Linda Darling-Hammond
Michelle LaPointe

Debra Meyerson
Margaret Terry Orr
Carol Cohen




Citation: Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., Meyerson, D., Orr. M. T., & Cohen, C. (2007).
Preparing School Leaders for a Changing World: Lessons from Exemplary Leadership
Development Programs. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Stanford Educational Leadership
Institute.

This report can be downloaded from http://seli.stanford.edu or http://srnleads.org.

This report was commissioned by The Wallace Foundation and produced by the Stanford
Educational Leadership Institute in conjunction with The Finance Project and WestEd.

© 2007 Stanford Educational Leadership Institute (SELI). All rights reserved.



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.
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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-st