supports.

Criticisms of existing programs include: 1) misalignment between program content
and candidate needs; 2) failure to link professional learning with school or district mission
and needs; 3) failure to leverage job-embedded learning opportunities; and 4) uneven use
of powerful learning technologies (Coffin, 1997). Too many districts fail to link
professional development to instructional reforms, and they continue to waste resources on
one-shot workshops, rather than designing ongoing support that would help align school
activities with best practices and support principal problem solving.

That said, district-level policies differ dramatically. Although some districts do
little to support professional development for principals, and others offer discrete,
unconnected programs, there are districts that view ongoing, multi-pronged professional
development for principals as a major component of an integrated, district-based reform
strategy. The work of these districts needs to be better understood.

Variability in Principals’ Opportunities to L.earn. Perhaps the safest
generalization that can be made about principals’ opportunities to learn is that they are
highly variable and depend on where the principal works. The present study points to a
number of exemplary preparation and development programs for principals, as well as
policy initiatives in some states that have had a very substantial influence on leadership
development in those states. The study also provides evidence of tremendous variation
across the country in programs’ capacities to prepare and develop effective school leaders,
based on reports of experienced principals nationwide. The critical question is what we
can learn about policies and practices that could make the provision of high-quality
learning opportunities for principals a regular occurrence rather than an exceptional event.

One source of historical inconsistency in the quality of preparation and
development programs has been a lack of common standards. The structure, content, and
method of evaluation has depended on the particular standards adopted by a state, the
standards of practice embedded within various program accreditation agencies, and the
particular goals and mission of institutions themselves (NCAELP, 2002). Much of this
inconsistency was rooted in a lack of consensus about the definitions of competence and
standards for certification for school leaders, compounded by a lack of agreement about
how programs can most effectively cultivate these competencies.

In response to concerns about these disparities, there is now a growing interest in
the professional standards for school leaders that were established in 1996 by the Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC). The ISLLC standards provide a set of
common expectations for the knowledge, skills, and dispositions of school leaders that are



grounded in principles of effective teaching and learning (Jackson & Kelley, 2002;
NPBEA, 2001). As of 2005, 41 states had either adopted the ISLLC standards or aligned
their own standards with ISLLC’s for use in reforming educational administration
certification programs in their states. In addition, most states now rely on various
assessments as part of their certification processes, including the School Leadership
Licensure Assessment (Sanders & Simpson, 2005).

Despite the growing alignment of programs with the ISLLC standards for
professional practice, requirements for administrative certification and the extent to which
policies support professional preparation continue to vary dramatically across states.
Among preparation programs, there is wide variability in entry and exit standards, program
structure and academic content, pedagogy, and program duration. Some programs require
field-based internships with close supervision, some rely on coursework only, and others
require a mixture of these plus an exit test or performance assessment (NCEI, 2003).

Financing sources and models also influence the availability, content, design, and
impact of professional development and preparation. State funding is uneven and often
subject to budgetary ebbs and flows. Teachers and principals often compete for federal
and state funding allocated to professional development. Perhaps more problematic,
although substantial resources are devoted to professional development, there has been
limited consideration given to the coherence of those investments and minimal attention
paid to evaluating the relative benefits of different approaches. Increasingly, private
sources of funding have supplemented or even replaced public expenditures, opening the
way not only for new revenue streams, but also for private providers and collaborations
between public and private institutions, further adding to the complexity of the landscape.

Unfortunately, little is known about either the financing or the costs of pre- and in-
service professional development for principals or the impact that financing strategies have
on the nature of principal preparation and performance. Research in this area has been
hampered by a variety of difficulties, including a lack of consistency in defining and
tracking relevant expenditures, an incomplete understanding of costs and the absence of
tools to measure them, and the complexity created by the multitude of decision makers
who play a role. Better information about the sources of financing and the costs of
effective preparation and professional development for principals is essential to assessing
alternative models and planning for successful reforms.

Contribution of This Study. This study was designed to fill in gaps in knowledge
about the content, design, costs, and financing of diverse approaches to principal
preparation and development. We build on a growing body of evidence about what
principals need to know and be able to do in order to be effective leaders of instructional
improvement; that is, to be able to manage all relevant resources and align them toward the
sustained improvement of teaching and learning for all children. We examine how a
carefully selected sample of “exemplary” principal preparation and development programs
cultivate these skills and abilities, and we examine the costs, financing, and policies
associated with these programs.




Conceptual Framework:
What School Leaders Need to Know and How they Can Learn It

While there are significant gaps in knowledge about how best to develop school
leaders and how to develop policies that support such programs, there is considerably more
research on the elements of effective school leadership. This work has spawned a
conceptual consensus on what contemporary principals need to know and be able to do.
This study is also informed by an emerging body of research on leadership learning.

Elements of Effective School Leadership

The importance of leadership to school and instructional improvement has been
well documented (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom,
2004; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). The effects of leadership on classroom
outcomes operate through at least two mediating pathways: First, through the selection,
support, and development of teachers and teaching processes, and second, through
processes that affect the organizational conditions of the school. Processes that affect
organizational conditions operate at the school level, including building school community
and developing school procedures and plans, as well as at the classroom level, through
developing curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Each of these categories of
intermediate outcomes has in turn been linked to important student outcomes (e.g.,
Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Silins et al., 2002). The leadership
practices that build these aspects of the school are in turn influenced by state and district
practices and supports (Osterman & Sullivan, 1999), as well as the leaders’ own personal
biography and training. A model of these relationships can be seen in Figure 1, below
(from Leithwood et al., 2004, p. 18).

What do principals do when they engage in effective leadership practices?
Leithwood and Jantzi’s (2005) review suggests that the most critical areas of focus include:
1) setting direction, by developing a consensus around vision, goals, and direction; 2)
helping individual teachers, through support, modeling, and supervision; 3) redesigning the
organization to foster collaboration and engage families and community; and 4) managing
the organization by strategically allocating resources and support. A review by Waters,
Marzano, and McNulty (2003) adds to this list the development of collective teacher
capacity and engagement.

Finally, in considering the kind of “transformational leadership” that fundamentally
changes school organizations, Silins et al. (2003) add to factors such as setting a vision,
providing support to staff, and establishing a supportive culture. the importance of
establishing a participatory decision-making structure that encourages intellectual
stimulation and holds high performance expectations for staff and students. They found
that these factors are strong predictors of organizational learning and that they also directly
affect teacher outcomes, such as teacher motivation and sense of empowerment.



1
Scata
kadershp
policks, and
practkas

0

Distrkt
kadership
policks, and
53 actkas

05

adjnrmerc

v
Leadars
rofessionad
aning
@poeriences
(¥~

3
Stademt

Tamily
background

4
Sdwal
kadership

>

5

Other
stakaholdor

6
School

condiions
&3

R ——

Teachars .,

3 « 10

e ie gl Studast
e leamisg
Capadny

profeasars

£

ClassToom

conditicns

Figure 1.1: How Leadership Influences Student Learning

Specific leadership practices have been associated with active and effective support
of instructional improvement. According to research by Leithwood & Jantzi (2000), the
most critical practices involve:

* providing resources and professional development to improve instruction,

working directly with teachers to improve effectiveness in the classroom,

* regularly monitoring teaching and student progress,

* participating in discussions on educational issues, and

* promoting parental and community involvement in the school.

The leadership capacities and practices identified by this research are consistent
with professional standards established by the ISLLC. While no list of practices can fully
predict whether a leader will be effective in a given context, the capacity to lead in ways
that both support teaching and develop productive school organizations appears to be a
baseline requirement, a necessary if not sufficient condition, for school leadership. Thus,
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we looked in particular for evidence of these abilities and practices among graduates of the
programs we studied.

Leadership Preparation and Development

Although the literature and professional standards generally agree on critical
features of professional practice, and, increasingly, on key elements of preparation
programs for principals, there is minimal empirical support for the apparent consensus in
the field. Most of the research on particular program features consists of self-report data
from programs, with little evidence of how program graduates actually perform as
instructional leaders or how their behaviors, knowledge, and attitudes have been shaped by
their program experiences.

The relative quality of leadership programs should be judged ultimately by the
knowledge and skills of their graduates: by their capacity to engage effectively in the
leadership practices we have described, as well as other practices that promote school
improvement and student learning. Some argue that programs should also be assessed by
what graduates learn, how well they learn it, what they come to believe about being a
principal, and how deeply they identify with the role as a result of their participation in a
program. According to Orr (2003), shifts in professional practice follow from these
important cognitive developments.

Research on adult learning (e.g., Kaagan, 1998) suggests that learning and attitude
shifts by adults are likely to be promoted by programs that:

1) Have a well defined and well integrated theory of leadership for school
improvement that frames and integrates the program. The theory should provide
coherence and be consistent with other program elements.

2) Use preparation strategies that maximize learning, learning transfer, and
leadership identity formation. These include the use of cohorts, student-centered
instructional pedagogies, faculty and mentor support, and opportunities to apply
theory to practice.

3) Provide strong content and field experiences during leadership preparation that
provide intellectual challenge; offer comprehensive, coherent, and relevant
experiences; and include high quality internships (Orr, 2006).

Limited evaluation research exists on the effectiveness of graduate-level educational
leadership preparation programs (Glasman et al., 2002; Murphy & Vriesenga, 2004; Orr,
2003), and even less exists on the effectiveness of district-level leadership development
programs and strategies (Peterson, 2002). However, the available research suggests that the

following precepts of adult learning are reflected in many of the specific program features
found in effective leadership development programs:



* C(lear focus and values about leadership and learning around which the
program is coherently organized,

* Standards-based curriculum emphasizing instructional leadership,
organizational development, and change management;

* Field-based internships with skilled supervision;

* Cohort groups that create opportunities for collaboration and teamwork in
practice-oriented situations;

* Active instructional strategies that link theory and practice, such as problem-
based learning;

* Rigorous recruitment and selection of both candidates and faculty; and

* Strong partnerships with schools and districts to support quality, field-based
learning (Davis, Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, & LaPointe, 2005).

Preliminary research suggests that when innovative preparation program features
are in place, programs yield better graduate perceptions of their training and stronger
school leadership outcomes. In a study of 11 innovatively redesigned principal preparation
programs, Leithwood and colleagues (1996) surveyed teachers working in the graduates’
schools and found that teacher perceptions of principals’ leadership effectiveness were
strongly influenced by innovative program features such as the programs’ instructional
strategies, cohort membership, and program content. Similarly, in comparing graduates of
two university-district partnership programs (with many innovative features) and a
conventional program (with few), Orr and Barber (2006) found that supportive program
structures, a comprehensive, a standards-based curriculum, and broader, more intensive
internships were significantly, but differentially, related to three types of outcomes—
leadership knowledge and skills, career intentions, and career advancement.

Finally, Orr, Silverberg and LeTendre (2006) compared initial learning and career
outcomes of graduates from five leadership preparation programs that varied in their
innovative features and how they had been redesigned to meet national and state standards.
They found that the five programs differed most on program challenge and coherence, use
of active student-centered instructional practices, and internship length and quality. These
same qualities were positively associated with how much graduates learned about
instructional leadership practices and how to foster organizational learning. Furthermore,
internship length and quality were positively associated with career intentions and
advancement. These results suggest that programs using somewhat different models, but
with well implemented, innovative program features, yield positive and significantly better
outcomes than more traditional preparation programs.

Much of this literature has stressed the importance of partnerships with school
districts for developing targeted recruitment, an efficient hiring pipeline, affordable



internships, and strong clinical preparation. Most literature on such university-district
partnerships focuses on the challenges and approaches, while few studies have assessed the
impacts of specific program models (e.g., Browne-Ferrigno, 2005; Goldring & Sims,
2005). One exception is Orr and Barber’s research (2006), which found that partnership-
based preparation programs had more quality attributes than conventional programs in the
same institutions, and they yielded higher levels of graduate-reported learning, aspirations
to take on leadership roles, and leadership advancement.

There is more limited documentation and research on principal in-service
programs. In their analysis of program models, Peterson and Kelley (2002) emphasized
features that are similar to exemplary features of leadership preparation programs: having a
clear vision, coherence, and a thoughtful sequencing of career development knowledge,
skills, and abilities. They also concluded that stronger programs offer a long-term set of
experiences; combine institutes with on-site training, practice and coaching; are closely
linked to participants’ work; and foster a sense of membership.

Even with consensus about core program features, the field lacks knowledge about
the efficacy of these features under different conditions, the specific dimensions of the
features that are required to produce powerful learning, the conditions that affect their
implementation, and the combination of factors that must be in place for learning to be
robust and for candidates to develop a deep commitment to the work. For example,
although there is agreement about the importance of internships, the quality of field
experiences varies dramatically. The relative impact of other features is likely to be
similarly contingent.

Moreover, few studies have evaluated how recruitment and selection shape
program content, the quality of candidates’ experiences, or what graduates are able to do
upon completion of their programs. The historical lack of attention to recruitment and
selection has resulted in screening processes that are often ill-defined and lacking in rigor.
Recent interest in recruiting high-potential candidates has resulted in experimentation with
alternative pipelines into the principalship, including recruitment of candidates who have
no prior educational experience (Thomas, 2003). Others voice concerns that expanding
recruitment to non-educators makes the prospect of developing strong instructional leaders
even more remote. These debates are symptoms of the lack of consensus about the relative
importance of various qualifications for leadership, how to select for potential leaders, and
how best to develop different pools of candidates.

Guided by the findings and frameworks of prior research, our study seeks to fill in
some of the empirical gaps to provide a more fine-grained portrait of when, how, under
what conditions, and in what combination various program designs and features are likely
to produce effective leadership. We did not aim to develop a one-size-fits-all portrait of
effective programs. Rather, we selected distinctive program designs serving different
clients in diverse contexts to illuminate, on the one hand, the essential elements shared
across disparate programs and, on the other, the dimensions along which high-quality
programs can vary.



Policy and Financing Influences on Principal Development

State policies play a critical role in supporting a district’s ability to create a strong
instructional environment and in enabling principals to support teaching and learning. This
effect occurs in part through a state’s general approach to funding, regulating, and
supporting education, for example, by creating thoughtful and coherent standards,
curriculum, assessment, and support systems focused on important kinds of learning. State
policies also affect the ways in which the state supports, organizes, and manages
professional learning (pre-service and in-service) for school leaders and for teachers.

Different states perform each of these functions more and less well. States
structure their preparation and professional development enterprises very differently in
terms of funding streams, the standards and regulations guiding content, and the types of
institutions authorized and funded to provide training. The infrastructure for professional
development in a state may influence the extent to which offerings are short-term, ad hoc,
and disjointed or coherent and sustained; the extent to which learning is more de-
contextualized or there are field-based opportunities for training; the extent to which
principals in a state are likely to learn entirely different content or to share a common
knowledge base; and the extent to which programs that are promising have long-term
support and can become institutionalized. In short, states vary widely in how coherent and
supportive their professional development policies for administrators are.

Similarly, district policies and priorities can greatly affect the nature and content of
professional preparation and development, and this may or may not be related to state
policies. Some districts work closely with the state and are largely dependent on state
funding allocations. Other districts position their leadership preparation and development
programs as central components of comprehensive district reform initiatives and seek
funding sources outside of district and state allocations.

Many states, districts, and other funders are developing policy and investing
resources to improve strategic leadership development for both new and experienced
school leaders (Sanders & Simpson, 2005; Fry et al., 2005). In recent years, state
requirements, national accreditation recognition, and other policy factors have influenced
program improvement and redesign work. (See Sanders & Simpson, 2005, for state policy
actions on leadership preparation requirements). Some leadership preparation programs
have exceeded the national and state standards for program reform, although such
developments have been largely documented through case study (e.g., Carr, 2005).

Some local districts, primarily in urban areas, are addressing the perceived
leadership shortage by creating new preparation programs through collaboration with local
universities (Grogan & Robertson, 2002; Hale & Moorman, 2003; Sandlin & Feigen,
1995). Federal, foundation, and state grant funds encourage collaborations as a means of
program innovation and responsiveness to local needs (McCarthy, 1999). The recent
federal School Leadership Program, for example, encourages university and district
collaboration through funding, and considers such relationships essential for program
relevance, improved leadership development, and response to local leadership shortages



(U.S. Department of Education, 2005). In some cases, such collaborations support both
pre-service and in-service leadership development (Norton, 2002; Fry et al., 2005).

Understanding the costs of effective preparation and professional development for
principals is particularly important to assessing alternative models and planning for
successful reforms. Despite the critical importance of these material considerations in
determining all aspects of program design, there is a lack of good information on what
effective preparation and professional development initiatives cost—that is, the full
amount of resources beyond budgeted expenditures, monetary or in-kind services, they
require. Most studies of the costs of professional development since the 1980s have
limited their focus to 1) estimating the range of spending by states, districts, or initiatives
on professional development; 2) identifying and estimating the costs of categories of
activities or budgetary line items for professional development; or 3) examining the
distribution of the cost burden for professional development across government and
stakeholder groups (e.g., Little, Gerritz, Stern, Guthrie, Kirst, & Marsh, 1987; Miles, 2003;
Monk, Plecki, & Killeen, 2003 ). A close reading of these studies indicates that there is
little consensus on what to include or how to allocate costs across program components in
cost estimates of preparation and professional development programs.

In sum, there has been little empirical research that examines carefully the
relationship between the qualities of programs and the policy and financing infrastructures
in which the programs are embedded. Yet the evolution and specific features of programs
are inexorably shaped by their political and economic contexts. Our study seeks to
understand these links, and the general landscape of current policies, in order to inform
decision makers seeking to improve the learning contexts for school leaders.

Overview of the Report

In what follows, Chapter Two describes our research methods, including the
selection of the sample, the rationale for the research design, and a summary of the
exemplary programs studied. Chapter Three summarizes data on the outcomes of these
programs, illustrating how they differ from most other programs in their ability to develop
principals who feel well-prepared and who exhibit practices associated with effective
leadership. Chapter Four describes how the programs accomplish these outcomes,
drawing out the unique features of each, as well as noting those that are common across
programs. Chapter Five examines the range of policy levers that influence leadership
development, comparing state policy contexts in our eight focal states and analyzing the
policy contexts underlying the exemplary programs. Chapter Six summarizes our
analysis of the costs of different programs and describes the different funding strategies
used to finance programs. Chapter Seven provides a summary of the study’s findings and
its implications. We conclude with a set of recommendations for program leaders and
district, state, and foundation policymakers.



Chapter 2: Research Design and Methods

To provide an in-depth and comprehensive portrait of effective approaches to the
preparation and development of principals, as well as the policies and financing systems
underlying effective programs, this study involved three distinct components. First, we
examined, through in-depth case studies, the characteristics of a carefully selected range of
exemplary programs, including the costs of these programs. Second, we built into our case
studies an analysis of institutional and policy contexts, looking in particular at the
influences of states and districts, as well as private foundations, which play an increasingly
prominent role in financing principal preparation and development programs. Third, we
sought to develop a broader perspective by situating our case studies in a national context
in order to determine how the preparedness, reported practices, and demographics of
graduates of our selected programs compare with those of a national sample. Furthermore,
we examined policies influencing leadership development across eight strategically located
states from which principals were over sampled. Each of these components required
different methods and sources of data, which we summarize below and describe in more
detail in Appendix A.

Program Sample Selection

Our selection of pre- and in-service programs to study in depth was based on a
multi-stage process in which we acquired information about many programs and vetted
potential programs against multiple criteria. The first stage in this process included an
effort to identify potentially strong programs through a preliminary literature review,
solicitation of recommendations from a list of more than fifty expert consultants via email
and telephone interviews, and a survey sent to participants in the 2004 Wallace Foundation
grantee conference and to participants in an E-Lead meeting that same year. We also
administered web-based surveys to members of several national associations, soliciting
recommendations and information about programs.’ These efforts produced a list of 120
principal training programs that had appeared in the literature or in recommendations from
more than one source.

We then compiled our sources of data and narrowed the preliminary list to 13 pre-
service and 16 in-service programs, based on the frequency and reliability of mentions in
various data sources. We gave particular weight to evidence about outcomes in the
research literature and recommendations from trusted experts in the field. For this
narrowed pool, we contacted program officials to probe in more depth each program’s
structure, design, and evidence of effectiveness, and we collected written program
materials and self-evaluations. We eliminated programs that had only scant reputational
evidence and no additional evidence of their effectiveness. Because they lacked a
sufficient track record to draw inferences about outcomes, we eliminated programs with
fewer than three years of graduates.

" These included members of the National Association of Secondary School Principals, Public Education
Network, Education Commission of the States, and Institute for Educational Leadership.



We based the final selection on a desire to create, in the aggregate, a sample of
cases that represented variation along key dimensions. The dimensions we chose to vary
in our sample included (1) the type of program offered (pre-service, in-service, or both)
and (2) the type of institution sponsoring or coordinating the program (district, university,
or third-party). Programs fall on a continuum along these two axes. Some programs have
a highly developed pre-service component, with some support and induction for in-service
principals, while other programs focus on in-service support to improve the leadership of
principals already serving schools. Along the sponsoring institution dimension, some
programs are created and led by school districts, with assistance from local universities,
while other programs are rooted in university graduate programs, but reach out to districts
for field experience. Independent third-party organizations also focus on a type of program
and develop collaborations with districts and academic institutions to meet programmatic
needs. This typology provided a rationale for sample selection that ensured variation along
important program dimensions, allowing us to make reasoned comparisons among highly
regarded programs. Finally, because we were interested in the effects of state policy, we
sought representative variation across states and chose programs based in part on
preliminary knowledge of their state policy contexts.

In order to understand program contexts and outcomes, we selected a sample of
both pre- and in-service programs with several cohorts of graduates who worked in nearby
districts, Because we wanted to be able to follow up with a large enough sample graduates
with a track record as principals, we ultimately decided to omit programs like the
innovative New Leaders for New Schools, which were too small or too new to have more
than a handful of graduates who had become principals in any single location. In addition,
since there was little consensus among the experts we consulted about high-quality in-
service programs, as well as less evidence in the literature, we elected to narrow the sample
of in-service programs to a handful of reputable programs embedded in districts and tied,
to varying extents, to pre-service programs we would also study.

Based on these criteria, our final sample included the programs displayed in Figure
2.1. Those programs with two-way arrows were characterized by two-way collaborations,
through district relationships to the university in planning pre-service programs and
through a flow of university graduates into the districts’ in-service programs. The one-way
arrow from the University of Connecticut to Hartford Schools designates a one-way flow
of some candidates from the pre-service program into the district, whose in-service
program we studied, but no other significant district relationship with the university
program. Jefferson County’s program contains both pre- and in-service components.

Figure 2.1: Programs Selected for Study

University of San Diego (CA) € => | San Diego Unified School District (CA)

Bank Street College (NY) € > | New York City Public Schools — Region 1 (NY)

University of Connecticut (CT) = Hartford Public Schools (CT)

Delta State University (MS)

Jefferson County (KY)




We make no claim that our focal pre- and in-service programs are the most
effective programs in the country. Rather, they are among those that survived our multiple
screens. The programs were also selected to provide variation along conceptually-driven
dimensions, representing in the aggregate a variety of approaches with respect to program
design, policy context, and the nature of the collaboration between universities and school
districts. Each is a strong example of a type of program model and should therefore be
regarded as an exemplar of a particular category. For this reason, we refer to programs in
our sample as “exemplary” throughout the report.

In this report we discuss survey findings for program graduates who completed one
of the pre-service programs, program participants who were involved in an in-service
program, and program principals from both groups who were currently serving as
principals. In addition, there is a small sample of principals who received a continuum of
support: They graduated from an exemplary pre-service program, and they were leading a
school in a partnering district with aligned, ongoing, in-service support.

Their responses were compared to those of a national comparison sample of
principals drawn from the membership of the National Association of Elementary School
Principals (NAESP) and the National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP). We drew a national sample, but oversampled in eight states: the five states in
which our programs were located, plus three others selected because of distinctive
elements of their state policy contexts. This sample, described later in the chapter, allowed
us to compare overall program responses to a national comparison group, and also to
compare each program sample to principals from within their state. Finally, it facilitated
analysis of the impacts of state policy on principals’ preparation and practices.

The Programs as Exemplars of Different Approaches and Contexts

The programs we selected include: traditional university-based programs serving
candidates who practice in a range of districts (Delta State University [DSU] and the
University of Connecticut), a university pre-service program that developed a close
partnership with a district and is tied to an induction and in-service program (Bank Street
College with Region 1 in New York City), programs launched by districts in collaboration
with universities (Jefferson County Public Schools [JCPS] with the University of
Louisville and San Diego City Schools [SDCS] with the University of San Diego). (See
Table 2.1.)



Table 2.1: Pro

Pre-Service

rams Included in Stud

In-Service

Program Descriptions

Programs

Delta State
University (MS)

Programs

Delta State’s program focuses on instructional
leadership and features a full-time internship and
financial support so teachers can spend a year
preparing to become principals who can transform
schools in the poor, mostly rural region. The program
benefits from support from local districts and the
state of Mississippi.

University of
Connecticut’s

The UCAPP program is transforming a high-quality,
traditional university-based program into an innovative

Administrator program that increasingly integrates graduate coursework
Preparation with field experiences and prepares principals who can use
Program data and evidence of classroom practice to organize
(UCAPP) change. Some candidates go into Hartford, CT, where they
receive additional, intensive professional development.
Hartford (CT) Public | The Hartford Leadership Initiative has used leadership
School District development to leverage reforms vital to moving beyond a
state takeover. Working with the Institute for Learning at the
University of Pittsburgh, Hartford has sought to create a
common language and practices around instructional
leadership.
The Principals Region 1 of the Working with Bank Street College, Region 1 has
Institute at Bank | NYC Public developed a continuum of leadership preparation,
Street College Schools including pre-service, induction, and in-service
(NY) support. This continuum aims to create leadership

for improved teaching and learning closely linked
to the district’s instructional reforms.

Jefferson County (KYY) Public Schools

Since the late 1980s, JCPS has developed a leadership
development program tailored to the needs of
principals working in the district. Working with
the University of Louisville, the district has crafted a
pathway from the classroom to the principalship and
a wide array of supports for practicing leaders.

Educational
Leadership
Development
Academy (ELDA)
at the University
of San Diego

San Diego (CA)
Unified School
District

San Diego's continuum of leadership preparation and
development reflects a closely aligned school-
university partnership. The pre-service and in-
service programs support the development of leaders
within a context of district instructional reform by
focusing on instructional leadership, supported by a
strong internship and coaching/networking.
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Delta State University: A Bold Strategy to Transform a Region’s Schools

A small public university situated in one of America’s poorest regions, Delta State
University (DSU) may seem an unlikely candidate for recognition as one of the country’s
exemplary principal preparation programs. We included Mississippi’s Delta State because
it received the most mentions by experts and in the literature, its pre-service program met
all of our initial criteria, and it targets underserved communities. In addition, in contrast to
the other programs we studied, Delta State is neither a private university nor a flagship
public university. It is a public institution with a mission to serve a disadvantaged
population in the rural south. The Mississippi state context is also unusual. Mississippi
supports a sabbatical for educators so that they can prepare for the principalship full time.
This state program is critical to Delta State’s ability to offer the intensive internship
program that anchors its program. In addition, the state has taken an aggressive approach
to accrediting administrator preparation programs, creating strong incentives for
improvement, and it takes an active hand in ongoing professional development for
principals in Mississippi schools.

The recommendations from experts and the literature proved warranted. The Delta
State program was top-rated by graduates on nearly every indicator of program quality, and
the more than 70% of graduates who had become principals (one of the highest proportions
in our study) were among those most likely to report deep engagement in instructional
leadership activities. Teachers who rated the principals we followed also rated Delta State
graduates extremely highly as strong, supportive, effective leaders.

Other programs offer internships, cohort structures, close partnerships with local
school districts, and integrated curricula. However, few that we examined put these pieces
together as comprehensively or as consistently well as the Educational Leadership program
at DSU. Since 1999, Delta State has trained about 15 candidates a year through a 14-
month Masters of Education (M.Ed.) program that combines graduate coursework focused
on instructional leadership with a full-time internship experience and a passion for
developing school leaders capable of transforming the poor, mostly rural schools in the
region. The centerpiece of the Delta State program is the internship experience, coupled
with financial support so teachers can spend a full year preparing to be a principal.
Graduates report strong links between their coursework and the internships, including
extensive use of field-based projects, problem-based learning approaches, and action
research, along with support from expert leaders in the field and strong university faculty.

The program also benefits from deep support both from local districts and the State
of Mississippi. The state provides unprecedented financial support through the Mississippi
Sabbatical Leave Program, which pays teachers’ salaries for one year while they complete
their administrator credential. A consortium of local superintendents helped develop the
curriculum. Local districts recruit candidates, provide mentors, open their schools to
interns, and enthusiastically hire program graduates. Indeed, more than 70% of the
graduates report having been recruited for the program, making them eligible for support



through the state Sabbatical Program. According to our survey results, 96% of DSU
graduates received some financial support to attend the program.

The program and districts are recruiting experienced teachers who represent the
demographics of the region. Among the graduates we surveyed, 60% were African
American and 40% were white. (According to program staff, in a typical cohort about half
of the program participants each year are African American.) On average, DSU graduates
work in schools where more than 80% of their students are low-income and two-thirds are
African American. Despite the challenges they face, principals from DSU were among the
most positive about the principalship and the most committed to remaining in these roles.
Delta State offers these hardy recruits an intensive, highly successful experience that
prepares them well for meeting the challenges they face.

University of Connecticut’s Administrator Preparation Program: University and
District Support for Continuous Improvement

Since its creation in 1990, the University of Connecticut’s Administrator
Preparation Program (UCAPP) has been known as a flagship administrator preparation
program in a state that has undertaken serious, sustained reforms of teaching for more than
20 years. UCAPP is a 2-year, part-time program designed for working professionals who
aspire to positions in school leadership. It combines post-master’s graduate coursework
with a part-time internship spread across 2 years. UCAPP works closely with local school
districts, including Hartford, to prepare educators for leadership roles, and its graduates are
in high demand across the state.

Five years after UCAPP was launched at the Hartford/Storrs campus, it was
expanded to include a cohort in Stamford; a third cohort was recently added in
Southeastern Connecticut. The program admits 15 candidates, often referred by local
superintendents, into each of these three geographically based cohorts, for a total of 45
aspiring administrators per year. Candidates who successfully complete the 32-credit
program are awarded a Sixth-Year Diploma in Educational Administration, and they are
eligible for endorsement for Connecticut State Certification as Intermediate
Administrators.

The UCAPP program is dedicated to continuous program improvement, with efforts currently
focused on transforming a high-quality, traditional, university-based program into one that provides
both expanded field experiences and a comprehensive blend of course work focused on
developing an analytical, reflective approach to instructional leadership. In part because of
this commitment to improve, the program is characterized by deep and broad support:
providing strong, formal, on-going support to its candidates; receiving strong support from
local districts and state educator associations; and earning programmatic and financial
support from the School of Education and the University.

Graduates rate the quality of the program highly, noting especially its preparation
for the targeted goals of developing a collaborative organization that is focused on using
data and evidence of practice for continuous improvement. UCAPP serves as an exemplar



of a traditional university-based program, with limited resources, that has been
implemented in a coherent and thoughtful manner.

Furthermore, the Connecticut state context is an interesting case of a high-
achieving state that over two decades has created a tightly aligned set of professional
reforms that build upon one another. Although Connecticut has only recently focused
explicitly on school leadership, principals were expected to take an active role in the
teacher reforms of the 1990s, receiving intensive training for evaluation and professional
development. The state’s leadership supports are focused on the assessment of school
leaders through a performance-based portfolio, which influences how pre-service programs
prepare principals, and the development of leadership academies, which influences district
in-service principal development, especially in urban areas.

Hartford (CT) Public Schools: Paving Pathways to Stronger Leadership

The Hartford Public Schools, an urban district of 24,479 students, has faced chronic
challenges of low student achievement, high teacher and principal turnover, budgetary
problems, and governance struggles that led to a state takeover in 1999. Realizing that
school leadership is vital to reforming schools and improving student achievement,
Hartford has made leadership development a focus of its effort to reshape the district since
the state takeover.

While a substantial proportion of Hartford administrators are UCAPP graduates,
there is not a close collaboration between the district and UCAPP, as is characteristic of
the San Diego and New York cases. We selected Hartford’s in-service program as an
affiliated site for study because of its emphasis on leadership development as the means to
leverage change. Hartford’s initiative has sought to create a leadership pathway to align
the work of all instructional leaders and deepen the pool of potential principals. The
district supports an on-site credentialing program (in conjunction with its local college,
Central Connecticut State University) and ongoing professional development for all school
leaders provided by the Institutes for Learning (IFL) at the University of Pittsburgh.

In 2001, Hartford secured a grant from the Wallace Foundation, which has
provided the district with the funding needed to develop a leadership preparation and
support program that the district calls “Linking Leadership with Learning for ALL
Learners.” With this funding, Hartford is creating a pathway for talented teachers to
assume leadership positions that extend to the principalship and beyond. This path
includes opportunities for master teachers to coach other teachers within their school, for
coaches to move beyond their own schools and serve as “Turnaround Specialists™ for
struggling schools, for aspiring principals to complete principal certification, and for all
these district employees to enhance their skills, with a focus on teaching and learning.
Hartford is also seeking to create a focus and a common language around instructional leadership.

These efforts show initial promise: Test scores in Hartford have increased in recent
years, and there is evidence that principals who participated in the district’s leadership
Initiative activities are more likely to improve their schools’ standing (Rouse & Markham,



2004). Hartford has also demonstrated success in developing the leadership potential of
people already working within the system. According to district documents, all principal
and assistant principal vacancies in 2003 and 2004 were filled by hires who had
participated in the district-sponsored principal preparation program. The district has now
produced achievement gains that match or exceed those of similar Connecticut districts and
1s now returning to local control of governance. Thus, Hartford is an exemplar of how a
district-based leadership initiative can be launched in a high-need district that had lacked
capacity to jump-start change.

Bank Street College Principals Institute: An Integrated Approach to Developing
Leaders

The Bank Street College of Education’s Principals Institute was launched in 1988
in collaboration with the New York City Board of Education to prepare a greater number
of women and minorities as public school leaders. The Institute, which focuses explicitly
on instructional leadership and school reform, has developed a strong reputation in New
York City and nationally for producing urban school leaders who hold a progressive vision
for schooling that emphasizes teaching and learning. Despite changes in the political and
educational landscape of New York City that have led to the replacement of many
university-based programs with a district-run leadership academy, the Institute has
remained an influential vehicle for the preparation of New York City’s principals. The
innovative and influential nature of this program, and its recent integration with a district
in-service leadership program in New York City’s Region 1, were primary reasons we
included Bank Street College in our sample. Another interesting contextual factor is the
role of New York State, which has overhauled standards for leadership programs, leading
to substantial program reforms in the last few years.

Bank Street College’s Principals Institute is defined by several core program design
elements, including the integration of theory and practice, a strong advisory system, and
three robust internship placements, all of which work together to promote reflective
practice. The advisement model, which permeates all the college’s programs, provides
participants with extremely close individual and cohort-based support that allows them to
reflect on practice, identify challenges and weaknesses, and develop new skills and
strategies under the guidance of faculty members who are also expert practitioners. The
Bank Street model promotes the development of school leaders who demonstrate
instructional as well as transformational practices, focusing on supporting teachers in
improving teaching and learning, while building the capacity of the school as a whole.
Bank Street candidates complete an 18-month, 36-credit master’s degree while they are
working in New York City Public Schools.

Although initiated through a partnership with several New York City districts, the
program has come to be known in particular for its longstanding collaboration with Region
1, an area in the Bronx that encompasses the former community school districts 9 and 10.
This partnership, the Principals Institute Region 1 program that is the subject of our study,
fits within a continuum of complementary and increasingly integrated leadership
preparation and development programs and strategies. The active inclusion of Region 1



practitioners in offering coursework and advisement helps ensure the consistent carryover
from learning into practice.

In addition to the strong focus on improving teaching and learning, the Principals
Institute identifies four driving goals for its candidates; these are aligned with the goals of
Region 1 for its principals: (1) lifelong learning, (2) reflective practice, (3) inquiry, and (4)
advocacy. Candidates learn both to develop their own voice and to develop and engage the
voices of others in their leadership work, which is focused on creating democratic and
equitable school cultures. They do this through their action-learning experiences, linking
academics, practice, and inquiry to concerns for equity, ethics, and diversity, as well as for
building a collaborative, empowered learning culture. The extent to which the program
succeeds in these goals is suggested by the fact that Bank Street graduates rated the
program a perfect “5” when asked to assess the extent to which it emphasizes instructional
leadership and working with the school community, integrates theory and practice, engages
them in inquiry, and provides opportunities for self-assessment. The close alignment
between the program and Region 1’s focused reform and professional development efforts
provides intensive preparation for the well-developed instructional leadership expectations
within the Region.

Region 1. New York City: An Aligned Partnership for School Improvement

Located in the Bronx, Region 1 serves a student body that is 93% students of color
and 86% low income. Region 1 was established in 2002 with the merger of two of New
York City Public Schools’ most disadvantaged community districts (9 and 10). These
communities have long been plagued by high principal and teacher turnover and
difficulties in recruiting quality educators. Under the leadership of Superintendent Irma
Zardoya, Region 1 developed a continuum of professional leadership as a means of
developing systemic leadership capacity, which in turn increases the schools’ capacity for
improvement. The regional superintendent credits its leadership preparation and
development programs for steady gains in student achievement and for its increasing and
increasingly diverse pool of administrator candidates.

Region 1’s continuum of leadership development identifies potential leaders,
supports their preparation, and provides them ongoing support and training. Cohorts of
school leaders from Region 1 participate in the Bank Street Program, and graduates of the
Principals Institute return to work in Region 1. In addition to the partnership with Bank
Street College that credentials aspiring principals, Region 1’s leadership development
initiative also includes teacher leader programs; a year-long induction program for new
principals; an ongoing professional development process for principals; monthly
networking meetings; and a series of professional learning opportunities for new assistant
principals, experienced principals, and aspiring principals and district administrators.

These components of the leadership continuum are integrated through the region’s
vision for schools as student-centered and achievement-driven, and its approach to school
improvement through instructional improvement and capacity building. The coherence
and integration of these components with the region’s mission and approach make them



mutually reinforcing across the continuum of leadership development. Through its
leadership development initiative, Region 1 has begun to see strong improvements in
student achievement and has addressed a once glaring shortage of principals in the area.
Region 1, in collaboration with Bank Street, serves as an exemplar of a comprehensive
approach to leadership development within the context of well articulated instructional
reform.

Jefferson County (KY) Public Schools: Sustained District Investment in Growing
Local Leaders

The Jefferson County Public Schools (JCPS) district serves urban Louisville as
well as surrounding suburban and rural communities. With sustained leadership since the
late 1980s, JCPS has supported a leadership development initiative that is noteworthy
because of both its maturity and its comprehensiveness. Emphasizing a “grow-your-own”
approach to leadership development, this large county district has developed and
maintained a set of leadership development programs tailored to the needs of principals
working in the district, from initial preparation to induction to ongoing support. More
recently, working with the University of Louisville, the district has crafted a pathway from
the classroom to the principalship that feeds the leadership pipeline. This highly
developed pathway and the sustained nature of the reforms over decades were reasons we
added JCPS to our study sample. In addition, given the progress of wide-reaching reforms
under the Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) of 1989, Kentucky provides a rich
policy context that has fostered substantial attention to professional development.

Jefferson County’s investment in leadership preparation can be traced back to the
long-term policy and program stability provided by consistent district leadership. The
roots of some initiatives date to the late1970s, when the district embarked upon a
deliberate plan to recruit, prepare, and hire more African-American administrators for a
diversifying district facing desegregation. More recently, Superintendent Stephen
Daeschner, in his twelfth year as the district’s chief at the time of this study, provided
consistent and stable investment in district-based leadership preparation. The sustained
reform effort has paid off in higher student achievement and increased diversity in the
administrator ranks.

The JCPS model exemplifies a portfolio of investments in leadership preparation
and development that includes 24 different components. Programs for aspiring leaders,
new leaders, and current leaders are coordinated from the district office. In the words of
one planning document, JCPS has implemented ““a system of leadership development”
with a span that can run from a teacher’s or counselor’s initial interest in administration
into retirement, with retirees serving as many of the leadership instructors, coaches, and
mentors used in the various programs. In addition to two pre-service programs sponsored
with the University of Louisville, the district has formal induction programs for assistant
principals and principals that feature strong mentoring, advisement, evaluation, and
feedback, and programs for veteran principals that provide training on topics ranging from
literacy to teacher evaluation to classroom management. The district has launched new
programs to support instructional leadership skills for teacher leaders and assistant



principals, the former in collaboration with the teachers’ union. The goal is to strengthen
participants’ understanding of instruction and their capacities to contribute to its
improvement throughout the school.

Despite shifts in district reforms over the years, the district’s commitment to its
leadership initiative has remained constant. Its recruitment, selection, and professional
development programs represent and sustain the district’s organizational emphases and
professional culture and provide JCPS with a steady leadership pipeline. The district
views leadership as the key variable affecting school improvement and therefore invests
significant resources in these programs. Many district officials express faith that the
leadership programs are paying off, with the district showing improvement on state tests
outpacing its Kentucky peers. JCPS provides an example of a mature, comprehensive
approach to leadership development that has evolved over time.

San Diego: A Coherent Commitment to Instructional Leadership

San Diego's continuum of leadership preparation and development was launched as
the most tightly aligned partnership of all those we studied. The pre-service program
developed by the San Diego Unified School District (SDUSD) in collaboration with the
University of San Diego was designed to support the development of leaders for a specific
set of instructional reforms in the context of a district-wide transformation of practice
launched during the late 1990s. Major, closely connected investments in in-service
development for school leaders were also developed. The San Diego reforms emphasized
the development of principals as instructional leaders and teachers as instructional experts
through a set of highly coherent efforts to reshape principal and teacher recruitment,
evaluation, and professional development around instructional improvement. San Diego
provides a unique example of a tight partnership between a university and school district,
aligned around a common philosophy of school improvement.

The University of San Diego has worked closely with the San Diego schools to
provide high-quality pre-service training that allows hand-picked recruits to complete the
requirements for initial administrator certification in California during a year of full-time
study, coupled with a paid internship under the tutelage of an expert principal in the
district. The Educational Leadership Development Academy (ELDA) offers both a
program for aspiring school leaders and an induction and support program for new leaders.
All elements of the program—recruitment and selection, to curriculum development and
instruction, to culminating evaluations of candidates—were developed in close
collaboration between the university and the district.

The program emphasizes instructional leadership, organizational development, and
change management, and graduates are extremely well-prepared to organize professional
learning for teachers and staff in their schools. Part of the training, for example, involves
candidates in designing and implementing professional development for teachers and
developing school plans that are required by the district. Like Delta State, San Diego
recruits candidates from among talented, committed teachers. Similarly, initial funding



from the district and the Broad Foundation enabled candidates to complete a year-long
internship under the guidance of an expert principal while completing their coursework.

The SDUSD also offers intensive in-service opportunities for all school leaders
working in the district. The intensive in-service program includes a tightly connected set
of learning opportunities designed to provide a common orientation toward instruction for
leaders at all levels of the district. The varied elements of the district’s infrastructure for
developing the knowledge and skills of principals are not fragmented events, but part of a
tight web of mutually reinforcing supports. These provide each principal with guidance
from an instructional leader who oversees a learning community that offers formal and
informal principals’ networks, study groups, and peer coaching. These activities are linked
to the sequence of learning opportunities focused on teaching, learning, and instructional
improvement that are offered through monthly principal conferences, professional
development institutes, and “walkthroughs” of schools to observe teaching. Beginning
principals and others needing assistance have access to mentors. (See Figure 2.2.)
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Figure 2.2: Principal In-Service Program Structure

San Diego offers an example of a highly enriched, coherent approach to leadership
development that is supported by a strong university-district partnership. This partnership
has created an infrastructure for professional learning and developed a common language
and orientation toward instruction that has shaped the practice of educators in all levels of
the district. The key power of the San Diego reforms is that leadership preparation and
support is a fundamental part of the reform model—not only a goal and value in itself, but
a comprehensive vehicle for creating and sustaining focused instructional work throughout
the district. The California context offers an interesting case of a very diverse state that
has pursued a standards-based reform agenda while experiencing dramatic changes in
fiscal capacity and educational programs and philosophy over the course of a decade.
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Conduct of the Case Studies

Interviews. The research team conducted semi-structured interviews with various
stakeholders of each program; these included program founders, administrators, and
faculty; district office personnel; principals; university officials; program participants; and
graduates. (See Appendix B for instrumentation and protocols.) Members of the research
team participated in program workshops and courses when possible and conducted focus
groups with current participants. For each program, researchers also conducted on-site
observations of three to five program graduates/participants who were active principals.
As part of the school observations, we both interviewed and surveyed teachers who
worked with these principals. The teacher survey asked about principals’ practices as well
as school climate and conditions. These teacher assessments of principals’ behavior
included measures of the core leadership practices described earlier, as well as assessments
of the learning culture and approaches to instructional improvement. The teacher survey
also captured assessments of teachers’ motivation, job satisfaction, and student effort.

At most sites, field work was completed by two researchers who visited the
program twice, for a total of roughly 100 hours of face-to-face contact time with research
subjects. In two cases (San Diego and New York), part of the research team was local. In
these cases, the research did not have to be compacted into two site visits, but instead, took
place over several months. Visits began in November 2004 and were completed by Fall
2005. In addition, researchers spent dozens of hours in telephone interviews to prepare for
and follow up after the visits. In some cases, it took several sessions to interview a key
respondent (often one part in person and the rest by phone), to accommodate the
respondent’s schedule and address questions that arose.

Table 2.2: Categories of Questions Included in Each Interview Protocol

Program | Program Program Program | District
Respondent Category Staff Faculty Grafls/ Participants |Officials
Principals
Program Background X X
Program Theory/Goals X X X X X
Program Design/Features X X X X X
Program/Participant Assessment X X X X
Principal Practice X X
Context (Policy, Partnerships) X X X

Observations. The research team developed two separate observation protocols to
guide observation of program activities and to guide visits to schools led by program
completers. These protocols prompted researchers to detail the school setting,
demographics of students and staff, and features of the learning environment, instructional
practices, and content of instruction. Observations protocols also included questions to
guide discussions with instructors and learners.




Surveys. To triangulate with the interview data, we administered surveys to the
graduates of the pre-service programs, participants of the in-service programs, and to a
subset of teachers in some of the schools led by focus principals. Principals’ surveys
captured program participants’ assessments of the features and quality of their programs,
as well as their sense of preparedness, attitudes about and practices in the principalship,
and student and organizational contexts in the schools where they now work. An in-
service component of the survey asked about principals’ participation in professional
development activities and their views of the utility of these opportunities. Teacher
surveys asked about their principals’ attitudes and practices, and the student and
organizational contexts in their schools. Survey items were drawn heavily from the federal
Schools and Staffing survey (NCES, 2006), Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1999, 2000) studies of
effective school leadership practices, and the Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium (ISSLC) standards. The results were also used in comparisons with state and
national principal samples, described further in the next section.

Cost analyses. Using a protocol developed by the Finance Project, case studies
included detailed assessments of the costs of various program components and the
financing strategies used to support the program. The protocol documents the real costs in
time and personpower, including uncompensated time donated by participants and staff
and in-kind donations from institutional partners, as well as the budgeted funding for
mounting and sustaining each program. A team from the Finance Project conducted
interviews and analyzed program documents to secure this information. Team members
also analyzed revenue sources, using documents and interviews to examine the extent to
which the program was paid for out of the regular institutional budget; through tuition
payments by participants; or with outside funding from the state, the federal government,
or foundations.

Data Analysis

Each site-visit team produced a case study of the program it visited, systematically
combining the multiple sources of qualitative and quantitative data from interviews,
observations, documents, and surveys.” Where pre-service and in-service programs
operated at a common site, the data from the two programs were analyzed together in order
to describe the interactions between programs and their influences on both the candidates
and the districts involved. Data analysis followed an iterative process that included
moving back and forth between quantitative and qualitative data, comparing coding
schemes across cases, and refining the final coding scheme to reflect both common themes
and unique characteristics of each case. Cross-case analysis focused on uncovering
principles and practices common across the distinctive programs and on revealing
differences illustrated by the distinct exemplars. The cases were also analyzed in relation
to the state context, in order to evaluate possible impacts of policy and other features of the
state environment.

? The individual case studies are published at http:/seli.stanford.edu.



State Policy Cases

In selecting programs to study, we considered geographic diversity along with
program quality and design. Our state sample includes the five states in which these
programs are located: California, New York, Connecticut, Kentucky, and Mississippi. We
also studied the policy contexts of three additional states, selected to represent different
approaches to state policy: Georgia, Delaware, and North Carolina. Georgia and North
Carolina both sponsor their own well regarded professional development programs.
Georgia’s Leadership Academy has enjoyed support from the governor, legislature, and
higher education. It has used this support to bring together a number of partners, including
higher education institutions, the business community, K-12 educators, and the Southern
Regional Education Board. North Carolina runs several programs, including the renowned
Principal Fellows Program, a distinctive recruitment initiative. Delaware sponsors a state
academy that is operated by a university. It has developed a number of innovative state
policies that provide additional insights into state policy options, including a mentoring
program for principals and initiatives around distributed leadership.

Researchers developed state case studies that focused on policies influencing
leadership development by reviewing policy documents and literature and interviewing a
range of stakeholders: policymakers and analysts; principals and superintendents; and
representatives of professional associations, preparation programs, and professional
development programs. In addition to an overview of each state’s general approach to
reform, we examined policies addressing standards, preparation, and licensure for
principals; professional development investments and programs; initiatives aimed at
recruitment or retention of principals; and any other policies identified as supporting or
impeding leadership development.

The Finance Project reviewed state financial investments in school leadership, both
current budgets and investment trends, by conducting interviews and collecting state and
program documents. TFP also analyzed how the state paid for its leadership development
initiatives; for example, whether they used the regular state budget, targeted state or local
revenues, or outside funding from the federal government or foundations.

As described in the next section, national survey data, drawn to include state-level
samples for each of these eight states, allowed us to examine patterns in principals’
experiences of pre-service and in-service development within these states as compared to
one another and to a national sample. These experiences highlighted differences in
principals’ opportunities to learn that were assessed in light of policy differences.

National, State, and Program-Level Surveys

We surveyed 2000-2004 graduates from the pre-service preparation programs in
our case-study sample, as well as all principals participating in the in-service programs and
a national comparison sample of principals drawn from the membership lists of the
NAESP and the NASSP. We drew a national sample with oversampling in the eight focus
states. This method allowed us to compare responses from program graduates to a national



comparison group and to compare each program sample to principals from within their
states. Finally, it facilitated analysis of the impact of state policy on a sample of principals
within each of the eight focal states. To accommodate the sampling scheme and the
various uses of the data, the sub-samples were weighted for different analyses to represent
their share of the relevant population. (See Appendix A for more details about the survey
methodology.)

In addition, we used three subsets of the program sample for comparison with the
national sample to address our inquiry from three vantage points: the impact of exemplary
pre-service preparation, in-service professional development, and a continuum of
preparation and in-service opportunities—a “double dose” of high-quality program
experiences that some principals received within several school districts.

As shown in Table 2.3, among our 1,086 respondents to the principal survey, 661
were part of the national comparison sample and 425 were individuals who had
experienced the exemplary programs. Among the program sample, 249 were graduates of
the pre-service programs and 244 were participants in the in-service programs, while some
in an overlapping group had experienced both. Some of our analyses looked at only those
pre-service graduates who were currently principals (124 in total). Other graduates had not
yet entered administration or had gone into assistant principalships first, as is the norm in
many districts. In some cases, we rely on comparisons of responses of principals from the
national sample to those of exemplary program graduates (some of whom have not become
principals), due to the small sample size of practicing principals within the program
population. This represents a limitation in some of the analyses. As indicated, we restrict
other analyses to respondents who had been or were currently principals. (A few were on
leave or had just left the principalship). Finally, we analyzed the responses of 79
principals who had experienced the cumulative benefit of both pre-service and in-service
exemplary programs, either as an intentional district-designed continuum or an
accumulation of two program experiences.” In these comparisons, we looked at
respondents’ views of their learning experiences, their feelings of preparedness for the
principalship, their self-reported practices, and their perceptions of school and district
conditions.

Our research is necessarily limited by its cross-sectional nature and its reliance on
self-reports. To offset this limitation, we triangulate program principals’ reports of their
practices with observations and teachers’ reports of principals’ practices for a small sub-
sample of participants or graduates from each program. We can examine relationships
between past experiences and current views and practices only from a retrospective
perspective. We assume that any bias that this creates is similar across samples. That said,

3 A few principals had attended one of the innovative preparation programs prior to the time frame of our
study, but had been in the innovative in-service development program, or, in the case of a few in
Connecticut, had attended both the innovative preparation and innovative in-service development programs,
although these were not intentionally integrated by the urban district. We included these two groups of
principals as continuum prepared principals, as their cumulative experiences were more similar to the other
continuum principals.



inferred correlations between program attributes and graduate attitudes and behaviors
derive largely from self-reported data and must therefore be interpreted with some caution.

Table 2.3: Survey Respondents by Program and Current Principal Status

Total Current
Respondents Principals
(2005)
Total of all Respondents 1,086 849
Total National Comparison Sample 661 571
NAESP Sample 345 294
NASSP Sample 316 277
Total Program Sample 425 278
Total Pre-Service Preparation Programs 249 124
Bank Street 28 5
Delta State 47 24
University of San Diego/San Diego 65 32
Jefferson County 49 46
UCAPP 60 17
Total In-Service Programs 244 222
Hartford 20 14
Jefferson County 77 72
Region 1 45 39
San Diego 105 97
Total Continuum Sample 103 79
Jefferson County 49 46
Region 1 7 7
San Diego 42 21
Others (with continuum-like experiences) 5 5

In the next chapter, we describe how program graduates and participants differed in
their views and experiences of their programs, their sense of preparedness, and their
reported practices from their peers within their states and nationally.
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Chapter 3: The Outcomes of Exemplary Programs

[ELDA graduates] take hold in a way that [ don’t have the same confidence others
could. They can articulate a belief and build a rationale and justification that
encourages others to believe the same thing and hold high expectations for all kids.
I have confidence with the ELDA graduates that the belief doesn’t become words
that float away in the air—that they put actions behind it, convincing others not by
edict, but by actual leadership. . .looking at practice, figuring out what to do about it,
and not settling for practice that doesn’t produce a good result for kids.

—San Diego Unified School District principal supervisor

As a superintendent, I hired a couple of principals out of [the UCAPP program];
these people came to the table when we were at administrative council meetings, and
they knew how to disaggregate data, they knew how to use data, they knew about
school improvement plans, they knew about how you effectively evaluate staff. 1
mean, they came in and they were ready to go to work!

—Local superintendent in Connecticut

When I was doing my interviews, I could always tell who had gone to Principals for
Tomorrow and who hadn’t. I could tell based on the questions who knew [how to
lead] and who didn’t.

—Jefferson County Public Schools human resources manager

These comments about the abilities of graduates of the programs we studied were
repeated by employers, colleagues, and the graduates themselves throughout our research,
confirming that something distinctive was going on in the preparation the programs offered.
Much of the literature about leadership development programs describes program features
believed to be productive, but evidence about what graduates of these programs can actually
do as a result of their training has been sparse. We designed this research around the view
that exemplary programs should offer visible evidence of the consequences of preparation for
principals’ knowledge, skills, and practices—and for their success in the challenging jobs they
face.

We found that graduates prepared in these innovative programs report higher quality
program practices, feel better prepared, feel better about the principalship as a job and a
vocation, and enact more effective leadership practices as principals than do others with more
conventional preparation.

Pre-Service Graduates’ Views of Their Programs

As Table 3.1 illustrates, graduates of the pre-service programs: Bank Street Principals
Institute, Delta State, Jefferson County’s Principals for Tomorrow, the University of
Connecticut’s Administrator Preparation Program (UCAPP), and the University of San
Diego’s Educational Leadership Development Academy (ELDA) program were, in aggregate,
significantly more likely (p<.001) to report distinctive program features on virtually every



measure.’ These differences were generally quite large, with sample means often a full
standard deviation apart.

Table 3.1: Graduates’ Perceptions of Program Features
Program National
Mean Mean
n=242 n=629

To what extent were the following qualities/practices true of your

leadership preparation program? 1=Not at All. . .5=To a Great Extent

I was in a student cohort—a defined group of individuals who began the
program together and stayed together throughout their courses. 4.53%% 251
Practicing school/district administrators taught in the program. 3.94%** 2.86
Faculty members were very knowledgeable about their subject matter. | 4.56*** 4.15
Leadership-focused program content: 4. 28%* 3.78
The program content emphasized instructional leadership. 4. 58%* 4.13
The program content emphasized leadership for school improvement. 4. 49%* 3.63
The program content emphasized managing school operations efficiently. 3.80 3.81
The program content emphasized working with the school community and
4.1 1%** 3.63
stakeholders.
The program gave me a strong orientation to the principalship as a career. 4.3Q%%% 3.73
Reflection-rich program content: 4. 25%%* 3.48
The course work was comprehensive and provided a coherent learning 4 40k 387
experience.
The program provided many opportunities for self-assessment as a leader. 4.1 8%x* 3.22
I was often asked to reflect on practice and analyze how to improve it. 4,471 %% 3.40
The program provided regular assessments of my skill development and
; . 4.09%** 3.23
leadership competencies.
The program integrated theory and practice. 4. 45%%* 3.73
The faculty provided many opportunities to evaluate the program. 3.94%** 3.41
Active, student-centered instruction: 4.25%%* 3.46
There were field-based projects in which I applied ideas in the field. 4. 2% 3.37
There were linkages between coursework and my internship or other field- 4 9Qk 341
based experience. ) )
The program used problem-based learning approaches. 4.29%* 3.47
The program included action research or inquiry projects. 4.00%** 3.34
The program required journal writing about my experiences 4 12%%* 3.02
The program included analysis and discussion of case studies 4. 39%* 3.74
The program included lectures 3.74%%* 3.97
I participated in small group work 4.46%** 3.86
I was required to prepare a portfolio demonstrating my learning and
: 4.36%** 2.81
accomplishments

ANOVA; ***p<.001

* These comparisons are aggregate means reflecting program graduates’ reports (some of whom are not
principals) in comparison to those of practicing principals’ in the national comparison group. There were
variations across programs in the strength of graduate ratings, but, with a few exceptions, graduates of programs
tended to rate program experiences higher than did principals in the comparison sample.
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The exemplary program graduates were, on average, more likely to be in a student
cohort, find their faculty members knowledgeable about their subject matter, and have
practicing school and district administrators teaching in their programs than the national
comparison sample of principals. Our subjects were also much more likely than other
principals to report that their program integrated theory and practice and emphasized
instructional leadership, leadership for school improvement, and working with the school
community. The only area in which these programs and others nationally were similar was
the degree of their emphasis on efficient school operations.

The exemplary program graduates were, on average, more likely to rate their programs
highly for comprehensiveness and coherence and for the opportunities provided for reflection,
self-assessment, assessment of their skills and competencies by others, and assessment of the
program. They experienced much more active, field-connected learning, including
connections between internships and field work; field-based projects; action research;
problem-based learning; and the use of case studies, small group work, and portfolios. They
were less likely to experience lectures.

Not incidentally, exemplary program graduates, on average, were significantly more
likely to have an internship experience (89% vs. 72%); to have the kinds of experiences in
which they were placed in apprentice leadership roles with expert principals (rather than doing
a project on the side while working full-time as a teacher) and to report that these experiences
were closely supervised, regularly evaluated, offered opportunities for doing the tasks of an
educational leader, and represented an excellent learning experience. (Table 3.2). Their
internships also tended to be nearly 50% longer, averaging a full year.

Table 3.2: Assessment of Internship Experiences (for those who had internships)

I was closely supervised and assisted by knowledgeable school

leaders. 4.47%** 3.63
My internship achievements were regularly evaluated by program

faculty. 4.33%** 3.19
I had responsibilities for leading, facilitating, and making

decisions typical of an educational leader. 4. 27H* 3.84
I was able to develop an educational leader’s perspective on

school improvement. 4.5] % 3.74
My internship was an excellent learning experience for becoming

a principal. 4,53 %% 3.91

ANOVA; ***p<.001

Finally, exemplary program graduates, on average, felt significantly better prepared
for virtually every aspect of principal practice (p<.001), ranging from readiness to lead
instruction and organizational learning to preparation for developing a school vision,
engaging parents and community, and managing school operations. Again, with the exception
of managing school facilities, where there was only a slight edge, these differences were quite




large. As shown in Table 3.3, we organized these survey items into scales representing key
aspects of leadership. (For more information about measurement properties of the scales, see
Appendix A.) Many of the most pronounced differences were in areas the literature suggests
matter most for school effectiveness and student learning, including leading school
improvement, including the use of data to plan change, creating an educational program, and
supporting professional development for teachers.

Table 3.3: Program Graduates’ Perceptions of Preparedness

Lead organizational learning: 4.1 1%** 3.27
Create a collaborative learning organization 4 17%** 3.36
Use data to monitor school progress, identify problems, & propose 41455 309
solutions ' '
Engage staff in decision-making about school curriculum and policies 4.03%** 3.37
Lead a well informed, planned change process for a school 4.03%** 3.24
Engage in comprehensive planning for school improvement 4.02%** 3.22
Redesign school organizations to enhance productive teaching and 3 gk 307
learning ) )
Engage in self-improvement and continuous learning 4.48%** 3.64
Develop school vision: 4.05%** 3.44
Develop broad agreement among staff about the school’s mission 3.96%** 3.29
Mobilize the school’s staff to foster social justice in serving all students 3.67%** 3.06
Use effective written and communication skills 4.24%** 3.64
Develop a clear set of ethical principles to guide decision making 4 37%** 3.77
Serve as an instructional leader: 3.96%** 3.27
Understand how different students learn and how to teach them

3.79%** 3.20
successfully
Create a coherent educational program across the school 4.02%** 3.29
Evaluate curriculum materials for their usefulness in supporting learning 3.65%** 3.11
Design professional development that builds teachers’ knowledge and 4.06% % 313
skills ) )
Evaluate teachers and provide instructional feedback to support their 40%% 353
improvement
Manage school operations: 3.66%** 3.32
Handle discipline and support services 3.74%%* 3.40
Find and allocate resources to pursue important school goals 3.55%** 3.07
Analyze budgets and reallocate resources to achieve critical objectives 3.43%* 3.15
Create and maintain an orderly, purposeful learning environment 4.12%** 3.65
Manage facilities and their maintenance 3.46~ 3.32
Engage parents and community: 3.74%%% 3.21
Work with parents to support students’ learning 3.63%** 3.21
Collaborate with others outside the school for assistance and partnership 3.84%** 3.21

ANOVA; p<.05, ** p<.01; *** p<.001




Participants and graduates of these programs describe how the combination of learning
experiences focused on helping them understand how to move a school organization forward
and how the coherence of these experiences, including strong connections between theory and
practice, enabled them to become effective in the schools where they are now principals. As a
participant in the Bank Street Institute put it:

I think the program is structured in a way that makes you think critically. You
are constantly connecting what you learned in the past to the real world. 1
think that is important. A lot of programs are designed to just get through, and
at the end you get a masters or a certificate. But this program truly prepares
you to become an effective leader. They do that through seminars; you visit
different schools [through your internship]; you get to see what really occurs in
the schools and what it really takes to become an effective leader.

Similarly, a graduate of San Diego’s ELDA program noted:

The theory around creating an organization and having a plan for that vision
and carrying that vision out—I think that was huge. . . .The focus on
instruction [and] the work that we did around instruction really helped solidify
the intentions that I came in with. But how to do it? There is nothing, no
class, no lecture, no other experience than being in the driver’s seat with the
steering wheel in your hands, with the controls right there. . . .I was an intern,
and I said, “I love this. It’s stressful.” I would say that everything I
experienced in ELDA was relevant [to what [ am doing today].

It is not surprising that graduates of these programs were, on average,
significantly more likely than comparison principals to say that they would choose the
same program again if they had the chance to do it over again (p<.001), and the
strength of this belief remains strong for those who have become principals. (See
Table 3.4.)

Table 3.4: Graduates’ Views of their Programs

"If you had the opportunity to do it over
again, would you choose the same program?” 1 .45%%x* 1 .44%%* 2.01

1=Yes; 2=Not Sure; 3=No

In the next chapter, we discuss program features that contribute to the feelings
of preparedness that graduates experienced. But, as we have noted, what really
matters is what happens when they become principals. Do they continue to feel
adequately prepared for the challenges they face? Do they enact the practices they




learned about in their programs? Do they in fact bring about instructional and
organizational improvement? We turn to these critical questions next.

Principals’ Beliefs and Practices

Leadership preparation programs have three types of initial impact—what graduates
learn, their beliefs about the role of principal, and their commitment to the principalship as a
career. Without these initial effects, it is difficult for programs to have an impact on
subsequent leadership practices and outcomes. This is particularly important because the
progress of program graduates into principalships is not a foregone conclusion. For example,
one large state university in California found in a follow-up survey that only 38 % of its
graduates who received preliminary administrative services credentials were serving in any
administrative role (including deans and assistant principals), and only about half of these
were in principalships (Adams, 1999). In another part of the country, Winter, Rinehart, &
Munoz (2002) found that only 10% of eligible candidates they surveyed reported they were
likely to apply for a principalship. As noted earlier, candidates’ self-perceptions of their
ability to do the job were the strongest predictor of their willingness to apply for a
principalship.

Beliefs and Commitments

To understand the views of practicing principals, we examined the subset of our
sample who were current principals in 2005, as not all graduates had yet become principals;
for example, many were in districts where their preparation led first to an assistant
principalship, and not all national comparison principals were still principals in 2005. Just
over half of the 2000-2004 graduates of our programs had become principals, a high
proportion compared to many programs nationally, and most of the remainder were in
administrative jobs. Nearly all said they were planning to become principals soon.

As Table 3.5 shows, these program principals were in aggregate significantly more
likely to be women, members of non-dominant racial/ethnic groups, and were typically
younger than the national comparison principals. By virtue of our selection criteria, they had
fewer years in the principalship, but had almost as much prior experience in teaching. They
were working in much higher need schools: Their schools were more than twice as likely to
serve urban communities and with a majority of low-income and “minority” students.

Despite these challenges, the exemplary program graduates felt significantly better
prepared, perceived the opportunities offered by the principalship more positively, and were
more likely to plan to stay in their jobs. As was true of the graduates generally, practicing
principals prepared by these programs rated their learning and preparedness more highly in all
areas. They rated their learning most highly with respect to their preparedness to a) lead
organizational learning; b) develop a school-wide vision and ethical commitment to all
students; and c¢) develop student and teacher learning, all of which are critical qualities for
school improvement according to research on effective leadership. (See Table 3.6.)



Table 3.5: Characteristics of Principals and Their Schools

Program National
Principals Sample
n=124 n=571
Personal Characteristics
Female T29p%** 46%
Racial/ethnic minority 369%%** 11%
Age 45%%* 50
Number of years of teaching 12.6%* 14.3
Number of years as a principal Gk 10
School Characteristics
Average number of students 654 637
School community is urban/small city 629%** 30%
% students eligible for free lunch 649%** 42%
% students who are “minority” 55%*** 27%

Table 3.6: Principals’ Preparedness, Beliefs, and Commitments
Program National
Principals Sample

n=124 n=571

Principals’ perceptions of how well prepared’ they were to:
Lead organizational learning 3.9%%* 3.3
Develop a school-wide vision and ethical commitment 3.9%%* 3.4
Develop student and teacher learning 3.8%** 3.3
Manage operations 3.5%* 3.3
Engage parents and the community 3, 5%%* 3.2
Positive beliefs” about the principalship/Allows me to: 4.84%* 4.73
Make a difference in the lives of students and staff 491 4.88
Provide opportunities for professional growth 4.85%** 4.69
Develop relationships with others inside and outside school 4 78%** 4.62
Influence school change 4 87*** 4.72
Negative beliefs about the principalship: 4.02%* 4.10
Requires very long work hours 4.81 4.73
Has too many responsibilities 4.03 4.05
Decreases my opportunity to work directly with children 3, 15%** 3.52
Creates a lot of stress 4.10 4.10
Commitment’ to the principalship: 3.13* 2.99
The stress and disappointments involved in serving as principal aren’t 3.31%* 3.14
really worth it (reverse scored).
If I could get a higher paying job, I’d leave education as soon as 3.41%%* 3.12
possible (reverse scored).
I plan to remain principal of this school as long as I am able. 3.02° 2.86
I am thinking about transferring to another school (reverse scored). 3.35%* 3.05
I plan to remain a principal until I retire. 2,717 2.89
I will continue being a principal until something better comes along. 3.00 2.94

p<.10; * p<.05, ** p<.01; *** p<.001

'Scale scores for preparedness reflect averages of 5-point rating scales: 1=not at all . . . 5=to a great extent.
“Belief scores are based on an average of 5-point agreement scales: 1=strongly disagree ... 5=strongly agree.
3Commitment scores are an average of 4-point ratings of six principal commitment items: 1=strongly disagree. .
4=strongly agree.
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Principals of these programs also reported more positive beliefs and a greater
commitment to the principalship. They shared strong positive beliefs that being a principal
enables them to make a difference in the lives of students, influence school change, and grow
professionally. Their views of the stresses of the principalship are comparable to those held
by the comparison principals, although they are less likely to feel that their work takes them
out of contact with children. Interestingly, although they work in more challenging contexts,
they are not, on average, more discouraged than principals working in generally more affluent
schools. In measures of their commitment, they are less likely to feel that the stresses of the
principalship are not worth it and more likely to plan to remain principal of their school as
long as they are able.

As we discuss further in the next chapter, these beliefs and commitment are likely
supported both by what the programs teach and by whom they recruit. Many of the program
principals were recruited because of their strong instructional backgrounds, as well as their
demonstrated commitment to student learning and to urban education. More of them share
the cultural experiences of the students they serve, and they have identified serving these
students as a central part of their educational mission.

Principal Practices

The influence of these learning experiences is reflected in how principals enact their
leadership and in their impact on their schools, teachers, and students. As we noted, this work
is accomplished by exemplary, program-prepared principals in far more challenging settings
than those led by comparison principals. Leadership practices and impact are examined in
three ways: 1) what principals report as their leadership practices based on how frequently
they engaged in various activities over one month; 2) how they would characterize the school
improvement climate and strategies of their schools; and 3) the changes they report in their
schools over the previous year. Since principal self-reports of their practices are necessarily
subjective, for a subset of these principals, we also examined what their teachers said about
their practices, along with what we observed in visits to their schools and examination of data
about trends in achievement and other outcomes. The influence of their preparation seems to
be most evident in what they focus on and how they have worked to change organizational
and teacher efforts over time.

From survey questions in which principals reported the frequency with which they
engage in a range of activities, we found that exemplary program principals, on average and
in the aggregate, report spending significantly more time than comparison principals on
instructionally focused work. Specifically, they were, on average, more likely to report that
they engaged at least weekly, and sometimes daily, in specific school and instructional
improvement tasks such as developing curriculum, providing feedback and guidance to
teachers to improve their practice, planning professional development, and using data to
analyze and plan for school improvement. (See Table 3.7.)

In interviews, graduates of the programs described both their intense focus on
instructional improvement and their repertoire of creative strategies for improving instruction.
For example, a Delta State graduate who was working as a high school principal explained:



Eighty percent of my job is teacher supervision. It entails, first of all, patting
them on the back when they are doing a good job. Whenever I see something
good, I always emphasize that first. [Then it entails] observation, and
evaluation, and assessment: giving them some feedback so they can
understand, and plotting a plan for improvement if we need it.

Table 3. 7: Principals’ Practices by Program Status

Number of hours worked weekly 64%* 61
Effective leadership practices: 3. %%k 2.9
Facilitate student learning 3.6%%* 33
Build a professional learning community among faculty and staff 3. 4%%* 3.0
Evaluate and provide instructional feedback to teachers 3. 4%%* 2.9
Guide the development and evaluation of curriculum and 3 3H 29
instruction ' '
Work with teaching staff to solve school or district problems 33 32
Use data to monitor school progress, identify problems, and 3 3
propose solutions ] ]
Work with teachers to change teaching methods where students are 3 27
not succeeding ' '
Foster teacher professional development for instructional

. 3.0%** 2.7
knowledge and skills
Work with faculty to develop goals for their practice and 5 g 25

professional learning
* p<.05, ** p<.01; *** p<.001

A Bank Street graduate, currently working as an elementary principal, sounded the
same themes, attributing her focus on being a visible instructional presence in her school to
her Bank Street training and noting, “The instructional leader has to be where the action is,
and the action is in the classroom.” She emphasizes building instructionally-focused
relationships with teachers, such that they know that she is “not out to get teachers, but out to
get them better,” identifying as one such effort her “love notes” to teachers pointing out their
strengths after she visits their classrooms.

Typical of others was this description of planning for teacher support from a UCAPP
graduate working as a principal in Hartford:

The first course of business is to provide support for the teacher in whatever
area [ noticed the teacher is weak in. I may provide additional professional
development elements, and that could take the form of going to a formal
workshop or visiting another teacher’s room who is successful in that area, or
[I might] support the teacher myself, sitting down to brainstorm or come up
with ideas that will support that teacher. I may even send a teacher to another



school that is more successful in a specific curriculum initiative. I want to
provide the teacher with as much support as possible.

The two groups of principals rated their schools’ current school improvement
strategies and climate similarly, in terms of a) teacher collaboration (a scale including the
extent to which teachers feel responsible to help each other do their best, are continually
learning, and use time together to discuss teaching and learning); b) active, shared, and
distributed leadership (the extent to which the faculty has an effective process for making
group decisions, teachers take an active role in school-wide decision making, and the
principal reports working with staff to solve problems, not just talk about them), and c) use of
data and support for organizational learning (the extent to which assessment of student
performance leads to changes in curriculum, teachers collect and use data to improve
teaching, and the school has a process for ongoing improvement and planning).

As shown in Table 3.8, both groups of principals agreed that these descriptions
characterized their schools’ improvement strategies, and that their schools also feature
instructional coherence (e.g., curriculum and instruction are well coordinated across different
grades), accessible instruction (e.g., standards are consistent across classrooms, there is a clear
sense of purpose for student learning, and students get needed instructional support), teacher
commitment and appreciation (e.g., teachers strongly support the changes we have
undertaken, and people who take the initiative are appreciated), and student effort and
engagement (e.g., students work hard and are aware of the learning expectations). Exemplary
program principals were, on average, more likely to report that teachers feel supported in and
supportive of the change process.

Table 3.8: School Improvement Strategies and Climate

School improvement strategies:
Teacher collaboration 4.1 4.1
Active shared, distributed leadership 4.2 4.2
Data driven decision making/organizational learning 4.2 4.2
School climate and conditions:
Coherence 4.3 4.2
Accessible quality instruction 4.1 4.1
Teacher commitment encouraged and practiced 4.3% 4.2
Student effort and engagement 4.3 4.2
* p<.05

Despite their similar reports on school improvement strategies and climate, the two
groups of principals differed significantly on how much they believed their schools had
increased their organizational effectiveness and teacher effectiveness over the past year.
Exemplary program principals were, on average, more likely than comparison principals to
report that their school had gained in both organizational functioning (consensus on school
goals, collaborative decision making about curriculum and instruction, use of data to guide



decisions, coordination between regular and special programs, and staff recognition) and in
improved teacher effectiveness and engagement (efforts among teachers to expand their
teaching strategies and to share practices, sensitivity to student needs, focus on improving
instruction, and attention to the needs of low-performing students).

Table 3.9: Principals’ Perceptions of School Progress

Organizational improvement 4. %% 4.0
Consensus among staff about the school’s goals 4.1% 4.0
Collaboration among teachers in making curriculum and 4. 3%* 4.1
instructional decisions
Use of performance assessments and exhibitions of 4.0 4.0
student learning
Opportunities for teachers’ professional growth 4 3%H* 4.0
Staff recognition for a job well done 4. 2%* 3.9
Emphasis on student discipline and enforcing 4.0%* 3.8
consequences for misbehavior
Use of student performance data for instructional 4 4% 4.1
improvement
Coordination of curricular and instructional materials 4.1% 4.0
among regular and special programs/classrooms
Involvement of parents and families in school decision 3.7 3.6
making and student learning

Teacher effectiveness and engagement 4 Q%A 4.0
Focus by teachers on improving and expanding their 4.4%* 4.2
instructional strategies
Job satisfaction experienced by staff 3.9% 3.7
Staff sensitivity to student needs 4.0%* 3.8
Confidence in the value of our work 4. 2%* 4.0
Attention to the needs of low-performing students 4 3%H* 4.1
Efforts among teachers to share practices with each 4 Q%A 4.0
other

* p<.05, *¥* p<.01; *** p<.001

Our observations of a subset of program principals and surveys of their teachers in 22
schools (discussed later in this chapter) confirmed that staff members generally perceive that
their schools are changing for the better, that teaching practice is getting stronger, and that the
needs of students are at the center of their improvement efforts. Achievement gains were also
noted for the schools where such data were available.

The Relationship Between Preparation and Principals’ Practices

It is possible, of course, that the different characteristics of the exemplary program
graduates or the contexts in which they worked accounted for these differences in practices,



rather than the programs in which they had studied. Indeed, it is likely that these other factors
play an important role in what principals do. At the same time, the principals we interviewed
who had completed innovative preparation programs described connections between their
leadership preparation and their leadership practices that were consistent with these results
and provided further insight into their leadership practice choices. Their comments centered
in three areas: building an instructionally focused vision as the centerpiece of their efforts;
developing teacher skills and engaging them in collaboration; and building the capacity and
motivation for change. Many described how specific preparatory experiences had developed
these capacities, which they now use in their school improvement work, and stressed that their
programs had also developed their reflective capacity, which they carry throughout their
work.

With respect to building a school vision, many principals described how their
program—through its priorities, course readings, internship experiences, and cohort
members—helped to shape their views about having a strong instructional leadership focus
and relentless attention to reflective practice. As a [Bank Street] graduate put it, the program
helped her learn to crystallize a vision of “how I want a school to look.” Another noted that
her sense of empowerment to lead the development of a strong, consensual vision was
reinforced by the powerful role models in the program and by explicit study of diverse
approaches to building a school around a vision:

By doing the Bank Street program, you get to meet so many types of leaders;
they took you to these different schools where [principals] had to create [that]
type of environment. . . .So you had a model, or if it didn’t exist, you learned
how to make it exist.

A Delta State candidate pointed to the importance of becoming a role model as a leader:

One thing that I have learned from this program is that as a future
administrator, we have to set the tone for the environment. The best way is to
be the example, and then they see what you are doing. That's the best way to
do it, instead of having that attitude, “Don't do as [ do, do as [ say.” Then
[teachers] perceive that you’re somebody who's willing to lead change, to lead
people who will be afraid to go by themselves.

Many attributed their commitment to reflective practice to their programs and noted
how they found ways to actively reflect with colleagues, both within their staff and with
fellow principals, about how to continually improve their schools.

Second, principals we interviewed described how their programs helped them to learn
how to develop teachers. For example, one principal explained how she learned through
program-related discussions to work with staff in facilitating change. As a consequence, she
strives to enable “staff members to not feel like they need to tell me what I want them to say,
but to tell me exactly what they’re seeing and thinking, and let’s do this kind of thing
together. You know, move in the same direction.” Another principal explained how he has
carried the program’s sense of innovation into his work with teachers, encouraging them to



work together as teams and organizing their common planning time to promote collaborative
practice. He also learned through the program how to develop learning communities,
facilitate professional development, and promote conflict resolution, all of which he promotes
in his leadership work.

A third principal applied her program’s distributed leadership/collaboration emphasis
to strengthen her staff’s instructional development roles, while decentralizing decision
making. She noted that she had learned already that she must develop the staff’s capacity to
collaborate, since they were unaccustomed to sharing input and responsibilities, documenting
their work, and having instructionally focused discussions. A fourth principal stressed how
she models professional learning and uses book talks as a start, based on her preparation
experiences. Many others credited their programs with shaping their distributed leadership
and collaboration skills.

Finally, principals described how they applied their program experiences to facilitate
change. We heard a consistent emphasis on leading change toward a student-centered vision
of instructional excellence and equity. As a San Diego ELDA graduate noted:

We are really trained to become change agents, wherever it is that we go,
either to join in the work as we thought we knew it here or to lead someone
else.

A Bank Street graduate echoed the same theme, observing that a key element of her
learning had been to “think of another way to do it. Think of how you can do better in your
school what benefits the children of the school.” Like a number of others, a UCAPP graduate,
now an assistant superintendent in Hartford, noted that the quality of her preparation for
enabling change became visible to her once she was on the job:

You just go in and figure, "Well everyone has had this preparation." From the
time that [ had my first leadership role as an assistant principal in the high
school, I realized what I had been taught and what I was able to actually
implement as a leader. 1 was very fortunate to have a lot more than what other
people had. I was able to make a bigger impact more quickly.

Among the principals we interviewed, one described her program as developing
transformational leaders, not supervisors, inculcating the ability to develop culture, think
outside the box, and build capacity. One principal credited the program and its full-time paid
internship with providing her with the skills necessary to put a school-wide reform program
into action and assume leadership of a school in transition. The program’s clinical correlation
assignments (problem-based case studies and analyses) gave her insight for dealing with her
own school’s problems. The program also helped her to learn to be better organized and work
better in groups. Another principal described at length how she had put the program’s
instructional improvement strategies into practice, by making instructional improvement a
priority, establishing grade-level meetings to share and model the use of data and problem
solving, and exploring instructional strategies. She added public writing celebrations of the
students’ work as well. A third principal credited her preparation experience with helping her



become more innovative in thinking about school problems and using school management
issues to better leverage improved learning.

In-Service Leadership Development Programs

Increasingly, school districts focus on leadership and its development as part of
comprehensive school improvement strategies. This study selected four districts with
extensive leadership development programs for both new and experienced principals that had
been designed to improve school performance and effectiveness. These programs in Hartford,
CT; Jefterson County, KY; New York City’s Region 1; and San Diego, CA, overlapped to
varying degrees with the pre-service programs we studied.

Tightly coupled pre- and in-service program designs operated in San Diego, where
ELDA and the intensive in-service program were both created to work in close collaboration
with the district reform effort, and in New York’s Region 1, which developed a special
relationship with Bank Street’s Principals Institute to support both pre- and in-service training
based on a shared conception of teaching, learning, and leadership practices. In Jefferson
County, the rich web of in-service learning opportunities eventually spawned a closely related
pre-service program with the University of Louisville. A much looser relationship exists
between the University of Connecticut’s UCAPP and the Hartford schools. Although a
number of UCAPP graduates go on to work in Hartford, Hartford’s major partner for pre-
service development is Central Connecticut State University. At least three of the districts
that we studied provided additional support for new principals in the form of mentoring or an
induction program of some kind.

Relying on surveys of all the principals in these districts, as well as interviews and
observations of a smaller subset, we examined whether principals in these districts
experienced learning opportunities that were distinctively different from those others
principals encounter. We also sought to discover whether the programs make a discernible
difference in principals’ leadership practices.

Because new principals often received more extensive support than did more
experienced principals, we looked at their experiences and outcomes separately, as we also
did for comparison principals. A majority (57%) of the innovative in-service principals had 5
or fewer years of experience, as compared to only 39% of the comparison principals.

As was true of the pre-service program participants, the principals in the districts we
examined were more likely to be female, minority, and to be serving low-income students in
urban schools, than the comparison principals. Although they were also more likely to be
serving in elementary schools, their schools were larger on average than those of the
comparison group. They also served much higher percentages of low-income students. (See
Table 3.10.)



Table 3.10: Characteristics of In-Service Principals and Their Schools

Program Comparison Program Comparison
N=125 N=205 N=93 N=357

Personal Characteristics
Percent female 75% 48% 66% 45%
Percent racial/ethnic 38% 8% 27% 9%
minority
Age 46 48 54 52
Number of years of 13 16 15 15
teaching
Number of leadership 3.9 4.0 3.7 3.6
responsibilities prior to
the principalship
Number of years in any 7.5 10.8 17.8 18.9
certified leadership
position
Number of total years as 2.6 3.4 9.8 13.9
principal
Number of years as 2.3 3.0 5.9 7.7
principal in this school

School Characteristics
Elementary school 63% 42% 56% 47%
Average number of 599 682 878 608
students
Students eligible for free 71% 45% 68% 39%
or reduced-fee lunch
Percent minority 70% 30% 62% 24%
students
Urban or small city 81% 30% 76% 31%
location

Type and Quality of Learning Opportunities

All principals potentially have professional learning opportunities available to them
through university coursework, conferences, and professional books and articles. The
innovative district in-service leadership development programs we studied often enhanced these
opportunities by paying for conference participation and hosting study groups, for example.
More important, these districts created their own intensive leadership development strategies by
offering such supports as coaching, mentoring, peer observation, and principal networks.

When asked about how frequently they participated in both generally available and
district-created leadership development opportunities, the in-service principals from
exemplary program districts reported far more participation both in the range and overall



amount of learning opportunities. The one exception was university course-taking, in which
comparison principals were more involved. The greatest differences were in program
principals’ access to the most intensive, experiential forms of leadership development that
allow direct analysis of teaching and grounded problem solving—school visits, peer
observations and principal networking. Moreover, the exemplary program principals were
significantly more likely to rate their leadership development as helpful to improving their
practice, even for professional learning experiences in which both groups reported high rates
of participation (such as professional reading). (See Table 3.11.)

Table 3.11: Principals’ Participation in Professional Development
and Its Perceived Helpfulness to Their Practice

Rated
More
Helpful
by
Program
Principals

Experienced
Principals
(6+ years)

Frequency of Participation Over the

Last 12 Months New Principals

(0-5 years)

(% of principals)

Program | National | Program | National
N=125 N=205 N=93 N=357

University coursework at least 27 48 10 35
once***
Visit to other schools 3 or more 54 16 50 16 X
times™***
Individual or collaborative research 71 66 69 74 X
at least once
Mentored or coached by an 59 25 29 4 X
experienced principal 3 or more
times™***
Peer observation or visit with other 46 17 47 24 X
principals®**
Principal network participation 3 or 76 60 79 50 X
more times™®**
Presented at a workshop at least 53 30 63 51
once***
Attended a workshop 3 or more 71 61 69 53
times™***
Read professional books or articles 82 82 83 81 X
3 or more times
Participated in professional 83 48 75 50
development with teachers 6 or
more times™***
Participation in district supported 2.5 2.0 2.3 1.9
professional development + ***

*p<.05, ¥* p<.01; *** p<.001

+Scores reflect frequency of participation in the last 12 months; 1=not at all. . .3=three times or more.

Score averages ratings of five types of district-supported professional development (mentoring, coaching, peer
observation, principal network, and attending conferences).
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New principals in our program districts were more likely than other new principals to
have been mentored by an experienced principal through a formal district arrangement and to
have attended and presented at conferences. Innovative in-service principals also participated
much more frequently in professional development activities with teachers from their school
than did comparison principals: Most had attended six or more activities with their teachers
over the last year.

Taken together, innovative in-service principals participated in significantly more
professional learning with other principals and their teachers than did the comparison
principals over a 12-month period. As perceived by the principals, such learning was both
intensive in its hands-on nature and helpful for their school improvement work.

We did note differences in the mix of professional development activities available in
different districts we studied. For example, principals in New York’s Region 1 were much
more likely to engage in university courses, conferences, and a principals’ network than
others, and were less likely to engage in peer observations or coaching. Those in Hartford
were least likely to have access to a principals’ network and most likely to engage in visits to
other schools—also a frequent practice in New York, Jefferson County, and San Diego.
Whereas Jefferson County principals were least likely to participate in university courses or
research, they were highly likely to engage in peer coaching or observation, as were San
Diego principals.

The mix of learning opportunities represented somewhat different learning theories
and accountability strategies across the districts. In general, the highly developed aspects of
each district’s system were perceived to be helpful by the principals. Interestingly, principals’
overall sense of district support for improving teaching and learning and their school’s
improvement was strongest in New York City Region 1. We pay particular attention to the
strategies used by different districts in the next chapter.

Beliefs and Practices

Principals in the exemplary in-service programs report, on average, greater emphasis
on instructional leadership and organizational development activities in their on-the-job
practices than do comparison principals. As Table 3.12 shows, they report significantly more
frequent engagement in effective leadership practices, as measured on a scale comprising how
often they participate in ten activities: 1) facilitating student learning; 2) guiding curriculum
and instruction; 3) building a professional learning community; 4) fostering teacher
professional development; 5) evaluating and providing feedback to teachers; 6) using data to
manage school improvement; 7) working with parents on students’ needs; 8) working with
teaching staff to solve problems; 9) helping faculty develop goals for their practice and
professional learning; and 10) working with teachers to change teaching methods where
students are not succeeding.



They also report, in aggregate, stronger perceptions of organizational changes in their
schools, perceiving greater increases over the past year on indicators of organizational
improvement and teacher effectiveness. The organizational improvement scale includes
changes in staff consensus on school goals, teacher collaboration, opportunities for
professional growth, staff recognition, use of performance assessments and student
performance data, curricular coordination, and involvement of families. The teacher
effectiveness scale includes teacher focus on improving instruction; teacher efforts to share
practice; staff sensitivity to student needs, attention to needs of low-performing students, job
satisfaction, and confidence in the value of their work.

New principals in the exemplary program districts, who, as we noted, were more
likely to be receiving mentoring and other supports, held more positive beliefs (and fewer
negative beliefs) about the principalship. The positive beliefs scale included principals’ views
of the extent to which the principalship allows them to make a difference in the lives of
students, provide opportunities for professional growth, develop relationships with others
inside and outside the school, and influence school change. The negative beliefs scale
included the extent to which principals report that the principalship requires long work hours,
has too many responsibilities, decreases opportunities to work with children, and creates a lot
of stress. Finally, program principals reported working longer hours and showed a
significantly stronger commitment to remaining in the principalship, regardless of their years
of experience.

Table 3.12: Principals’ Practices, Beliefs, and Commitment, by Program Status

Program | Comparison | Program | Comparison
N=125 N=205 N=93 N=357

Effective leadership practices’ 3.2k 2.8 3.2%%* 2.9
School improved in:*

Organizational improvement 4. 2%%* 3.9 4.0 4.0

Teacher effectiveness 4. %% 4.0 4. %% 3.9
Perceptions of the principalship:*

Positive beliefs 4.9%* 4.7 4.8 4.8

Negative beliefs: Principalship 4.1* 4.0 4.2 4.2
Commitment to the principalship* 3.2%* 3.0 3.2%* 3.0
Number of hours worked weekly 66** 60 63%* 61

* p<.05, *¥* p<.01; *** p<.001; weighted=wtcom2tr
'Scores are based on an average of 4-point Likert ratings of frequency of engagement in 10 leadership activities
(1=never. . .4=daily).
*Scores are based on an average of a 5-point Likert rating scale of the extent of perceived school change over the
last year (1=much less. . .5=much more).
3Scores are based on an average of 5-point scales (1=strongly disagree. . .5=strongly agree) of 4 items each.
*Scores based on an average of four commitment items reflecting plans to stay in the principalship using a 4-point
agreement scale (4=strongly agree. . .1=strongly disagree).



Program principals were typically purposeful about their engagement in the leadership
practices we assessed. As self-perceived change agents, many of the principals were
conscious of setting goals for school improvement and working with their staff to measure
progress. For example, a UCAPP graduate working in Hartford noted:

We set an improvement plan each year as a school—it’s a collaborative effort
with the classroom teachers—and we set our assessments right in that plan, so
we have action steps and how we’re going to evaluate them. . . .At the end of
the year, I have the staff members [look at] each of our action steps and
[review] how far they feel we have progressed toward [the plan], and then they
comment on that as well. Then we meet as a staff to determine if that’s a goal
that needs to continue the following year with a different plan, or if the plan
should continue as it is, because there is some success noted.

Similarly, a principal in San Diego explained:

I think it’s really important to look at your data and see what’s working and
what isn’t, and to involve everybody in that process, . . .to look at how you can
build capacity. . . This goes back to the training that we received with the
district, to look at your staff and identify their strengths and areas they need to
work on. [ think it’s building a culture of learners and letting the staff know
that you’re a learner too, and that we’re in this together as staff, parents, and
students.

Principals we interviewed who had participated in innovative in-service activities
credited regular principals’ meetings through conferences, networks, and study groups, as
well as their experience of mentoring or coaching, with helping them institute instructional
leadership and school improvement according to their district’s expectations. The mentoring,
in particular, gave them someone from whom to seek advice on strategy, both in the school
and with the district. As one principal explained, the district program for new principals
helped him learn how to “put a vision in place in your school,” learn how to sequence time,
and how to facilitate change over multiple years. His mentor stressed that they planned how
to enter a school and make it better, by being visionary, not being complacent, developing
community buy-in, and working with all constituencies on change.

Some principals described the opportunities to network around instructional issues as
invaluable. The monthly principal meetings in San Diego and New York City’s Region 1
were described as a focused source of support, providing skills and knowledge that principals
could bring back to their schools and apply immediately to their practice. These meetings
were credited with broadening principals’ knowledge base and instruction in such areas as
literacy development, serving students with limited English proficiency, and designing and
developing professional development.

A Region 1 principal described the value of her participation in the district-operated
principals’ network both for the exchange of ideas and as a springboard for follow-up school
visits and problem-solving:



We got a chance to sit with our networks, bring in our work, and see other
principals’ ideas who have been principals longer then I have, who have a lot
more to share. I’m always asking, “how did you do that?” or. . . “Can I come
to your school and see that?” They are always open and willing.

A San Diego principal also noted that the relationships forged in the network spill
over into other kinds of supports that reinforce mutual commitments to
professional learning and to the community of colleagues. For example:

I am thinking about [one principal who] said [this summer], “You know, | am
having a difficult time finding time to read Non-Fiction Matters and think
about it in some kind of constructive way. Maybe if we get together and make
ourselves do it, that would be beneficial.” And I said, “Sign me up, because
I’m experiencing the same thing.” We met at [the other principal’s] house. |
felt more obligated to do it for my colleagues. I knew I needed to do it for
myself, too, for the learning community.

These types of opportunities helped districts foster a culture of professional growth.

Program Principals in Action

Much of the analysis we have reported has rested on the views of principals
themselves about their preparation, professional development, and practices. But self-reports
in interviews and on survey items cannot tell the whole story about what principals actually
do in their schools. To get a sense of what these programs enable principals to do, we
followed up with three to five principals from each of the programs we studied, observing
them in their school sites, interviewing them in depth about their work, surveying their
teachers about their schools and leadership practices, and examining data about the school,
including trends in achievement.

Teachers’ Views of Their Principals

There is some prior evidence that principals’ preparation can affect their practices in
distinctive ways that influence their work with teachers. For example, Leithwood and
colleagues (1996) surveyed graduates of 11 innovatively redesigned preparation programs and
sampled teachers in their schools to examine program effects on leadership practices. They
found that some innovative program features—instructional strategies, cohort membership,
and program content—were most predictive of teacher perceptions of principals’ leadership
effectiveness.

Here we report on data from surveys of 454 teachers in 19 schools led by principals
who had participated in the programs we studied and continued to practice as principals in the
same district or region (New York City Region 1, San Diego, Jefferson County, the Delta
region for DSU graduates, or nearby areas of Connecticut for UCAPP graduates). We
compare teacher responses to those of a national sample of teachers surveyed in the federal



Schools and Staffing Surveys (SASS) in 2000 for questions included in both surveys. We
also examine responses by the type of program experiences principals had.

As was true of the national comparison group of principals we surveyed, the national
group of teachers surveyed by SASS was much less likely to be working in urban schools or
in schools with large proportions of low-income or minority students than our sample. We
found that teachers’ views of their principals’ practices were similar for many items, but that
the program principals were rated as more likely to encourage professional collaboration,
facilitate professional development for teachers, and encourage staff to use evaluation results
in planning curriculum and instruction—the kinds of instructional leadership tasks the

programs claimed to focus on. In addition, we found that those principals who had

experienced the continuum of both pre-service and in-service preparation through these
programs were often more highly rated by their teachers on these and other items (e.g.,
working with staff on curriculum standards, school problem-solving, and changing teaching
methods if students are not succeeding) than principals who had had only in-service learning
opportunities. This suggests that there may be additional benefit of a tightly coherent,
ongoing learning experience that develops a framework for practice and continues to develop

prospective leaders’ skills.

Table 3.13: Teachers’ Views of Their Princi

als’ Leadership Practices

Works with staff to develop and attain 3.76 3.80 3.54%* 3.73
curriculum standards (1.02) (1.09) (1.03) (1.06)
Encourages professional collaboration 4.00%** 4.05%** 3.94% 3.76
among teachers (.941) (.987) (.980) (1.15)
Works with teaching staff to solve school 3.65 3.68 3.38% 3.57
or departmental problems (1.08) (1.17) (1.07) (1.22)
Encourages teaching staff to use student 3.98%** 3.96%** 4.02%* 3.70
evaluation results in planning instruction (.952) (.948) (.973) (1.11)
Develops broad agreement among the 3.67 3.65 3.47 3.62
teaching staff about the school’s mission (1.02) (1.08) (1.02) (1.12)
Facilitates professional development 3 QQskkk 4.01*** 3 87% 3.78
activities of teachers (.967) (.997) (1.01) (1.12)
Encourages teacher to change teaching 3.58 3.64 3.41%* 3.61
methods if students are not doing well (.995) (1.03) (1.01) (1.07)
Lets staff members know what is 4.15 4.09 4.06 4.21
expected of them (.876) (.916) (.926) (.995)
Knows what kind of school he/she wants 4.17 4.17 4.02 4.16
and has communicated it to the staff (.872) (.829) (.979) (1.01)

T-tests of group means, all groups compared to SASS national sample; *p<.05; **p<.01; *** p<.001

Mean (Standard Deviation)




Another analysis of these data used structural equations modeling to look at urban
elementary principals with up to 5 years of experience and the views of the teachers in their
schools in both our sample and the SASS sample (Orr & Stelios, 2007). In this study,
teachers gave higher marks for leadership practices to those principals who were trained
through an innovative leadership preparation program. Leadership practices included offering
a clear direction and strong supports for staff. In turn, principal leadership was found to have
positive and significant effects on teachers’ degree of professional development, teachers’
influence on school policies, teachers’ engagement in their work, and teachers’ satisfaction.

A Case Study of Principal Learning and Practice in Action

Our observations of program principals in their school contexts allowed us to see up
close what they do to support instruction and school improvement. Leslie Marks,” for
example, experienced the continuum of pre- and in-service development opportunities in San
Diego, entering the first cohort of the ELDA “Aspiring Leaders” program in 2000-01 after
more than 10 years as a bilingual teacher at the elementary level. At the conclusion of the
ELDA program, Leslie assumed a position as vice principal at a low-performing elementary
school. During this time, she was part of the first cohort of students participating in the
ELDA Induction & Support program for early-career site leaders. In 2002, Leslie was
assigned to Tompkins Elementary School, a school requiring a major turnaround, where we
met her.

On one of the days we followed her, Marks was in the process of visiting 15
classrooms during her regular “walkthroughs”. As she entered a bustling 5th-grade
classroom, small clusters of students were working together to craft an outline of their social
studies chapter. Leslie quietly watched the teacher review how to identify and summarize the
main points in their text, and then observed as the students began working together on their
task. She approached a group of students who appeared to be puzzling over their task and
engaged them in discussion about what they knew about the reading and how they were
determining what to emphasize.

After 15 minutes spent observing and speaking with several students about their work,
she moved to a 4th-grade classroom down the hall. In this classroom, students were engaged
in a math lesson. Working together in groups, the students were solving a new problem that
built on the previous night’s homework and which the teacher had just reviewed. Some were
writing in their math journals to describe their thinking about the problem, while others were
talking in pairs or sketching out possible solutions. After 10 minutes, the teacher brought the
class back together to discuss its findings. As the students offered their solutions, the teacher
engaged them in articulating their thinking about the problem. Some read aloud from their
journals while others talked about how they defined the problem and their approach to finding
a solution. Again, Leslie jotted down her observations. As she moved with the researcher
from class to class, she talked about what she saw in each classroom and how she interpreted
these observations within her broader vision for the school:

> All principal, teacher, and school names are pseudonyms. Actual names are used for district leaders.



As a school, we’ve been looking at “How do we really know kids get it?” And
the only way that we really know is because they either talk about it or they
write about it. If they’re talking or they’re writing, they’re showing their
understanding. And in the upper-grade classes we went to, there were three
different ways that [teachers] were looking at getting kids to explain their
thinking. So, I’'m kind of ‘heartwarmed’ about that.

With each class she visited, Leslie collected notes on the strengths and areas of need
she identified during her observations. As she reflected on her instructional observations, she
began to think through the conversations she planned to have with specific teachers about
what she had seen. For example, with the social science teacher, she planned to build on her
diagnosis of his practice in several subject areas:

With the 5™- grade class, that was an opportunity for kids to talk and write
about; he wanted them to get the main idea. I think they needed a little more
scaffolding, and that’s an interesting place to go with him, because I know he’s
really working on strengthening his reading instruction in the same way that
his math instruction has gotten stronger. So I want to ask him, “So how did it
g0?” and “Why were the kids struggling?” It may be that they needed a couple
more steps before they launched out at that

point. . . . I felt like the kids needed to talk about the main idea before they had
to write anything down.

Leslie used her notes from each of the 15 classrooms she visited that day to map out
individual conversations she would have with each teacher and to plan for grade-level and
school-wide professional development. She planned to focus in these conversations on the
degree to which students had learned and internalized the material. Imitating what she might
say in a teacher conference, she suggested she might say:

“How did you know that your kids were engaged? Why? Why didn’t the kids
have a chance to respond to that?”. .. an ongoing conversation like that. My
observation sheets are student talk and teacher talk. As we go through
observations, it’s about “I want to see less talk here and more talk here.” We
are trying to expand the student’s role in the classroom because they are not
just there to have their little heads filled up. They want to be able to process it.

She framed these planned conversations in terms of inquiry: asking teachers for their
assessment of what was effective for students’ learning, their rationale for their strategies, and
their views about how to improve.

It was evident from accompanying Leslie on these walkthroughs that she was driven
by her commitment to raising student achievement for all of her more than 500 students, 85%
of whom are students of color (65% Latino; 12% African American; and about 8% Pacific
Islander, Southeast Asian, and other), and more than 80% of whom are eligible for free or
reduced-price lunches. In the 3 years she had been principal, the school’s Academic
Performance Index (API), a composite measure of achievement test scores, had grown by



more than 150 points, exceeding state and federal targets for improvement, and far
outstripping the performance of most schools serving similar students statewide.

The ELDA Experience. Marks described her preparation experience as a critical
influence on her current leadership. She noted that she had already formed a lot of her
instructional beliefs before beginning the ELDA program, but had not believed that being a
principal could be a vehicle for achieving her vision until the district’s reform initiatives
began to reshape the job:

[Before ELDA] I didn’t think that the principalship was any [place my vision]
would have an outlet, because the principals that I had known were not about
instruction. . . .I was just being freed when I came into the internship and got
into this other part of this world [where] we would be. . .

looking at instruction.

As one of the initial five members of ELDA’s first cohort, Leslie joined the program
while it was still being developed. She spent her first 4 months in the program focused solely
on the full-time internship, and started coursework in January. She described this time as an
intense “whirlwind,” as she and her cohort members took 24 units of graduate coursework in
6 months. In subsequent years, the year of coursework and internship have been fully
interwoven with each other throughout the year. Despite the fact that she was part of the
pioneering group of students, Leslie described her overall experience with ELDA as “super
powerful.” When asked about the most influential component of the program, she pointed to
the full-time internship:

Well, the first thing would be the internship itself, because working side-by-
side with someone for a year is incredible. I mean, all of those different
situations that would come up. . . just learning to be a problem-solver and
thinking outside the box. I would attribute so much of that to my mentor.

Leslie spent her internship year with Jan Smith, an experienced supervising principal
whom she had requested, known by many in the district as a strong instructional leader whose
school change efforts had been highly effective. Leslie worked alongside Jan, learning how
she thought and made decisions as well as what she did. Because it was the first year of the
program, the scope of the internship and the nature of the relationship between the ELDA
intern and the supervising principal were still being invented. Leslie jokingly observed that,
given the newness of the program, her supervising principal was trying to learn her role as a
mentor while “flying the plane.” Nonetheless, Leslie found the opportunity to shadow her
supervising principal throughout all her work and to listen in on her thinking extremely
productive:

I just watched her. . . . That was like the best, just watching her. I am really
glad, because she said, “I don’t know what to do with you.” [I responded,]
“Well you could do this,” [and she agreed,] “Okay, you could do this.” She
wasn’t exactly the most compartmentalized principal anyway. So I just got the



walkthrough and listened to her and heard her think out loud. . . . I still think of
what she would say when I make decisions. So it was very powerful.

A coherent approach to pre-service and in-service development. As an
experienced principal, Leslie’s mentor, Jan, was already part of the broader San Diego reform
initiative (for an in-depth account, see Darling-Hammond et al., 2005) and was experiencing
the many supports for experienced principal development the district was putting into place.
These included intensive, ongoing professional development focused on instructional
practices and instructional leadership, conducted through regular monthly principals’
meetings and sustained through a principal’s network and a set of study groups. Also key was
the support Jan received from one of the district-level Instructional Leaders (ILs) who
coached her in her work. The ILs regularly visited each of their schools, conducted
walkthroughs, and looked at data to examine teaching and learning. They worked with their
principals to design professional development opportunities for individual teachers and the
school as a whole. Jan acquired the district’s new practices through these in-service learning
opportunities. In turn, Leslie learned these practices in practice from Jan.

Among the lessons Leslie credited to her year with Jan was how to find alternative
perspectives and creative solutions to difficult situations. She described this as finding the
grey in a black and white world. Rather than regarding structures and dynamics as fixed, she
approaches problems from multiple angles and with greater flexibility. As an example of this,
Leslie recounted her response in her current job to several teachers at the same grade level
who were remaining entrenched in their teaching practices and resisting collaborative grade-
level work. She reassigned several of them to different grade levels where she felt they would
be stronger teachers, thereby also breaking up the previous dynamics. As a result, the
previously resistant teachers were placed among other teachers who modeled strong and
effective collaborative practice.

Leslie also credited her development as a school leader to specific coursework she
undertook through ELDA. For example, she felt the school leadership and management
course deepened her understanding of her role as a leader of adult learning in her school
community:

Just getting a big, thick, binder full of reading from Michael Fullan, Tom
Sergiovanni, and a bunch of other [great writers]: really thinking about the
principalship, because that opened up this world. There are so many different
ways to think about being a principal. . . . I would go back and reread people
like Sergiovanni, who talked about ways to support the adults so that the adults
could support the kids. I think that that became my philosophy.

She described how the readings and discussions from this course were linked to other
courses in the program and to the internship itself. While the school leadership and
management course addressed the supports a leader puts in place to foster improved
instruction, the instructional supervision course focused on the structures and expectations a
principal creates to move change forward.



These courses, taken together with the internship, provided frequent opportunities for
Leslie to transfer her learning from the classroom to the arena of authentic practice. This was
further supported by a course addressing teacher evaluation, taught by one of San Diego’s
ILs. The course was centered on the rigorous evaluation practices being put in place in the
district, which included frequent observation and feedback, along with very detailed plans for
teacher professional development and coaching, tied to individual and school-wide
improvement goals and plans. In the course, Leslie learned how to develop the kind of work
plan used district-wide by principals in their own professional development planning, and she
used the work plan in her internship to develop her capacity to monitor, evaluate, and support
teachers’ practice.

Outcomes of Integrated Principal Development. All these tools, and others that
Leslie gained in the district in-service program, came into play in her current challenging
assignment at Tompkins. Under the previous principal, achievement had slipped and teachers
had become demoralized. Teachers described the previous principal as rigid and controlling,
causing many to feel defensive and fearful. Teachers also characterized the early years of the
district’s reform, spent under the leadership of Leslie’s predecessor, as time lost to
instructional improvement and teacher professional development:

[Teacher 1:] When [the former principal] was here for the first couple of years
of the Blueprint [for Reform], I feel like it was completely wasted. We never
learned anything. We were completely confused.

[Teacher 2]: I was always defensive and worried.

In addition to changing the climate and engaging Tompkins’ teachers in her vision for
the school, Leslie had to evaluate the individual needs of the school and the readiness of her
staff to undertake the work necessary to improve student achievement. At the same time, she
also had to assess the school’s and the staff’s capacity to support the reform efforts that had
been initiated 4 years earlier, but which had been barely begun at Tompkins. As a result, she
noted that the school was several years behind the district as a whole in its developmental
growth, “It was hard to figure out how to do 4 years of work that I felt had been done in the
district. . .in my first year.”

She used the framework and resources of the district’s reform effort, as well as what
she had learned in ELDA, to structure professional development among her instructional staff.
Because there had been little positive reaction at her school to the district’s reform initiatives
before her arrival, she spent considerable time “back-tracking” by reviewing the training that
had been undertaken and re-engaging teachers in the work. In order to begin raising the level
of Tompkins’ work, Leslie focused on making the teachers “comfortable in their skin” and
addressing shared beliefs about teaching, learning, and the students. She noted that one of the
chief challenges was changing teacher beliefs about students and a punitive culture that
blamed the students for not learning. She addressed this by using literature on children’s
experiences with schooling and engaging teachers in these issues, encouraging talk about the
role and expectations of teachers and their instructional hopes for their students, and then
linking those goals and visions to daily strategies in getting students there.



Under Marks’s leadership, teachers described a significant shift in the school climate,
borne out by substantial, steady improvements in the school’s academic performance. In our
survey, the faculty reported that Leslie sets a respectful tone for interactions with students
(91%), and promotes an atmosphere of caring and trust among staff (85%). They noted that
she has created more collaboration among staff in making curriculum and instructional
decisions (88%), and there are more efforts among teachers to share practices with each other
(88%). Teachers credited Leslie’s professional development work with improving their own
practice. As one of the previously resistant staff members observed:

In the last several years we have had heavy staff development. I have been
resistant to some of it, but [ have watched and seen and tried it on anyway.
Seeing things that work, I have given myself permission to look into it further.
[In the past,] I tended to get on my own agenda and go, go, go. Everybody’s
goal is to try to make [instruction] more student-centered. I want to do better
at that, but I have to keep catching myself and going, “Okay now.” I am used
to saying, “I’m not going to do that. It is not valuable.” Now I’m seeing that it
is valuable.

Teachers noted that while the initial transition was difficult, Leslie has shown respect
for their professionalism and provided support for their development:

She will give you that kind of support. I feel a lot more that I am empowered
as a teacher, that I can make some decisions. I have to back up those decisions
when I am going to do something, but I feel like we can do that now, whereas
before, I don’t think we felt that we could.

Leslie is credited with creating and sustaining a vision of learning that permeates the
Tompkins community. Teachers described her vision as focused on helping all students to
meet grade-level standards and pushing and supporting all teachers to accomplish their goals
for their students:

I think that one of Leslie's strengths is that she has a really good vision and she
sees the big picture. She spends her energy where it needs to be spent. She is
going to coach or suggest or push the people who need that. She is going to
see the people who are competent and ask them to help other people or leave
them be for the time being. She focuses her energy where it is needed
primarily at the moment. That is what helps the school run effectively.

Characterizing this vision as conducive to the effective leadership of the school,
teachers agree that Leslie has leveraged school resources to support professional development
as well as teachers’ individual and collective initiatives. Ninety-one percent say that “she
stimulates me to think about what [ am doing for my students;” 85% feel that she is “aware of
my unique needs and expertise;” and 82% find her “a source of new ideas for my professional
learning.”



Ongoing inquiry and learning are essential elements of Leslie’s vision. She described
her view of a “learning community” as driven by the continual self-reflection and growth of
the teaching staff. She characterized this as a space where teachers feel able to experiment,
aware that there is always room for improved student achievement, and to question their own
work as learners, all in a collaborative space:

I wanted teachers to be able to recognize that there is always room to try
something new. There are always places to go to raise student achievement
and to be open and honest about their questions—the more you know, the less
you know—and to really engage with that because that, I think, makes you a
learner, and that’s when you start really trying to figure out how to do what it
1s you need to do.

In order to facilitate stronger work among teachers, Leslie initiated “collaboratives,”
regular grade-level meetings at which teachers discuss their practice and student work and
develop strategies for improvement. Initially held every 3 weeks, she increased the frequency
to weekly meetings to better foster deep, ongoing discussion among teachers about their
instructional work. Leslie observed that when she first established these meetings, many
teachers were reluctant and not engaged. By framing the meetings with purposeful agendas
and focusing relentlessly on student work, however, Leslie began to see teachers using each
other’s expertise. She notes:

First-grade [teachers are] at the point where they are okay going into each
other’s classrooms and looking at each other’s practice, bringing each other’s
work to the table. It never would have happened 2 years ago.

Teachers recognized the strides Leslie had made in fostering collaborative work at
their school, describing the collaborative grade-level work as a vehicle for achieving the
increasingly shared vision for improving student achievement. In our survey, 97% of teachers
reported that they share ideas on teaching with other teachers at least weekly; 91% discuss
how to help students having problems at least once a week, and 85% meet to discuss common
challenges in the classroom at least that often. In addition, about half said they observe
another teacher teaching and are observed by another teacher at least monthly, and fully 91%
are involved in peer observation at least once in a while. More than 80% meet at least
monthly: to develop teaching materials for particular classes (82%), to share and discuss
student work with other teachers (85%), and to discuss particular lessons, including those that
were not successful (82%).

In addition, 84% of the teachers reported that the school now pays more attention to
the needs of low-performing students, which is the focus of much of this effort:

[Teacher 1:] I think what we have really been focusing on is how to raise the
achievement level of our lower achieving students, [those at] the “basic” and
“below basic” level, and bringing them up to “proficient.” Then, also,
[helping] the kids that are above, raising everybody’s achievement level.



[Teacher 2:] One of the ways that we have been moving toward that end is
through weekly collaboration among grade levels. [We ask ourselves] what
can we do to support those kids and push those kids that need to be pushed and
need extra support?

Teachers attributed this collaborative work as central to their development, with one
referring to a recent staff meeting at which teachers volunteered to be resources for others
who might be relatively weaker in specific areas, noting that people are starting to be
comfortable with sharing expertise and observing each other’s work:

I’ve been here a long time, and I’ve watched people be very reluctant: “I’m
doing my thing, and don’t come into my room to watch me because I’m afraid
of you, or I’m afraid that you’re going to criticize me.” I think people are
more receptive to their peers and saying, “We’re all here to help each other,
we’re not going to be critical, and I think it would be of great value to use our
experts.”

Several teachers described examples of colleagues identified as having particular
expertise, such as in Writers Workshop, invited by others into their classrooms to help share
their knowledge and skill. Leslie talked excitedly about the progress she has seen in
collaborative grade-level work since she first assumed the principalship.

I remember our first collaborative: The upper grade teachers all came to sit
around the table, put their car keys on the table, and crossed their arms as if to
say, “Why are we here?” Now, they’ve got their books open, and they are
really working hard.

In the school survey, teachers affirmed their sense of Leslie’s strong leadership, which
conveys high expectations along with significant support for their work and ongoing
improvement. Large majorities agreed that the principal lets them know what is expected of
them (94%), has communicated a vision of the school to all staff (94%), and is supportive and
encouraging (85%). Staff say that Marks is “very effective” at encouraging professional
collaboration (91%), working with staff to develop and attain curriculum standards (88%),
encouraging staff to use student evaluation results in planning curriculum and instruction
(88%), facilitating professional development for teachers (88%), and working with staff to
solve school or departmental problems (82%). Most also reported that Leslie had increased
their desire to succeed (82%), their willingness to try harder (79%), and their commitment to
the school (73%). More than half felt she had had a great deal of impact on the effectiveness
of their teaching, the quality of the curriculum, their opportunities for professional growth, the
engagement of students, and the quality of their academic performance.

Clearly, this new principal has had a substantial influence on the quality of teaching
and learning at Tompkins Elementary School. Equally important, we found the same kinds of
practices in the work of other principals we shadowed who had graduated from the ELDA
program. In addition, we found that veteran principals who had experienced the intensive



professional development integral to San Diego’s overall reform were transforming their
practice to become stronger instructional leaders.

Conclusion

Effective school leadership requires a range of practices focused on and mediated
through individual staff, organizational conditions, and the school community. It is difficult
to measure how principals improve these school and teaching conditions and create a
continuously improving environment. They may begin and make progress in many different
areas. Over time, such work should accumulate, if facilitated effectively, to fostering
improved organizational conditions, quality instruction and learning conditions, and teacher
effectiveness and engagement.

In examining principals’ current leadership practices and school improvement work,
we found promising differences in the leadership practices of principals who experienced
exemplary pre- and in-service programs, in contrast to comparison principals. These
innovatively prepared principals and in-service principals work longer hours and with greater
focus on fostering organizational, instructional, and school culture improvement through a
variety of leadership, organizational, and professional development strategies. They give
priority to developing and supporting their teachers, as evidenced by their greater
participation in teacher professional development and their reported gains in teacher
effectiveness. They cited more recent improvements in broad areas of organizational
effectiveness and teacher effectiveness and engagement, both essential mediating conditions
for improved student outcomes.

Thus, how principals are initially prepared and subsequently supported by their
districts appears to be significantly associated with how they lead and what kind of school
improvement gains they achieve, as reported by them and their teachers, and as we observed
when we visited their schools. The principals we interviewed and followed provide some
insight into why this is so—the powerful themes of leadership purpose and organizational
change that are integrated in their programs, their opportunities for both field-based practice
and guided reflection, and their encouragement to take initiative in striving beyond school
management to instructional leadership. Having a reinforcing district leadership
environment—particularly as described by the continuum-prepared principals—appears to
have a cumulative effect on enabling their improvement work to focus especially on teacher
effectiveness. In the next chapter, we describe in more detail what the programs do to support
these kinds of outcomes.



Chapter 4: What Exemplary Programs Do

In the aggregate, the programs we studied appear to produce graduates with the
knowledge and skills necessary to undertake instructional improvement, organizationally
sophisticated leadership practice, and a stronger commitment to a career in school
leadership. What do the programs do to accomplish these goals? As we noted earlier, the
literature points to a number of features of leadership development programs as important,
including:

* Research-based content that is aligned with professional standards and focused
on instruction, organizational development, and change management;

* Curricular coherence that links goals, learning activities, and assessments around
a set of shared values, beliefs, and knowledge about effective organizational
practice;

* Field-based internships that enable candidates to apply leadership knowledge
and skills under the guidance of an expert practitioner;

* Problem-based learning strategies, such as case methods, action research, and
projects, that link theory and practice and support reflection;

* Cobhort structures that enable collaboration, teamwork, and mutual support;

* Mentoring or coaching that supports modeling, questioning, observations of
practice, and feedback;

* Collaboration between universities and school districts to create coherence
between training and practice as well as pipelines for recruitment, preparation,
hiring, and induction (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe & Meyerson, 2005;
Jackson & Kelly, 2002).

These strategies were evident in the eight programs we studied, in different
configurations and combinations. In addition to these components, we identified several
other factors that contributed to program effectiveness. These included:

* Vigorous recruitment of high-ability candidates with experience as expert,
dynamic teachers and a commitment to instructional improvement;

* Financial support for pre-service candidates to enable them to undertake an
intensive program with a full-time internship; and

* District or state infrastructure that supports specific program elements and
embeds programs within a focused school reform agenda.




Detailed examinations of each of the eight programs allow us to describe how these
kinds of program components operate and matter. We also found that the programs’
approaches and outcomes were tied to their contexts and were shaped by the complex
interactions between the components and the institutional partners that support and
implement the programs. Each program was a dynamic system that produced school
leaders with an orientation toward instructional leadership, the ability to organize a school
to focus its activity on student learning, and a commitment to working with schools
throughout their careers. The programs provide very different examples of how to
influence the development of leadership ability in school principals.

Critical Pre-Service Progsram Components

These exemplary programs have implemented virtually all the program elements
that we found in the research literature. The content of these programs focuses on
instructional leadership, organizational development, and change management,
conceptualized and implemented in a highly coherent fashion. The curriculum is both
research-based and tightly aligned with professional standards and state and district
accountability requirements (Sanders & Simpson, 2005). The programs stress the
importance of problem-based learning situations that integrate theory and practice
(Hallinger & McCary, 1992; Bridges & Hallinger, 1993; Knapp et al., 2003; Kolb &
Boyatzis, 1999; Daresh, 2001; Baugh, 2003). In addition to strong internships, these
include field-based projects, action research, analysis and discussion of case studies, and,
usually, a portfolio of evidence about practice.

Programs actively support candidates by facilitating supportive relationships such
as cohort groups and strong mentoring and advising relationships (Lave, 1991; Leithwood
et al., 1996; Barnett, Basom, Yerkes, & Norris, 2000; Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2001;
Daresh, 2001). Our study also documents the importance of financial support to allow
full-time study, including an administrative internship that allows candidates to learn on-
the-ground leadership skills under the guidance of an expert principal. This support,
coupled with purposeful recruitment of talented, committed teachers with the capacity to
become instructional leaders, produces a diverse, dynamic group of candidates who have
demonstrated their ability to teach and to lead their colleagues. Finally, we found that the
programs' strength was often a product of strong relationships between local school
systems and universities, with a clear focus on a shared mission and a specific vision of
instructional reform at the center of the work. We found that several elements of the local
context matter (Leithwood et al., 2004), including state, district, and university policies
that provide resources and direction for the work and champions who are willing to
launch, prioritize, and sustain innovative approaches.

Recruitment and Selection

In contrast to many programs that passively admit candidates from whatever pool
decides to apply, the programs in our study actively recruit talented potential principals.
Districts play a major role in identifying, recommending, and, sometimes, sponsoring these



recruits. This is borne out in our survey data: A higher percentage of exemplary program
graduates were referred or recommended to their program by districts (63% v. 32%), and
two-thirds had at least some costs paid, as compared to one-third of the national sample.

In programs like Delta State University’s (DSU) and San Diego’s Educational Leadership
Development Academy (ELDA), candidates must have substantial teaching experience and
be nominated by their districts to be considered for admission.

Our interviews with faculty and staff made it clear that they are consciously
recruiting a different type of educator for school leadership. The programs focus on
enrolling experienced teachers with strong teaching and leadership skills who are
committed to educational change. Most programs have an explicit goal of expanding the
racial/ethnic, cultural, and gender diversity of the principal pool, as well as its overall
quality. To support particular goals, programs often look for educators with a track record
of coaching other teachers, working in high-need settings, or providing other needed skills
and experience.

These recruitment processes, which sought to find candidates with the experience
needed to become strong instructional leaders, produced results that differ significantly
from traditional norms. In contrast to the national comparison sample of principals, the
pre-service program graduates we surveyed were more likely to be women (73% v. 48%)
and members of a racial/ethnic minority group (37% v. 8%). While program and
comparison principals had similar amounts of teaching experiences (13.4 years v. 14.7
years), the types of experiences varied. As Table 4.1shows, program principals were, on
average, about twice as likely to have been a special education teacher and less than half as
likely to have been a physical education teacher. Program principals were also more than
twice as likely to have been literacy or math coaches and less than half as likely to have
been athletic coaches, a role held by more than 40% of the comparison principals.

Table 4.1: Principals’ Teaching and Leadership Background

Teaching Field:

* Elementary School 67.3% 67.8% 55.0%
» Middle School 48.1% 40.0% 47.4%
» Secondary School 31.8% 30.9% 43.2%
* Math or Science 27.8% 17.0% 30.0%
* English/Language Arts 25.2% 18.3% 20.0%
* Special Education 20.1% 23.9% 10.5%
* Physical Education/Health 4.7% 9.1% 18.7%
Other Experience:

* Assistant Principal or Program Director 46.9% 68.2% 65.7%
* Department Head 27.1% 34.5% 36.1%
* Curriculum Specialist 25.6% 30.5% 19.6%
* Athletic Coach or Director 17.9% 14.3% 40.5%
* Literacy or Mathematics Coach 29.5% 20.2% 8.0%




To recruit teachers with a record of strong instructional practice and the ability to
lead their colleagues, the pre-service programs use some innovative selection methods.
For example, at Bank Street, the application form requires reference letters from
candidates’ principal and teaching colleagues about their teaching and leadership abilities,
plus an autobiographical essay that reflects on candidates’ commitments to education.
Several raters evaluate this pool, and those remaining after a first cut are invited to a group
interview, during which five to six participants work collaboratively to solve a problem
based on a real challenge in the field. Applicants are observed and rated by two or more
people, including a district representative, and they are filmed. The criteria used by the
raters assess applicants’ abilities to discuss appropriate content, communicate ideas clearly,
work cooperatively, influence group opinion, and facilitate task completion. The raters
look at how each person interacts with others and contributes to problem solving. The
district superintendent and deputy superintendent also look at the videos and make the final
decision about who is selected.

In San Diego, ELDA’s recruitment process also relies on nominations from district
leaders in order to find dynamic teachers with a reputation for teaching excellence. The
program selection process includes traditional measures of achievement but centers on
observations of the candidates leading instruction with adults and/or children, as the ability
to lead professional learning is a key component of the program’s conception of
leadership. Another way to gauge candidates’ abilities is by constructing pathways to
leadership, as Hartford Public Schools have done. Potential leaders are identified early in
their careers and recruited into positions where they can develop their abilities to work
with teachers; these positions can be instructional coaches, turnaround specialists, assistant
principals, and finally the principalship.

Strong Curriculum Focused on Instruction and School Improvement

A second feature that distinguishes these programs from many traditional principal
development programs is the tight focus on instructional improvement and
transformational leadership that guides high-quality coursework and fieldwork. Whereas
traditional programs have focused on administering schools as they are, these programs
seek to develop principals’ abilities to build a shared vision for instructional improvement
and to lead a team to implement that vision, both by supporting teachers individually and
by developing a more productive organization. The programs share a conception of
instructional leadership focused on teaching and learning—one in which principals
develop and evaluate curriculum, use data to diagnose the learning needs of students, serve
as a coach and mentor to teachers, and plan professional development. Furthermore, the
programs aim to develop transformational leaders who work to improve the school as an
organization, develop norms and structures that support high quality teaching and learning,
enhance the capacity of the faculty to meet the needs of students, and implement reform
strategies that will improve student outcomes.

The survey results and interviews confirmed this emphasis. Programs launched
recently, like San Diego’s ELDA and Delta State’s new program, were developed with an
instructional focus and the goal of helping leaders prepare to transform low performing



schools. In long-standing programs like those in Jefferson County and at the University of
Connecticut, respondents noted a shift from a management focus to an emphasis on
instructional leadership and change management that is built through collaboration. The
program philosophies were clearly articulated by faculty and students. For example, a
candidate in Delta State’s program noted:

I believe the old-school way was to be a manager; now we need to be
leaders. Let your faculty and staff have a sense of belonging and a sense of
ownership in what you're putting out there. I think when you do that, it just
creates a cultural environment that's conducive to learning.

Similarly, a Jefferson County Principals for Tomorrow (PFT) instructor described
the way that the program’s emphasis has changed over time, away from nuts-and-bolts
management toward theories of change leadership: “The program has changed. . . .
[Candidates are] not just getting to know this is how you put a budget together, but this is
how you get a school to support the development of a budget.” This emphasis on team and
community building was shared by the Jefferson County in-service initiatives, as well as
the other programs we studied.

While they shared an emphasis on instructional leadership, the programs exhibited
some relative strengths based on their curricula and designs. Graduates of Delta State felt
most consistently well prepared across the board, except for dealing with budget and
resource allocation issues, a skill at which Bank Street graduates felt best prepared.
Graduates of Bank Street and San Diego’s ELDA joined Delta State graduates in feeling
particularly well prepared to serve as instructional leaders, far outscoring a national
comparison group of principals on how well they felt their programs prepared them to
evaluate teachers and provide feedback to support their instruction, as well as design
professional development. Graduates of UCAPP, along with those of Delta State and Bank
Street, felt exceptionally well prepared to manage a school improvement process, use data
to guide school change, and create a collaborative learning and decision-making culture
with teachers.

As we noted in Chapter 3, our respondents reported that the exemplary pre-service
programs were more likely to exhibit features recommended in the research literature:
These components included a comprehensive and coherent curriculum; program content
that stresses instructional leadership and leadership for school improvement; faculty who
are knowledgeable in their field of expertise; inclusion of practitioners among the faculty;
learning in a cohort structure; the integration of theory and practice; extensive
opportunities to reflect on their experiences and development as a leader; and opportunities
to receive feedback about their developing competencies. Participants in exemplary in-
service professional development programs also reported that they experienced learning
opportunities that integrate theory and practice and provide opportunities to work
collaboratively with colleagues, through coaching and peer networks.

Program graduates, on average, reported that their programs strongly incorporated
strategies to foster learning: They were almost twice as likely as principals from the



comparison sample to have been in a cohort and to have experienced active, student-
centered instruction (such as use of case studies, problem-based learning, and action
research). Finally, they were much more likely to have had strong content and field
experiences, with most participants rating their programs more highly on having provided
cohesive content that integrated theory and practice and having had, on average, better
quality internship experiences when compared to principals in the larger sample.

Well-Designed, Tightly Integrated Coursework and Fieldwork

These exemplary programs demonstrate how knowledge and skills develop over
the course of the program of study, integrating important disciplinary theories and concepts
and linking them to internship experiences. The programs provide a logical array of
coursework, learning activities, and program structures, all framed around the principles of
adult learning theory that link theory and practice. Program activities provide a scaffold on
which to construct new knowledge, offer opportunities that foster deep reflection, and help
candidates link past experiences with newly acquired knowledge. Courses are problem-
oriented rather than subject-centered and offer multiple venues for applying new
knowledge in practical settings (Granott, 1998; Lave, 1991).

One of the most important levers for learning is the close integration of coursework
and fieldwork. In alignment with the literature on adult learning, these programs offer
cross-disciplinary studies that expose candidates to concrete elements of real-world
practice. These in turn increase a leader’s ability to contemplate, analyze, and
systematically plan strategies for action (Kolb & Boyatzis, 1999). Pedagogies such as case
methods, action research, problem-based learning, and journaling support these
connections. Internships provide an extended opportunity to grapple with the day-to-day
demands of school administrators under the watchful eye of an expert mentor, with
reflection tied to theoretical insights through related coursework.

For example, instead of teaching academic content in separate courses, Delta State
University faculty present critical theories and concepts of administration in an
interdisciplinary fashion framed around the issues, events, and problems experienced
during the year-long internship, which is integrated with other coursework through weekly
seminars. A candidate’s experience handling a student discipline problem might be used
to stimulate an in-class examination of the principles of school law, rights for students with
disabilities, conflict resolution, problem solving, time management, and school-community
communications. In addition to group discussion, internship experiences are brought to the
university faculty and the cohort through “Clinical Correlations.” These written
assignments require candidates to analyze internship activities through the lens of the
overarching goals of the program. Students are required to describe the situation, explain
how it is connected to the goal, describe how their mentor principal resolved the issue, and
offer alternative solutions. The faculty will often select among the written correlations and
present a situation to the entire cohort for reflection, pushing candidates to link the
situation not only to the program goal, but also to course readings and their own
experiences.



While learning experiences are assigned traditional university course numbers,
work is completed through portfolios and reflective activities and may take longer than one
semester to complete. Students typically receive a grade of “IP” (in progress) at the end of
each semester, and only get official letter grades once they complete the entire curriculum
sequence. It is not surprising that, on a scale of 1 to 5, DSU graduates rated their program
a 4.89 on integration of theory and practice. A graduate explained:

We didn't learn by sitting in a classroom, reading it out of a textbook, and
listening to a lecture every day. That's not how we learned everything.
Even though all the theories and the ideas were thrown at us over two
months over the summer, and most of us were asking, “What is this? How
are we going to use all this information?,” once we got into our internship,
everything started to play out. We started to see why we spent so long on
change and the reason why we were introduced to the different leadership
styles. All of that came into play once we actually got into the internship.
So what we learned was not a result of reading out of a textbook somewhere
and sitting in a class taking notes, it's because of the interaction that we've
had here—the interaction that we've had with our professor and what we've
been able to discuss since we've been out into our internship.

This integrated approach to considering theory in the light of practice—and
practice in the light of theory—enables principals to become responsible for their own
professional learning after they leave the program. They have developed the habit of
applying professional readings to their practical experiences, a skill they take with them
into their work as principals.

In a similar fashion, Bank Street’s Principals Institute emphasizes action research
and field-based projects as a means to link coursework to a progression of field-based
experiences and an intensive internship. The curriculum is organized around a progressive
vision for schooling that emphasizes teaching and learning as well as school reform and
redesign. It includes coursework on adult development and staff development; curriculum
development; team building and collaborative decision making (“practices of democratic
schooling”); school change and school redesign; and the role of the transformative leader.
Coursework also includes foundations; research; supervision; law and the practical areas of
policy; budget; technology; and communications.

The program’s courses employ an inquiry model that requires candidates
individually or in groups to research the theoretical supports for their current practice.
Beginning in their first Foundations course, this approach uses the candidates’ school-
based experiences to generate research questions and to encourage their use of research in
their practice as school leaders. For example, in the research class, participants develop an
action research project at their school sites, based on their interests. The professor of this
course noted:

The research is some aspect of their experience that they're in the midst of
while they're taking the course. It's necessarily rooted in something that



they're involved in. The topics come out of what their interests and
preferences are, given of course, the conditions they're working with.

One side-effect of this approach is a strong sense of relevance and motivation for
candidates. As one explained about the coursework:

You take ownership of your learning. In every course, we learn certain
things, but when you do your projects and you work in groups, you take
ownership and you take it in the direction that you want to take it. If you
want to explore an area further in action research or whatever the topic may
be, you can do so. Everyone learns at their own level and at their own pace.

The program places a strong emphasis on connecting theory and practice through
reflection at the individual, conference group, and cohort level. It does this through
multiple aspects of the program delivery, including the advisement model and journaling.
Several courses, as well as the internship, require participants to maintain a journal in
which they document critical incidents, challenges, and discoveries and reflect on how
these experiences have shaped their leadership development. Submitted on a weekly basis,
the journal is a confidential document, shared only between the candidates and their
advisors and returned to candidates with comments or guiding questions to deepen their
thinking. One of the principals we followed credited the journaling and ongoing reflection
that occurred during the program with reinforcing critical reflective skills that keep her
focused on her instructional vision. She also credited this experience with helping her
become more innovative in thinking about school problems:

You have to look at things outside of the box. You have to be innovative.
[For example,] if you want to increase parent involvement, you can’t keep
doing the same old thing and expect to get different results. And that’s one
of the things that I think [Bank Street] really taught me.

Integration of theory and practice is further supported by the blend of university
faculty and school practitioners who teach the classes and serve as advisors. As one
participant observed, “The fact that some of the professors are actually people who work in
our region not only brings in the theory, but the practice as well.”

San Diego’s ELDA program—also directly embedded in local district practice—
uses many of the same strategies to link experiential learning to relevant theory and
research. The coursework is co-designed and co-taught by university instructors and
district practitioners, and it is linked directly to the internship. The thematic courses
include Instructional Leadership and Supervision (two semesters), Human Relations for
Leaders, School Leadership and Management, School Law, and Diversity. Like Bank
Street, ELDA also has a separate course on Technology, supporting skill development in
data management, internet research, instructional technology uses, and technology
resources for school-wide planning.



ELDA students view the courses as highly relevant to their needs, both because
they often include problem-based learning cases and applied tasks, and because they are
linked to the real-life demands of school-level practice through the year-long internship. In
Instructional Leadership and Supervision, for example, students develop a work plan,
aligned with the district’s principal work plan, that prepares them to analyze, improve, and
integrate a school’s professional development structures, the plan for building staff
capacity, and the monitoring of student achievement. One assignment asked candidates to
identify six teachers, discuss how they would improve the practice of those teachers,
design an action plan and an accountability system, and figure out how to organize
resources to implement it. In many cases, these plans are then put into action in the
internship context.

All the courses use a problem-based learning model that engages participants in
authentic problems of practice. The School Leadership and the Politics of Education
course, for example, uses three problem-based modules that ask groups of candidates to
work together to study and prepare detailed responses to complex school problems of
school safety, instructional improvement informed by student data, and teacher supervision
and evaluation. Participants appreciate the power of this integrated strategy. As one intern
put it:

I thought it was just brilliant to combine the theory and practice. I like that
the program has been modeled around learning theory. I like the fact that
our classes are germane to what is going on daily in our school. It really
helps to make the learning deeper and, obviously, more comprehensive.

Another principal in San Diego described a colleague who quit her Tier II program
at another university to enroll and start over in ELDA’s Induction & Support program:

She opted to stop at [the other university] and enroll for her Tier II through
ELDA because of the rigor and the parallel to the work that we were doing.
You know, it is so connected. It actually makes going back to your school
site and doing your work easier, because you’re getting support for the work
that you’re engaged in. [For example,] teacher supervision: . . .being able
through the ELDA program to go out and visit a school with colleagues,
with leadership within the district, have conversations that problem solve
what’s working in those teachers’ classrooms, what would the
conversations sound like when you conference with that teacher about the
lesson, about what works and what the next steps are. 1 could immediately
go back to my school and I could use that—even that very afternoon.

The problem-based approach is also a hallmark of Jefferson County’s PFT
program, described by a graduate as “both practical and rigorous.” The program uses
problem-based case study exercises to emphasize both “how to work with other people
who are resistant to change,” and “getting into the most recent instructional processes.”
Describing the PFT curriculum as “very hands-on,” this graduate emphasized that:



I never thought about this as a course. I’ve always thought about this as an
experience, because we never sat down and just listened to lectures.
Everything we did was always very interactive and very, very much hands-
on, with very practical applications for everything.

The University of Connecticut’s Administrator Preparation Program (UCAPP)
has made this interaction between coursework and practical applications a major goal over
the last few years, as the program has been redesigned from one in which connections
between courses and the internship were at best ad hoc to one in which they are planned
and continuous. Two major strategies are used: weaving reflective discussions of on-the-
job leadership experiences into courses and conducting a series of field-based projects.
These begin right away, in the first summer session, with a project to orient interns to the
district and school to which they have been assigned. The school/community analysis
project familiarizes candidates with the context and the issues influencing the schools
assigned as their internship sites. The analysis project must be turned in to the UCAPP
coordinator in the first summer session, but it is continued throughout the 2 years of the
internship as the candidate researches an important issue for that district or school. At the
end of the internship, the project is presented to the candidate’s mentor principal and site
supervisor. Many of these embedded projects have influenced practice and policy at the
local level. Some candidates are amazed at how quickly the UCAPP program plunges
them into practical experiences:

I just felt from the very beginning how important that real world experience
is. It never occurred to me that other institutions feel you need to have x
number of classes before they’ll allow you into the real experience. I think
having the real experience almost from day one has been critical and
fabulous, very enriching and realistic.

Robust Internships

The internship experience is clearly critical to the success of these program models,
rendering the coursework more valuable because it is tightly interwoven with practice.
This is not surprising, as research suggests most adults learn best when exposed to
situations requiring the application of acquired skills, knowledge, and problem-solving
strategies within authentic settings (Kolb & Boyatzis, 1999). Although more than 90 % of
all administrator credential programs require an internship experience of some kind
(Murphy, 1992), these experiences vary widely in their design (especially the extent to
which they provide an actual apprenticeship in a leadership role), duration, intensity, level
of support, and quality of supervision. A study of 61 programs found that many
internships do not provide participants with genuine hands-on leadership experiences or
decision-making opportunities, nor do they provide opportunities to develop instructional
leadership related to improving student learning. Instead, interns tend to spend much of
their time as passive observers (Fry, Bottom, & O’Neill, 2005). Frequently, the internship
is merely a project teachers conduct in the school where they are teaching, rather than a
opportunity to experience leadership opportunities under the close guidance of an expert



principal. Our exemplary programs offered a different model for the internship, one that
provided authentic, active learning experiences in school settings.

Even when programs know what elements are required for a successful internship,
they often have difficulty implementing these opportunities effectively. Major barriers are
1) the lack of resources to allow practicing professionals to leave their jobs in order to
spend extended time learning in a leadership role and 2) the difficulty in ensuring that
candidates receive guidance from highly effective mentor principals and supervisors.
Several of the programs in this study offer examples of particularly robust internships, and
offer ideas on how to release and support teachers as they gain field experience in
administrative roles.

The internships most highly rated by graduates were the full-time, year-long, paid
internships offered to all Delta State University and San Diego ELDA participants. At
Delta State University, the internship is the core of the Educational Leadership Program.
Candidates intern at an elementary, a middle, and a high school, and also spend two weeks
working in a district office. In each location, the interns are mentored by a full-time,
certified administrator (who is generally a program graduate). During the internship,
candidates are required to observe lessons, conference with teachers, and facilitate
professional development activities geared toward improving instructional practice.
Although formal teacher evaluations are left to the principal to complete, interns are
provided with full access to observe the process. Almost without exception, candidates
and graduates spoke enthusiastically of the intern experience and were grateful to have the
chance to work full time as a school leader, but in a guided situation, before assuming the
principalship. As one candidate said, “I think one thing that we can all agree on is that our
internship has been the most beneficial part of the program for us. It's hands-on, being
involved, doing it on our own.”

At DSU, the internship is a transformative experience. Many participants told us
they were unclear about their roles as school administrators when they took on the first
internship assignment. However, each successive internship placement enhanced
candidates’ feelings of self-confidence, knowledge of how to interact productively with
teachers and parents, and perspectives about the functions of school administrators within
the school context. We met our focus cohort during the first week of their second
internship placement. Many voiced surprise at how much their self-concept had already
evolved. In the first placement, they thought of themselves as teachers and waited for
direction on how to function as an administrator. In the second placement, they
proactively sought opportunities to practice their leadership skills from their first day in
that school.

A full-time, year-long internship has also been a defining characteristic of the
University of San Diego’s ELDA program, conducted in partnership with San Diego City
Schools. Rooted in the belief that authentic, experiential learning provides the most
effective preparation for school leadership positions, the program places candidates
alongside experienced principals who are handpicked for their expertise, successful
management of school improvement efforts, and mentoring capacity. These supervising



principals offer a live leadership model for their apprentices to observe and emulate.
Through the financial support of a large foundation grant, coupled with additional district
resources, the district was able to pay participants’ full salaries while releasing them from
their regular teaching responsibilities.

This robust internship goes far beyond conventional programs that might have
administrative candidates shadow a school leader for a brief period or undertake discrete
activities. The ELDA internship was designed to span more than 1,200 hours over the
course of a full school year, with a gradual release of leadership responsibilities to the
candidates. Although ELDA participants described a range of activities and projects they
were involved with over the course of their internship—and these varied by site and
supervising principal—they all agreed that the bulk of their internship was spent on
instructional tasks:

Sometimes we are observing behaviors, student or teacher, teaching
practices, or the learning that is going on; sometimes we’re in there co-
teaching, sometimes coaching side-by-side. So the majority of my day is
spent focused on instructional work, hands-on with the teachers and
students.

Another critical aspect of the internship is the opportunity to understand the
analytic process used by leaders in making decisions. One candidate described how she
and her supervising principal regularly discuss the thinking that underlies the principal’s
decision making, noting how this model of reflective practice helps her learn:

Just to give you a situation, with the two debriefs with the teacher after a
leadership meeting, we always reflect afterwards. People will leave, and
she and I will sit there, and I can ask her, "Well, when you said this, what
did you mean? Why did you use those words?”” Or she will call me and
say, "Did you notice I was about to say something else?" I know her so
well that I can say, "Yes, you changed your mind or you went in there
thinking you were going to say this, but since the teacher said this to you,
you had to change." It is the luxury of time, but we do take the time out to
do that after almost every conversation. She is very open to me questioning
her and saying, "Why did you make that decision? That is something that [
really enjoy because I get to see how she listens to different points of view.

ELDA graduates and candidates identified the internship as an essential feature of
their credentialing program. Several likened it to a “safety net” that supported learning in a
lower stakes environment than independent practice would offer:

I really like the fact that my first year of administrative experience is the
year where I can, for the most part, do no harm. And a safety net is
important to me. I feel like so many of my mistakes that I will make as an
administrator, I get to make now, when somebody else helps to catch them,



so that I won't have to make those mistakes when I'm the one who is
ultimately in charge.

Participants in the ELDA program see the internship experience as a vehicle for
transforming their approach to operational and instructional issues from the lens of a
teacher to that of an administrator. More recently, as the foundation grant has ended, the
affordability of the model has been extended by placing interns in assistant principalship
positions which are funded in the normal budget. While this imposes some constraints on
the number of placements available and the amount of time the candidate can spend with
the principal, it still allows candidates to experience most of the tasks needed to develop
needed leadership skills, with strong guidance and supervision.

The Jefferson County Public Schools (JCPS) has also designed an intensive, paid,
year-long field experience for a small number of participants. (There were eight during the
course of this study.) Candidates are released from teaching or instructional coaching
duties to participate in highly-structured, full-time, standards-based leadership preparation
coordinated through the central office. There is a rigorous selection process for this
resource-intensive program. However, not all pre-service candidates have access to this
experience. Those who do, receive a qualitatively different preparation than others in the
PFT program. One respondent noted that the research-based internship experience was
explicitly research-based and focused on instructional program issues, while the PFT, in
her experience, was focused more around “other school-related preparatory experiences,
which were all very appropriate.” She pointed out that aspiring leaders who participated in
both the PFT and the internship received “a very coherent program of development. It’s
not like you’re going off in 50 directions that don’t relate to each other. I think it’s very
well-organized—a good schema for developing principal capacity.”

In JCPS, the intense internship experience is explicitly designed around a medical
model, with questioning strategies utilized to highlight both strengths and gaps at school
sites and in principals’ and interns’ knowledge. In this model, the candidates rotate in
teams through different school sites, develop case studies of certain issues, and recommend
specific localized interventions. Respondents indicated that the internship has changed
over time, becoming increasingly demanding. One of the JCPS internship instructors
indicated that the quality and rigor of feedback had changed also. In the past, this person
told us, feedback was a discussion of strengths and weaknesses. Now, the internship uses
structured evaluation formats to provide interns with more specific assessments of their
preparedness from supervisors, mentors, and principals:

The internship is supposed to be “Okay—get ready. This is it.” They want to see if
people are going to live up to the task [and understand] that being principal is not a
40-hour-a-week job. It’s something you have to have a passion for. . . .I think the
people that are coming out of the internships now have much more knowledge of
what the job is and are much more prepared all around to take on the leadership.

Candidates work closely with central office staff during the internship year and are
provided with both a mentor principal who is currently at a school site and a retired



principal who serves as a professional coach. These coaches use an analytic framework,
introduced as part of the district’s reform strategy, which identifies “seven systems”
encompassing all aspects of school improvement: planning, assessment, curriculum and
instruction, interventions, professional development, structure and culture, and leadership
and quality staff. JCPS interns focus on each of the areas in turn at different schools,
evaluating progress and making recommendations. One JCPS instructor described the
outcomes of this internship experience in this way:

I think the hands-on experiences, that they get to actually go into schools, is
transformative. . . . They are looking at the seven systems and are able to
break those down by hearing from experts for each one of those

systems. . . . They go back and they study that system in the school, and then
they come back and report on it. But they not only report on what they found,
they report on what they think that particular school should do to make that
system more effective and more efficient for student achievement. Then they
get feedback from those experts and also from our staff on where they hit it
and where they didn’t hit it. I think those field experiences and having a
variety of learnings in all seven systems across the board really is something
that makes them very prepared for going in and dealing with [all|those
[issues] as they become principals or assistant principals.

The benefits of this model are strong for those who receive it. However, as we
have noted, this comprehensive, full-time internship is provided to a small number of
candidates, while other candidates prepare for the principalship part time. Without outside
funds, it can be difficult and costly to release experienced teachers so they have time to
intern; hard for candidates to take on an unpaid internship, hard for districts to provide
substitutes for teachers, and hard for dedicated teachers to leave their students. As detailed
below, Bank Street College and the University of Connecticut have worked hard to try to
provide high-quality internships under these more common circumstances.

Bank Street’s internship experience provides a good example of what is possible
when a full-time internship is not feasible due to lack of funds. At one time, New York
City would underwrite salaries for a semester so that candidates could take time off from
teaching to be placed under a principal’s wing full time. Now, most candidates have to fit
internship experiences in around their teaching jobs. Nonetheless, the creatively designed
three-semester internship sequence still nets very strong ratings as an excellent learning
experience from graduates, in large part due to the effort Bank Street and Region 1 put into
making the experience productive. Each candidate is supervised by an on-site internship
mentor, usually the building principal or other school administrator. Principals Institute
staff meet with all mentor principals at an orientation at Bank Street to ensure that all
mentor principals have a shared understanding of both the program and their role and
responsibilities in it. In addition, each advisor meets once or twice a month with each
mentor principal. The advisors try to negotiate what is possible at the site, and mid-way
through each semester, review ways to create an even better experience.



The level and complexity of candidates’ responsibilities increases each semester.
During the first semester, candidates engage in observations guided by a protocol for field
experience planning, observation, and reflection that they develop in conjunction with their
internship advisor. This document addresses the core areas of leadership field experience:
vision and mission, culture and climate, communication, leadership, diversity, data,
planning, instructional procedures, technology, professional learning, organizational
structure, and parent and community involvement. Through the use of this planning
document, candidates identify questions that guide their observations, document what they
have learned, and identify new questions. These reflections focus the subsequent
internship experience.

When the program was originally created, participants received district sponsorship
for this second-semester internship, and they were placed in a school different from their
home school for a semester. Now, they continue to work at their school site under the
supervision of their school-site mentor with the support of individualized and conference
group advisement. Guided by an Intern Program Plan, the internship is a well-structured,
standards-based set of activities that develop candidates’ knowledge and capacity in each
of the areas outlined by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) and
New York State (NYS) leadership standards: school governance, organizational
management, planning, fiscal management, human relations and resources in the school
and community, regulations, contractual issues, and administrative and instructional
technology. For most, these tasks have to be fit in on the edges of their teaching
assignment. To get administrative experience, participants may manage an after-school
program, supervise a professional development initiative, or take on school-related
projects. Candidates document the work done in each of these areas by preparing a
professional portfolio composed of artifacts, documents, and reflections.

Region 1 has created a paid summer program leadership experience to allow
candidates to take on more formal responsibilities at a school or level different from their
teaching assignment. Participants may work as an assistant principal or as a summer
school director, for example. The experience is carefully planned with Region 1
administrators. As a regional official told us:

[Participants are] deliberately placed with a leader that we think they can
learn from, deliberately placed in a level different from the one they have
experience in, because they need to be stretched. So, if they’re elementary,
they need to understand how to work in a middle school or a high school
and vice versa. We’re putting a lot of time and effort into designing that
internship. [We ask ourselves], “What are the experiences we want them to
have? What are the particular skills we want everyone to develop?” [Also],
because the advisors are working so closely with them we’re able to say,
“This particular person really needs time on so and so and we’re building
that into their internship experience.”



During a third semester, candidates take on more independent work in leading and
managing at their site. Participants describe this internship sequence as an intense
experience that prepares them for the demands of site leadership:

As I continue to go to the internship, I'm starting to see why things are

the way they are. It is not easy to be a school building leader at all. You
have to be knowledgeable [about] all the elements that are involved in a
school. . . . I am starting to be more aware of why things are the way they
are and more aware of how a school functions. I am gaining a lot of insight
and value.

The University of Connecticut’s UCAPP program also works hard to sandwich an
80-day internship around the demands of candidates’ full-time teaching jobs. This time is
split between an assigned internship site, the school where the candidate teaches, and the
summer internship site. The eighty days are divided into thirty days per school year and
twenty days during the summer. The thirty days per school year are divided between on-
site days, site-related days, and course-related days. Site-related days can include
conducting a project for the mentor principal while not actually on-site, or assisting the
mentor principal at meetings after school. UCAPP asks candidates to intern in another
district, one with a different vacation schedule from their own. This lets them see how
another school and district function, and it allows them to complete field work when they
are on vacation from teaching. UCAPP works with the candidate and his or her school
district to find the time for a meaningful internship experience, negotiating on behalf of the
candidates for release time from teaching. One of the program leaders notes that it is not
always easy to find the ideal situation, where the candidate spends in-depth time at the
intern site:

We have become more flexible and more creative: Half of the students use
perhaps two professional development days and their personal days during
the year. If they're having a problem, we encourage them to take one of
those days and do two half-days—Ileave at 12:30 or 1:00, depending on
what the schedule is, and stay with their mentor until 4:00 or 5:00 to try and
maximize the time in a creative way.

UCAPP also helps place candidates as administrators for summer school. Most
candidates complete a large portion of their internship days during the summer months.
UCAPP supervisors, who are retired principals, work actively to help candidates find a
good placement, both in terms of completing challenging work and in terms of scheduling
in all the required days. They maintain constant contact with candidates and mentor
principals, including periodic three-way meetings to take stock and plan for future work.
As at Bank Street, candidates and mentors are guided by a leadership plan that, in addition
to individual goals, requires a core set of experiences. These include teacher supervision
and evaluation, budgeting, scheduling, analysis of test data in order to recommend
curriculum and instructional improvement, and management of special education. During
the course of this study, UCAPP began implementing electronic portfolios to document
completion of the leadership plan. Most candidates spend 2 years at their intern site, and



build a relationship with their mentor principal. Increasingly, mentor principals are
UCAPP graduates who can advise candidates through all facets of the program. In many
instances, the candidates come to depend on their mentors and see them as an invaluable
resource to support their learning. In the words of one candidate:

At first, I [had the] attitude of, “How could I assist the administrator who is my
mentor?” I recognize now that. . .I am going there to get something for me. So it’s
like, “What can you do for me?” My mentor really helped to shed light on that for
me. Although there is that disconnect, and you really only get to go maybe once a
month or once every six weeks or so, [my attitude is] more like: “Okay, I need to
get in there, get something, get an experience and then kind of reflect on it, bring it
back to my job, and try to connect it with what [ am doing.”

A UCAPP graduate echoed the sentiments of many when he said:

The internship experience is phenomenal. We really got to see schools
because we were given an opportunity to experience an internship that put
[us] in the school and had [us] working with a principal doing things for the
school—not just sitting around hearing about it. You’re actually doing it,
and that was one of the benefits of this program. . . .It’s authentic. [We had]
authentic experiences that helped us learn, so we had not only an
opportunity to discuss it through classes, but we experienced it though
doing.

While candidates clearly appreciate what they learn in these experiences, and the
internship productively grounds much of the coursework, UCAPP candidates are less
likely to report that they had responsibilities for leading, facilitating, and making decisions
typical of an educational leader than candidates in the other programs we reviewed. While
still relatively strong given its limited resources, UCAPP’s internship experience was rated
by its graduates as weaker than its other program features and less highly than other
programs’ graduates’ ratings of their internships. Finding time for the internship and
funding to subsidize candidates’ time while they pursue it are among the greatest
challenges facing university-based programs. UCAPP faculty recognized this limitation
and acknowledged their desire to secure resources to subsidize candidates while they took
time off from regular employment to participate in administrative internships.

All programs struggle with ways to provide robust internships. Programs address
this in different ways, most by trying to provide structures that can add-on productive
leadership experiences for practicing teachers. We found some creative models for doing
this at Bank Street and UCAPP that are noteworthy for their ingenuity. At the same time,
our research clearly demonstrates the strong benefits of the full-time internships provided
to aspiring principals by Delta State with state and federal funds, by Jefferson County for a
subset of its candidates with state and district funds, and by San Diego’s ELDA when it
had access to district and foundation funds. Candidates appear to feel better prepared and
to engage more intensely and consistently in instructional leadership practices when they
have had these opportunities. Providing robust internships is vital to the development of



school leaders, but it presents more challenges than other program elements. As we
discuss in Chapter 6, these challenges can sometimes be met through policy interventions
in support of stronger preparation.

Cohort Groups

These programs also offer their principals and aspiring principals strong supports
for ongoing problem solving through both peer supports like cohort groups and collegial
networks and expert supports like mentoring and coaching. The availability of these
supports to program principals was significantly greater than to their peers nationally.

All the pre-service programs we studied use cohort groups to create collaborative
learning relationships among peers that they can rely on to share experiences and
knowledge and to solve problems. At their best, cohorts promote collaboration,
networking, and teamwork. Cohorts provide natural opportunities for group projects, for
candidates to share knowledge, and for forums in which they can collectively reflect on
their leadership development. Many participants spoke about the importance of these
relationships. As one noted:

I will say one of the things I really enjoyed about UCAPP was the cohort
that we had. In my case, there were twelve of us who went through it
together. You had people from all different levels and all different
backgrounds. I think one of the biggest things that came out of that is how
much you can learn from somebody who may be coming from a different
point of view. I think it was a lot of those debates that got me to an
understanding of how I want a school to look.

The benefits of this collegial atmosphere were corroborated by a local
superintendent who is an adjunct professor in the UCAPP program:

I think one of the real strengths is the cohort model that they use. It's
amazing how these people function as a team and help one another. . . . |
think that's important, because if you're going to be an educational leader in
this day and age, you can't function in isolation. The only way you can
operate and do a good job is to function as [part of] a team.

This emphasis on using the cohort to learn to work in a team is also an explicit goal
of the Educational Leadership Program at Delta State. During the initial summer session,
candidates are put into groups, where they complete a variety of team projects and team-
building exercises. The program director worked actively to build each individual’s skills
as both a team member and a team leader. She explicitly modeled group facilitation and
guided the cohort members in active reflection on their work. Graduates of the program at
DSU vividly remember the team-building activities, and often try to use similar strategies
with the faculties of the schools they lead. They continuously reflect on their director’s
example as a leader, and model their principal practice on her actions and advice. As one
graduate said:



We learned what it was really like to work together as a team. I think that's
important, because you have to learn to be a team player when you become
an administrator.

Another DSU graduate noted that these relationships often live on past the
end of the program:

Any time I need any one of them or they need me, I can pick up to the
phone or email. . . . That is great. I know that there are different strengths
that these people have. You go back and you draw from them and say, "I
know this. She knows this person; she knows that person."

Such networks allow principals to turn to someone in a similar job and ask for
advice when encountering a new situation. A Bank Street graduate also described how she
sees her former and current colleagues as a critical professional resource in her leadership
work, maintaining contact with five of her former cohort members, whom she uses as a
“sounding board” for their shared work as school leaders:

I do call a lot on the cohort friends from Bank Street. . . . We bounce
frustrations as well as successes and questions off each other. And
I’1l have colleagues call me back [with] a question when they need an
answer to something. Hopefully we can provide it [to each other].
When there are new principals, I try to reach out in that sense of my
responsibility.

The extensive advisory system at Bank Street offers a coordinated individual and
collective group advisement model that uses the cohort for both support and deep
reflection. Said one candidate, “We are taken in under their wing and looked after and
shepherded through this program.” Advisors use a reflective dialogue process that
integrates themes of personal development, interpersonal relations, and substantive
knowledge to guide candidates in their development from awareness to action. The
advisors work together to identify the issues emerging in their groups in order to assess
candidates’ needs and plan for the next conference group session. One advisor noted:

The curriculum emanates from the needs of the students. It emanates as
you assess and get to meet your interns. It emanates from each current issue
they will have to face as new leaders. A lot of it comes from the skills they
need or the problems they are facing within their internship sites.

A participant observed: “The structure of the cohort helps [make] the
transformation happen. . . .It is not like we are just going through a series of classes to get a
certificate. We are going through a process of reflecting.” Another candidate described
these as opportunities to learn how to work collectively to solve problems and improve
one’s practice:



This is really the most valuable experience that this program has to offer
because it is not only practice, it is the state of mind. We reflect and share
our experiences. Things are put out on the table based on the experiences
we are having. We come up with collective, shared solutions. It is a way of
thinking about how to solve problems. They are training us by modeling.

Similarly, in the University of San Diego’s ELDA program, the cohort serves as the
structure for reflection both on coursework and the internship, as well as a professional
network after candidates have assumed leadership positions. ELDA graduates identify
their cohort membership as both a key support and a means for “calibrating” individual
work across sites. As one explained:

The cohort method means you develop a good rapport with a set of people you
know you can trust who will give you an opportunity when you are going to back
away ... and drop out and give you a push to move you forward. I think that has
always been a rewarding thing in the internship cohort program.

Cohorts help principals learn to work in teams and to recognize that they are
leading a team of educators at their school. When implemented well, as they are in these
exemplary programs, cohorts build an environment where ideas can be tested in a shared
and non-judgmental setting. In part because of the cohort experience, our program
candidates and graduates appear to have an expanded view of leadership in schools. They
understand that leadership is not just vested in the office of the principal, but rather, that
everybody in the school has a leadership role. This philosophy is encouraged and fostered
by the programs and is embraced by most of the faculty, candidates, and graduates. Under
the cohort model, the preparation experience demonstrates the importance of collaboration
and sharing knowledge. As we describe below, both university-based programs and
district programs have recognized the need to provide these kinds of educational and
relational supports to school leaders.

Critical Supports for On-the-Job Learning

Many of the features we discovered in the exemplary pre-service programs were
also present in districts’ supports for new and veteran principals. These in-service
programs also focused on standards-based content emphasizing instruction, organizational
development and change management; pedagogies that connect theory and practice; on-
the-ground supports, including coaching and mentoring; and collaborative learning
opportunities embedded in ongoing networks. In some ways, the presence of these
features in ongoing professional development contexts is perhaps even more remarkable,
given the time demands of the job, the historical emphasis of training on generic leadership
skills, and the tradition of principal isolation, which has meant that individual course-
taking and conference-going were typically the few opportunities for learning available.

Three aspects of these districts’ approaches are especially noteworthy. First, they
have developed a comprehensive approach that enables principals to develop their
instructional leadership abilities in practice, by connecting new knowledge to specific,



concrete practices (Ball & Cohen, 1999). Second, they conceptualize leadership
development as a continuum extending from pre-service through induction, ongoing
support, and engagement of expert and retired principals in mentoring. Third, they
conceptualize leadership as a communal activity embedded in collective work around
practice, rather than as a solitary activity.

A Comprehensive Approach to Developing Practice in Practice

Each of the districts we studied provides a set of well articulated approaches for
principals to learn how to develop stronger schools that feature more effective teaching and
learning. These multiple opportunities are distinguished by the way in which they are
informed by a coherent view of student learning, teacher development, and school
leadership; are connected to one another; and are grounded in both theory and practice.
Rather than offering a flavor-of-the-month approach to professional development, they
offer an ongoing approach to the development of a holistic, identifiable professional
practice.

Extensive, High-Quality Learning Opportunities. The range of strategies used
to focus the work of school leaders on teaching and learning includes regular principals’
conferences and networks focused on curriculum and instruction, as well as mentoring and
coaching. Both the extent and the quality of these learning opportunities are unusual, with
principals in exemplary programs, on average, experiencing more opportunities to visit
other schools, participate in a network, receive coaching, and engage in professional
development. They often find these learning opportunities more helpful. (See Tables 4.2
and 4.3.) In addition to finding visits to other schools and participation in a principals’
network more helpful, the exemplary program principals also find engaging in research
and reading professional material more helpful, presumably because of the context within
which they engage in these activities with their peers.

Table 4.2: Frequency of Participation in In-Service Learning Strategies

In-Service National

In the past 12 months how often did you: Principals  Comparison
1=Not at All; 2=Once or twice; 3=Three times or more n=215 n=515
Visit other schools 2.42%* 1.84
Participate in a principal network 2.69%%* 2.37
Receive mentoring/coaching from an experienced principal 1.98%** 1.38
Attend conferences (presenter) 1.86%** 1.56
Attend conferences (not a presenter) 2.68%** 2.50
Engage in individual or collaborative research 2.05 2.04
Read professional books 2.81 2.84

*p<.05, ¥* p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 4.3: Helpfulness of In-Service Learning Strategies

Proportion identifying the learning opportunity as In-Service National
“helpful” or “extremely helpful” Principals Comparison
Visits to other schools 72.3%** 52.8
Participating in a principal network 85.1#** 70.8
Formal mentoring/coaching by an experienced principal 78.4 72.2
Attending conferences (as a presenter) 58.2%* 67.3
Attending conferences (not a presenter) 68.4 68.6
Engaging in individual or collaborative research 80.1°* 66.1
Reading professional books 84.2%** 69.8

*p<.05, ¥* p<.01; *** p<.001

Principals in these districts were also much more likely to have participated in
professional development with their teachers: 77% had done so seven or more times in the
last year, as compared to 50% of comparison principals (p<.001).

Leadership Learning Grounded in Practice. Much of school leaders’
professional learning is grounded in analyses of classroom practice, supervision, or
professional development using videotapes or on-the-job observations. For example,
several programs in our study, including San Diego, Region 1, and Hartford, use
“walkthroughs” of schools as occasions when principals, guided by specific criteria, can
look at particular practices in classrooms. These are sometimes conducted with a mentor
and other times with groups of principals who can caucus together about what they see.

We observed a walkthrough with a San Diego principal and her Instructional
Leader (IL) that was typical of the genre. It began with a lengthy conversation between the
two in the principal’s office to discuss how the principal is addressing the instructional
needs of the school. Then they spent 60 to 90 minutes observing 10 to 12 classrooms for 5
minutes each. These observations focused on specific instructional strategies that the
teachers had learned about in professional development. The principal had also attended
the development session and had further explored the strategies in monthly principals’
conferences and network study groups. Between classroom observations, the two
discussed student learning, teacher practice, and potential “next steps” for each classroom.
After this physical “walkthrough,” they debriefed for another hour. During that time, the
IL asked the principal to synthesize what she saw across classrooms, and what she planned
to do next with her staff. The IL shared her own impressions as well, and noted items on
which the principal would work next.

The principals’ conferences often resemble the training we observed in Region 1
offered by the University of Pittsburgh’s Institute for Learning (IFL). IFL had worked
with all three of these districts at one time, and it was continuing work with Region 1 and
Hartford when we were conducting our study. In Region 1, IFL used a turnkey approach,
with IFL staff providing direct training for experienced principals and regional and
network staff (called Tier I), who then provided training to other principals (called Tier II).
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The monthly Tier I meetings are attended by the Region 1 Local Instructional
Superintendents (LISs) (who are much like San Diego’s instructional leaders) and their
leadership teams, comprising selected principals, instructional specialists (responsible for
several sites’ professional development), and English language learner coaches, all of
whom work with a group of schools that function as a network. After IFL staff trains the
group as a whole, participants then divide up by network to plan how to transfer their
learning to all the schools within their network.

In a day-long Tier I session in May, the IFL staff began with a conversation
initiated during a previous session about “accountable talk,” a learning practice the district
was trying to cultivate in classrooms. As defined by IFL, “accountable talk uses evidence
appropriate to the discipline (e.g., proofs in mathematics, data from investigations in
science, textual details in literature, and documentary sources in history) and follows
established norms of good reasoning.” The session began with questions that had arisen as
participants tried to introduce this concept in their schools, aiming to support teachers in
creating the norms and skills of accountable talk in their classrooms.

The IFL staff then focused the group on using accountable talk in mathematics
instruction. After talking about the theory and meaning of the concept in this discipline,
the session turned to problem-based group work. Each table of 6 to10 individuals from
one network worked on coding transcribed text for examples of accountable talk. After
debriefing this exercise and reinforcing the indicators of effective accountable talk, the IFL
staff presented a math problem for the groups to solve on their own. For about 30 minutes,
each table was engaged in an often heated conversation about the “best” way to solve the
problem, frequently commenting on the difficulty and resultant anxiety they experienced
working on the problem. The IFL staff circulated throughout the room, pulling out
individuals’ and groups’ thinking process, and providing support for those who were
“stuck.” They then led a debriefing session that linked this experience back to student
learning, reinforcing the experience that many students have in their mathematics learning.
The session closed with an hour-long discussion by each network group about how to
introduce the work they had addressed to the Tier II group. Each table took a different
approach to planning, some proposing a replication of the day’s session to their network
schools, and others suggesting an abbreviated presentation.

The next month, these ideas were brought to the Tier II group, which meets
monthly, and includes all principals and one assistant principal or lead teacher from each
school. This June session began with breakfast and informal networking. The Tier |
principals, who facilitated the meeting, played video snippets from classrooms, taken
during principals’ observations, looking for evidence of accountable talk. They asked the
principals at the five tables to fill in a four-square form about types of talk, stressing the
need to comment on what they saw using non-value-based language (e.g., not “I like,” but
“I saw” or “I wonder”). They discussed different instructional formats and how students
and teachers participated in each class segment, particularly about how much the
instruction was teacher-directed or student-centered. One LIS observed at the end how
much the group has changed in being able to talk about “accountable talk,” and suggested



that the principals play the videos in their schools and assess where their staff is on
recognizing and using accountable talk.

The remainder of the meeting included a discussion of critical thinking in
mathematics, including a hands-on exercise engaged in by each group. This enabled the
principals to evaluate how they talked about their various solutions in light of the earlier
discussion of accountable talk. A discussion of talk functions was stimulated by each table
coding a common transcribed text for the specific moves teachers made to support students
in presenting and justifying their thinking. The LIS stressed that principals were learning
to label what they see so they can talk about it with teachers later. After some discussion,
the LIS asked the principals what they would do in their schools and how would they use
specific “talk moves,” or ways of shaping student discussion. A Tier I principal suggested
that a principal would need to have all the administrators and support staff observe and
reach agreement on what they are seeing as the first step to learning leadership. Another
principal suggested using this with a learning walk and a fishbowl exercise.

Near the end of the meeting, the LIS stressed the importance of each principal
videotaping teacher talk for later analysis, stating, “You need to practice this to grow
together. . . .You need to think deeper about the work and make it real.” She closed by
encouraging them to replicate the day’s experience in their professional development with
their teachers by showing the videos and asking the teachers to provide reasoning and
observations about the moves. She stressed the need for reflection on practice, not just
observation about practice. Finally, she handed out a several books on instruction—Craft
Lesson;, When Children Can’t Read; Lessons that Change Writers Notebooks (Atwell)—
that would provide grist for further shared work on improving instruction.

These examples illustrate several things about the very distinctive professional
development for principals in these districts. First, the various activities principals engage
in are embedded in a connected set of instructional ideas and a connected group of
professional learners who are developing a common language and practice around
instructional leadership. Second, there is a close interplay between theory and practice as
these districts develop leaders who understand curriculum and instruction and who have
the ability to manage a process of change necessary to improve schools. Principals learn
concrete, grounded strategies for supporting teaching, learning, professional development,
and instructional improvement that are solidly based in research on instruction and
organizational change. Finally, their work is continuous and comprehensive: It
accumulates over time and expands to incorporate all the staff in a school and all the
elements of instruction.

A Learning Continuum

A second critical feature of the learning context for leaders in these districts is that
they have conceptualized a continuum of opportunities from pre-service, through
induction, and ongoing throughout the careers, with both group and individual supports for
principals.



For example, in addition to the pre-service program offered through Bank Street
College, Region 1 of the New York City Schools has developed an in-service continuum
that offers mentoring, a principal network, and monthly workshops focused on the
University of Pittsburgh’s PFL. As Region 1’s former Superintendent, Irma Zardoya.
noted, “The belief has always been that we have to grow our own leaders. . .that we have to
have a constant, ready supply of leaders, which means that we have created a continuum.
We keep adding steps to it every year, to get people from the classroom right up to the
superintendent.”

New principals participate in a year-long program that includes an intensive
summer institute, bi-monthly half-day seminars, and a principal mentor/coach. These
elements guide first-year principals through their new operational responsibilities while
grounding them in how to use these to foster school improvement. Current principals have
a two-tiered professional development process, described above, with monthly training of
experienced principals. There are also monthly network and regional administrative
meetings, which are used primarily for thematically focused professional development. As
we have noted, these programs focus tightly on instructional leadership; their design
reflects an assumption that, given the difficulty of maintaining an instructional focus in the
complex rush of practice, principals benefit from meeting regularly with colleagues to
reinforce their vision and to develop and carry out a strong school improvement plan.

Finally, there are a series of related professional learning opportunities for new
assistant principals, experienced principals, and aspiring principals and assistant
superintendents. As is also true in our other districts, these programs and strategies
emphasize the principal’s role in improving supervision and teacher development.
Moreover, as we discuss further in the next section, the learning opportunities are cohort-
and network-based. As such, they cultivate continuous learning and reflection and help
leaders to learn and try out new ideas, return for reflection and problem solving, and
receive peer support from colleagues.

A very similar set of opportunities exists in San Diego, which is not accidental, as
San Diego’s Chancellor Tony Alvarado first began to develop this conceptualization of
professional development in New York City’s Community District 2. From there, it spread
to other districts in and around New York and migrated with him across the country. In
addition to the kinds of opportunities described above, principals in the San Diego public
schools often receive mentoring once they assume a leadership position. Those who
participate in the Induction and Support component of ELDA receive a mentor for the year
during which they complete a Tier II credential. Many veteran principals also receive
mentoring.

In ELDA’s Induction and Support program, new leaders work with their mentor to
examine and develop their leadership style, reflect on the needs of their school, strengthen
their problem-solving ability, design and execute strategic plans, and use data to improve
instruction. Mentor principals and participants are expected to spend a minimum of three
hours together each week to focus on the different elements of the induction plan and work
on the development and reinforcement of leadership skills. These mentoring sessions



might consist of reviewing and analyzing student achievement data and developing
appropriate strategic plans to improve school-wide teaching, or they might include a
mentor observing a principal’s conversation with a teacher and then providing one-on-one
feedback.

ELDA’s director, Ann Van Sickle, explained that the focus is on “building a culture
of adult learning” in the school. In addition to three hours a week with their mentors,
candidates’ courses include Leadership for Effective Instructional Practice and Leadership
for Change: Supporting Teachers for Instructional Improvement, which uses the district’s
instructional walkthrough as a frame for building capacity to analyze and improve
professional development. Another course, Mentoring and Support: Adult Learning, uses
class discussion and analyses of students’ videotaped leadership practice to support the
development of their instructional leadership practice. A culminating project at the end of
the program looks at videos of the candidate delivering a professional development
presentation at the beginning of the program and then again at the end of the program, with
much of the work in between focusing on planning, analyzing, and critiquing professional
development strategies.

In addition, mentor principals, full-time mentors to several new or struggling
principals, meet almost weekly with their mentees and, along with ILs, support the
professional development of principals. In our survey conducted in 2005, 54 % of all
principals in San Diego (and 76% of ELDA graduates) reported that they had had some
mentoring or coaching by an experienced principal as part of the formal arrangement
supported by the district. This compared to only 14% of principals nationally.

About half of all principals also receive mentoring in Jefferson County, where
retired administrators serve as mentors who provide institutional memory and socialize
new school leaders to the culture in JCPS, as well as work with veteran principals who
need assistance. Both principals and assistant principals participate in highly structured
induction programs that are focused on instruction and include mentoring as well as class
sessions. New assistant principals write an induction support plan that focuses on specific
areas of growth, and they must meet with their mentor for at least 50 hours outside the
workday, in addition to meeting for two formal observations of their instructional work
annually.

The JCPS Induction Support Program for principals lasts 2 years and includes
similar mentoring supports, plus two shadowing experiences at the school of the mentor.
In addition, a Certificated Evaluation Training program provides 18 hours of training on
effective evaluation strategies for new administrators. Veteran principals have a wide
array of learning opportunities. Virtually all (over 90%) participate in a principals’
network and more than 70% participate in peer coaching and visits to other schools.

The continuum in Hartford focuses on developing leaders through multiple
pathways, including teacher leaders who can become instructional coaches and turnaround
specialists, as well as certificated administrators. Teachers and leaders along all parts of
the continuum receive related professional development. As a district description notes:



Starting with the Aspiring Teacher Academy, student teachers receive
training that prepares them to work in Hartford schools. The Instructional
Teacher Leader Academy prepares teachers to become teacher leaders, and
the Aspiring Teacher Leader Academy works to retain teachers during their
3rd through 5th years. The Focus Group Principals Academy mentors new
administrators and trains them to collegially coach each other, while the
Administrators-in-Induction Academy helps new administrators adjust to
their leadership positions. The Institute for Learning (IFL) Leadership
Academy teaches staff and management to integrate the IFL Principles of
Learning into daily classroom instruction.

Here, as in our other districts, the learning supports developed for principals are also
substantively integrated with those developed for central office administrators, teachers,
and other staff to enhance the likelihood that all educators will be working toward the same
goals using the same strategies. The coherence of the approach is reflected by the fact that
all the principals in Hartford report being involved in visiting other schools and
participating in professional development with their teachers at least three times in the last
year. Eighty percent were involved in conducting research or inquiry about problems of
practice. More than half also participated in a principals’ network—a common strategy
across all the districts we studied.

Collegial L.earning Networks

The primary delivery strategy for professional development in all these districts has
been to create leadership learning communities of practice. In Region 1 and San Diego,
formal networks of schools and principals operate as part of the district structure for all
school leaders. In Hartford, principals work in groups around instructional leadership
development, and most participate in principals’ networks. In Jefferson County, groups of
principals (e.g., middle school leaders and assistant principals) participate in specific long-
term professional development courses focused on topics ranging from literacy to teacher
evaluation to classroom management.

San Diego provides a useful glimpse at the way such networks operate. There,
each IL is responsible for a group of about 10 schools and for the professional learning of
the principals in those schools, who operate in both formal and informal networks.

Most ILs host book clubs where principals meet to discuss shared readings. They
also coordinate opportunities for principals to learn from one another, such as small,
principal-led workshops where, for example, one principal might share strategies for
managing school budgets or another might host a non-evaluative walkthrough for other
principals. Networks of principals meet regularly to work on instructional issues.
Principals connect in couplings and other small groups that emerge from these meetings.
One principal described the range of activities:

We’ve gone to each other’s campuses; we’ve had wonderful discussions;
we’ve read books together. We’ve watched each other’s staff development



tapes and talked about what we could do better: what kinds of things we
think would help the staff move.

Often principals are paired up and expected by their ILs to serve as each other’s
mirror and sounding board. One principal gave this example of her work with her partner:

[ might say,] “When I went into the classrooms today, I looked at
questioning [a reading comprehension strategy] and, you know, look at this
page.” And so we go back, and we would read, and we would look at this,
or we’d look at our [video] tapes and say, “Oh, see, this is the way I should
have said it. Why didn’t I say it like this?” or “Oh, I thought that’s what I
said, but that isn’t even what I said to the staff.” So it’s more really
analyzing how effective we are in the words we use and how effective we
are in our thinking and in our statements. I think for me that’s been the
biggest change. And it’s really a focus not on behavior and discipline and
those kinds of things, but on instruction. That’s the biggest change I’ve
seen. It’s been wonderful. I’ve really enjoyed that.

Initially, principals get to know each other in formal settings, such as principal
conferences, “walkthroughs” scheduled to include peers, and meetings between coaching
principals and their mentees, where they discuss professional reading, observe each other’s
videotaped staff conferences and critique them, share their school’s instructional needs and
professional development priorities, and examine their efforts to evaluate teachers. This
leads to informal networks in which principals have formed their own book clubs, visited
each other’s schools, talked and provided support to one another.

A similar cohort approach is used in Region 1, where the schools are grouped into
10 to 12 networks, supervised by LISs who provide support in implementing new
instructional approaches and improving teaching and learning. The goal is for principals to
share and talk together about their work, as facilitated by regular, intensive, professional
learning seminars around regional priorities and emerging ideas. For example, in one
session we observed, 19 principals worked together on how to conduct annual performance
reviews of staff. The leader of the session explained:

I show them all the management protocols they need to start in September,
so that they will have what they need to rate a teacher, whether it’s
satisfactory or unsatisfactory, that is based on data and good information
that helps teachers, and is not just, “Oh, you are a good teacher so I am
going to give you an S (satisfactory).” Even the teacher who gets an “S”
needs to get feedback on how to grow. So we set those things up for

them. . . . We take the time to go through the how. We break it down and
instead of talking about pedagogical ratings, we talk about, “How do you do
a pedagogical rating?”

She tied the performance review to their starting mission and goals and each staff
person’s professional development goals and supervisory support. Next, she gave them a
model for how to conduct an “end of year” conversation with each pedagogical staff
person, including documentation and feedback. The session provided participants with a



safe environment to share their concerns and anxieties about their roles and
responsibilities, as well as to share successes and strategies. Thus, elements of the
principalship that are difficult and often avoided become manageable and increasingly well
managed by leaders who are working together to develop their skills.

Although the strategies districts adopted for leadership development were
remarkably similar, there were, of course, some differences across districts. New York
City’s Region 1 principals were more likely to take university courses and attend
conferences. Along with principals in Jefferson County, they were also most likely to
participate in principal networks. Principals in Hartford and San Diego were most likely to
visit other schools and engage in peer observation or coaching for sharing practice.
Principals in New York and San Diego were most likely to receive formal mentoring from
a veteran principal and to engage in individual or collaborative research. Overall,
principals perceived their districts to be helpful, but this too varied, with New York’s
Region 1 principals rating their district strongest in its support for improving teaching and
learning, and Hartford principals rating their district weakest of the four in this regard.

What Conditions Foster Exemplary Programs?

Each of the programs in this study has implemented components of high-quality
principal preparation that have been cited in the research literature. Close examination of
program implementation shows that additional factors—beyond strong program content
and delivery—appear to facilitate or constrain the execution of a comprehensive system of
development. These factors include leadership that champions and supports the
development of the program, partnerships with local organizations and stakeholders,
financial supports for key program design elements, and the purposeful use of policy,
including local, state, and national standards, to guide program content and improvement.

Program Champions

Most of the programs included in our study had one or more key champions who
guided their development and implementation. Programs were often the brainchild of a
particular individual or a team, who brought together the right mix of funding, partners,
and experts to develop and maintain a successful program. In several cases, continuity in
district leadership allowed a program to flourish and make an impact on local schools. In
other cases, there is a history of strong leadership, with various people shepherding
different stages of implementation.

At Delta State, for example, the development of the Educational Leadership
Program can be attributed to the strong vision and leadership of the former Dean of the
School of Education, E.E. Caston, and to the alignment of values across community,
academic, and government institutions, extending all the way to the Mississippi
Statehouse. Caston realized in the early 1990s that DSU’s administrative credentialing
program did not produce the change-oriented school leaders needed to transform public
schools into places that would enhance opportunities for the children of Mississippi. As a



result, he began working with a consortium of local school districts to figure out how to
accomplish this mission. According to Caston:

We went to our administration, and we said, “We are part of the problem
when it comes to K-12 leadership.” . . .We found ourselves lamenting that
the training program for administrators created an insurmountable stretch
from the classroom here to the work environment there. It left too much for
[the candidate alone] to build that bridge, close the gap, make the
connection from training to actual job performance.

We came to realize that we didn't want what we had: a traditional program,
predominantly part time, where you were looking at people stretching
course content over a period of years so that the impact of the given course
is lost over that period of time.

Under Caston’s direction and with support from the university administration, the
faculty within the School of Education completely redesigned the administrator training
program. Mississippi’s decision to fund a sabbatical program allowed the program to take
candidates full time. The implementation of the program, particularly at the time of our
visit, rested heavily on the shoulders of the program coordinator, Sue Jolly. She was
instructor, mentor, program administrator, and a dynamo of energy and skill supporting the
program’s success. She was able to use the cohort as a pedagogical vehicle to model and
teach team leadership. Although Dr. Jolly has left Delta State, the transition appeared
seamless, due both to her work with newly hired faculty and to the current Dean’s
leadership and vision for the program. During the transition, Dean Lynn House
consistently supported the programs leaders, allowing them the leeway to implement the
program according to their best professional judgment, while asserting leadership to help
the program maintain its high standards.

House noted that this was not the program’s first transitional period: She is the
second dean to oversee the program, and Dr. Jolly was actually the second program
coordinator. House said that she often tells her faculty that “a program can’t be a function
of a person or a personality. If a person dies in the night, we need to be able to sustain the
good parts of the program.” This need to institutionalize the leadership process
demonstrated the institutional commitment to the program, and also shows the depth of
leadership at Delta State. Despite significant staffing changes, Delta State appears poised
to sustain its innovative Educational Leadership Program.

Unwavering support from University of Connecticut’s Dean of Education, Richard
Schwab, has been equally important to the continuing improvement of UCAPP. After an
audit of programs several years ago, Schwab declared the School’s priorities would be
teacher education and leadership education. Some programs were cut, and those funds
were re-directed toward the school’s priorities. The School and the University have never
denied a budget request from the Department of Educational Leadership. George Drumm,
the out-going program coordinator, noted that “the support has been unwavering, and
whatever we've needed we've received. The Dean has been absolutely tremendous as far



as fiscally supporting [the program]. . . .All these supervisors and adjuncts; there are less
expensive ways of doing all this and getting people certified, but that's never been a
concern at the university.” Indeed, the program recently expanded to three cohorts rather
than one per year. As Drumm explained:

I was in a dilemma 3 years ago. We have information sessions, and we
usually end up [with] 20 to 23 people. Well, we had 60 [at a session], and
they sent in their applications. We interviewed a large number of them, and
they were terrific. I [went] to the Dean and the department, and I said,
"Listen, we have at least 40 people here who will excel in this program, and
I don't think for the sake of rejecting people, we should only take 15 of
those people and turn away 25 others. It's immoral to do that; I think it's
unethical, and I think it's going to trigger negative responses from principals
and superintendents who have highly recommended these people." The
dean and the department head gave us another cohort. We had to have two
supervisors for that cohort, and all the adjuncts that go with it. We had to
find another location for it, and their support was 100 percent. . . . There
was never a question of finances and never a question as to whether we
should do it or not.

As the reputation of the program expanded and more qualified educators applied,
the department expanded the program to accommodate the increased number of qualified
applicants without sacrificing quality.

This kind of commitment is equally important at the district level. In Region 1,
senior administrators, principals, parents, and community advocates attributed the gains to
“years of hard work and steady leadership, particularly on the part of [rma Zardoya, the
region superintendent” (