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Research shows that the role of the school principal is a significant factor in 

school improvement; however, principal preparation programs have been found wanting 

when it comes to preparing individuals for the hectic pace and demanding nature of 

school administration and leadership (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Tirozzi, 2001). Current 

research in principal preparation generates many questions about the value of such 

programs, alleging that preparation programs do not prepare principals for the 

challenges they must face in K-12 schools (Orr & Osterman, 2002).  

The purpose of this mixed method case study was to describe and compare two 

principal preparation programs and explore two types of program outcomes: (1) 

graduates’ school leadership job attainment and (2) graduates’ perceptions of their 

preparation and its impact on their leadership preparedness. Two different types of 

preparation programs were selected; one program was innovative while the other was 

traditional. The differentiating features present in the innovative program but absent in 
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the traditional program were: district partnerships, recruitment and selection strategies, a 

cohort component, and a paid, full-time, year-long internship.  

Data included twenty interviews, archival data, program documents, and existing 

data files. Findings are presented in two case studies in both narrative and tabular form. 

The case studies were cross-analyzed to determine similarities and differences in 

program content, process, and outcome. Analysis revealed that graduates of the 

innovative program were overall more satisfied with their preparation than graduates of 

the traditional program. In fact, graduates of the innovative program held more favorable 

opinions of program quality, considered their overall experience to be more positive, and 

perceived a higher degree of leadership preparedness. Most notably, participants in the 

innovative program obtained positions as principals at a higher rate than graduates of the 

traditional program. Particularly in the cases of female and minority participants, data 

indicated that the innovative program provided a higher-quality program that led to more 

positive outcomes in terms of leadership job attainment. 
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CHAPTER I: THE CONTEXT 

Over the past three decades, demands on public schools have increased 

significantly, with a direct impact on the duties and expectations of principals. The 

central role of the principal in school improvement was recognized in the effective 

schools research of the 1970s and 1980s (Edmonds, 1979; Goodlad, 1987; Robinson, 

1985), which confirmed the importance of principals’ contributions to instructional 

effectiveness. During the past 20 years, an era of standards-based school reform, the job 

responsibilities of principals have expanded and been made more difficult by demands 

from multiple levels: local, state, and national (Hausman, Crow, & Sperry, 2000). For 

instance, virtually every state, as well as the federal government, situates accountability 

for student outcomes directly at the school level. As a result, principals are key players in 

any efforts toward systemic change in America’s schools and improvement in the 

educational performance of all students. Accordingly, principals are under more pressure 

as they face new roles and heightened expectations. Challenged with this high degree of 

accountability and the task of promoting academic excellence for all students, principals 

require new forms of preparation. 

In essence, the demand that principals have a positive impact on student 

achievement challenges traditional assumptions, practices, and structures in educational 

leadership preparation programs. Critics argue that administrator training has failed to 

keep pace with the changing times and expectations of leaders. In fact, the NASSP 

publication, Developing School Leaders: A Call for Collaboration (1992), noted, 
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“Preparation programs in educational administration have been locked into modes of 

thinking and structures of practice that have been overtaken by changes in the 

environment” (p. 9). 

University preparation programs risk being considered inadequate and ineffectual 

if they do not respond to calls for changes in preparing school administrators for current 

leadership functions. Because of these pressures to change, many universities and 

colleges have modified their administrator preparation programs. Furthermore, alternative 

routes to the principalship have been conceived and implemented by a variety of 

organizations: school districts and non-profit organizations as well as institutions of 

higher learning. It is not known, however, whether the changes mark positive 

developments or represent marginal refinements to existing practice. While an enormous 

and immediate need exists to prepare principals effectively for the important and complex 

tasks required of them, experts have not been able to agree on which type of program or 

components formulate an ideal, effective principal preparation program such that 

graduates consistently have a positive impact on student achievement in the schools they 

later administer. 

Additionally, today’s leadership preparation programs face mandates for change 

as accreditation agencies and other professional organizations draft guidelines for 

improving preparation programs. For example, the Interstate School Leaders Licensure 

Consortium (ISLLC) developed standards for the licensure of school leaders, which the 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) used to develop its School Leaders Licensure 

assessment. Furthermore, through a collaborative process a working group of 
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representatives from the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education 

(NCATE), National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) and 

Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) developed integrated standards and 

performance assessments that are being proposed for university-based leadership 

program accreditation. Consequently, many states now require that leadership preparation 

programs meet the ELCC standards, and some states require the ISLLC-based School 

Leaders Licensure assessment as part of principal certification (ETS, 2002). Inevitability, 

all aspects of leadership preparation programs are under scrutiny and have been under 

attack in the latest wave of ongoing educational reform (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 

1998; McCarthy, 2001). 

While these groups have been attempting to formulate a set of knowledge and 

skills administrators need in order to be successful, others have attempted to conduct 

research that links leadership preparation to student learning. For example, a group of 

researchers led by Bob Kottkamp (Hofstra University) and Terry Orr (Teachers College-

Columbia) are working in collaboration with an American Educational Research 

Association (AERA) Special Interest Group (SIG), the Teaching in Educational 

Administration SIG, to develop a data-based understanding of the relationship between 

leadership preparation and leadership practice that supports student learning (Young, 

2003). This group developed and initiated two studies: 

1. A longitudinal study of leadership preparation programs and the impact on their 

graduates’ (a) demonstrated leadership, (b) influence on school organizations, and 

(c) contributions to improving student achievement and other school outcomes. 
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2. A backward mapping study of (a) effective schools, (b) the nature of principal 

leadership in such schools, and (c) the source of the principals’ leadership skill 

development. (Young, 2003, p. 7) 

This research and that of others examining the relationship between leadership and school 

effectiveness (Educational Research Service, 2000; Hall & Hord, 2001; Heck & 

Hallenger, 1999) are offering opportunities to prepare leaders in programs that are 

evidenced-based. 

Additionally, Orr and Osterman (2002) formulated a tentative model for assessing 

or measuring the impact of educational leadership preparation. While acknowledging that 

there is no direct link between leadership preparation and student learning, these 

researchers began to establish a linkage by examining the following seven factors: (1) 

pre-conditions of program participation, (2) program components and related “through-

puts,” (3) direct student learning outcomes, (4) first order changes (i.e., leadership 

outcomes), (5) mediating factors, (6) second order changes (i.e., organizational 

outcomes), and (7) third order changes (i.e., student outcomes) (Orr & Osterman, 2002, 

Appendix A). Furthermore, Orr’s and Osterman’s research found that few studies of 

educational leadership development programs used a comparison group design when 

examining outcomes of these programs. For the purposes of the present dissertation 

research, aspects of Orr’s and Osterman’s model will be used to frame the study, with the 

intention of furthering the discussion of leadership preparation programs. 

Other researchers have conducted studies within the educational leadership arena in 

efforts to discern ways of connecting educational leadership and leadership preparation to 
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leadership effectiveness. These studies, however, are challenged by assertions that 

research presently consists of anecdotal and opinion driven articles and reports focused 

on administrator preparation programs. In one such case, McCarthy (2001) characterized 

the field’s evidence as being based primarily on perception studies. She concluded that 

“virtually no studies track changes in leadership preparation to success as a school leader, 

much less to student performance in the schools they lead, which, after all, is the bottom 

line of what we are trying to accomplish” (p. 4). Likewise, research about the 

effectiveness of program redesign is limited. Most research about educational leadership 

programs is based upon anecdotal evidence collected from participants at the close of 

programs (Barnett & Muth, 2000). In order for school leaders to keep up with the 

continual changes in education and in the world, the preparation of today’s school leaders 

must keep pace with societal demands. Thus, it is essential that principal preparation 

programs seek new ways to meet the increasing demands for effective school leaders. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

In recent years, the importance of leadership for school improvement has 

produced mounting skepticism of the effectiveness of principal preparation programs. 

Many surveyed principals and superintendents believe that such programs are “out of 

touch with the realities of what it takes to run today’s schools” (Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, 

& Foleno, 2001, p. 31). Much debate surrounds the reexamination of educational 

leadership preparation programs and their demonstrated effectiveness in preparing quality 

leaders for current school contexts. Attention is focused primarily on the nature and 
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quality of existing leadership preparation programs. At the same time, there is much 

methodological debate about the extent to which leadership effectiveness can be 

measured and whether the essential properties creating effective leaders can be discerned. 

Studies are called for to pinpoint weaknesses and identify strengths in educational 

administration preparation programs designed to train principals as educational leaders 

for the future (Milestein & Krueger, 1997). Hence, a critical examination of the academic 

and professional preparation of principals and leadership outcomes for graduates is 

warranted. While this study does not directly attempt to measure effectiveness, nor does 

it intend to evaluate the selected preparation programs, it does explore the outcomes for 

graduates of the selected principal preparation programs in an effort to describe and posit 

possible connections between program components and direct learning outcomes of 

program graduates. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS/PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

Research on school effectiveness has asserted the importance of the principal in 

initiating, implementing, and sustaining school improvement (Edmond, 1979). In turn, 

effective preparation of school leaders is a fundamental leverage point for meeting the 

challenges facing America’s schools. Thus, the purposes of this study were to describe 

and compare two principal preparation programs and explore two types of program 

impacts: (a) graduates’ school leadership job attainment and (b) graduates’ perceptions of 

their preparation and its impact on their leadership preparedness. Specifically the study 

was conducted: 
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1. To describe and compare two principal preparation programs and determine key 

factors or unique aspects of each program. 

2. To describe characteristics of selected graduates of each program, using personal 

and professional variables such as: race, age, gender, years of teaching 

experience, and position held at time of participation in the preparation program. 

3. To examine the career paths and job attainment rates of graduates of the two 

programs. 

4. To explore the perceptions of program graduates regarding program quality and 

the degree to which their programs contributed to leadership preparedness. 

 It is the opinion of this researcher that comparing two principal preparation programs, 

examining their graduates’ job attainment rates, and exploring to what extent the 

graduates perceived program quality and leadership preparedness could prove beneficial 

for institutions of higher education and other organizations designing principal 

preparation programs. 

DEFINITIONS 

Principal preparation program refers to any certification or graduate course of study 

through a program designed to prepare administrative candidates for leadership roles in 

schools. 

Graduates refer to students in 1996 and 1997 that successfully completed one of the two 

university-based principal preparation programs selected for this study.  
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Principal refers to any person who was certified as an administrator through successfully 

completing a graduate course of study or certification program and who presently serves 

as the chief executive officer or administrator of an elementary, middle, junior high, or 

high school. 

Assistant principal refers to a building administrator subordinate to the principal. 

Career path refers to the sequence of identifiable positions held over the years of an 

individual’s career. 

Career pattern refers to an identifiable pattern of position sequence, tenure, and other 

characteristics that differentiate careers of individuals. 

Cohort refers to a group of students progressing through a principal preparation program 

at the same pace. For the purposes of this study, a cohort is understood to serve as a 

support system for its members and reinforce the value of collegiality. 

Reflection refers to one’s thinking process when dealing with an incident, an issue, or a 

decision that needs to be made. The goal of reflection is understood to be to arrive at the 

best possible solution. 

Problem-based learning refers to the opportunity for an individual to learn by using real 

concerns that naturally arise on school campuses. 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Given that the main purposes of this study were exploratory and descriptive, a 

mixed method design was selected as the most appropriate and productive. More 

specifically, this study utilized a dominant-less dominant research design. Within this 
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mixed method comparative study, qualitative inquiry was the dominant method utilized, 

with the quantitative method less dominant. This design was deemed appropriate since 

the exploratory comparative case studies sought to describe and explain rather than 

predict.  

The strength of the case study approach is in the ability of the researcher to 

explore complex issues and phenomena within a “real-life context” (Yin, 1994, p. 13) and 

to present research findings through a “holistic description” of the context and the actors 

involved (Merriam, 1998). “Qualitative researchers are interested in understanding the 

meaning people have constructed, that is, how they make sense of their world” (Merriam, 

1998, p. 6). In other words, research subjects supply insight into the situation, based on 

their own personal observations and experience base. Using these insights, the researcher 

draws conclusions that are related to the specific situation. The researcher becomes “the 

primary instrument for data collection and analysis” (Merriam, 1998, p. 7). Findings from 

the research are “richly descriptive” (p. 11) of the situation due to the personal 

involvement of those individuals participating in this process. The ability to stress the 

importance of context, setting, and the participants’ frames of reference (Marshall & 

Rossman, 1995) is one of the primary strengths of the qualitative phase of the study. 

Qualitative research continues to make influential strides in its acceptability in the 

field of education, as well as in other fields of study, as a valid form of research. One of 

the major drawbacks to qualitative research is that the research is “virtually impossible to 

design in any definitive way before the study is actually undertaken” (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985, p. 63). At the same time, this drawback also provides the researcher the flexibility 
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to go beyond the original script of the research design to investigate issues that arise 

during data collection and that might lead to new data relevant to the subject of the study. 

The researcher begins the study with no preconceived notions of the conclusions to be 

extrapolated. Instead, results emerge from qualitative data as they are accumulated and 

confirmed. 

Quantitative data for the study were collected from existing data files procured 

from each administrator preparation program, the Texas Education Agency, and the State 

Board of Educator Certification. These data were used, appropriately, to identify the 

sample of graduates to be interviewed, based in part on their personal and professional 

characteristics. 

Selection of Sites 

The sampling strategy employed in this study was purposive sampling. According 

to Patton (1990), purposive sampling permits the selection of information-rich cases for 

in-depth study. These cases allow the researcher to explore issues of central importance 

to the purpose of the research, hence the term purposive sampling. 

This study served to explore two single cases, or programs, and then described 

and compared them in terms of content, design, and delivery. To identify appropriate 

cases, the researcher selected two programs that, first, appeared to reflect contrasting 

approaches to preparing graduate students for administrative positions and, second, 

presented a contrast along four predetermined factors. The four factors were: (a) number 

of program graduates, (b) number of credit hours required to complete the program, (c) 

selection process employed to screen program applicants, and (d) cohort versus non-
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cohort program structure. The criteria for selection were intended to enhance the ultimate 

comparison of program outcomes. After collecting data from various sources on several 

principal preparation programs, the researcher used a simple matrix to summarize and 

compare the programs being considered in terms of the just-described selection criteria. 

The matrix itself and the results of several discussions with experts in the field of 

educational leadership were used to make a final selection of the two programs. 

Selection of Subjects 

The subjects identified for this study included professors, instructors, and other 

personnel within the two selected universities who were familiar with the principal 

preparation programs and the individuals who graduated from these programs during the 

years 1996 and 1997. The researcher sought to interview professors and instructors who 

had been associated with the respective programs for numerous years and were willing 

and available for interview. 

As for the graduate subjects, the researcher obtained a list of graduates from each 

preparation program for the years 1996 and 1997. Data files from the universities 

included additional quantifiable data on these students and the programs as they were 

implemented during that period of time. Quantitative data also were collected from the 

Texas Education Agency and the State Board of Educator Certification. The Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 12.0 (2003) was used to analyze these 

quantitative data. Preliminary statistical analyses included frequency distributions and 
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percentages for the categorical variables. The researcher analyzed SPSS outputs to 

determine the sample of graduates to be interviewed. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Data for this study were collected from numerous sources. The opportunity in this 

study to use multiple sources of evidence allowed the researcher to explore a broader 

range of attitudinal, historical, and quantitative data and, most importantly, maximized 

the potential that two or more sources would converge on the same set of facts or findings 

(Patton, 1990). Any finding in a case study is much more convincing and accurate if it is 

based on several different sources of information using a corroboratory mode (Patton, 

1990). 

First, quantifiable data were collected from two sources: data files from the State 

Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) and the Texas Education Agency (TEA). The 

quantifiable data were analyzed using descriptive statistics to describe participant 

characteristics, career patterns, and job attainment rates. Second, the researcher collected 

documents and published materials on the two programs under study to describe the 

goals, processes, and various components of each program. Third, the researcher 

scheduled interviews with professors, instructors, and other members of the two 

programs and conducted face-to-face or telephone interviews with each study participant. 

Later in the data collection phase, after identifying the graduate sample from each 

program, the researcher conducted more interviews to explore issues of program quality 

and leadership preparedness, as perceived by the graduates. In sum, data collection 
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focused primarily on conducting semi-structured interviews of key participants, including 

professors and graduates of the two programs; acquiring program documents; and 

obtaining data sets provided by SBEC and TEA. The incorporation of document analysis 

and semi-structured interviews into this comparative case study provided data for the 

program descriptions and graduates’ perceptions of program quality and leadership 

preparedness, both of which increased the depth and, thus, the quality of the study.  

Data Analysis 

Data analysis is the process of making coherent meaning out of the raw data 

collected. A case study researcher often begins to analyze the data during the data 

collection process. Data analysis is an on-going process that takes place in stages and for 

various purposes. In this study, data analysis began as the researcher examined relevant 

information in the acquired data sets, program documents, and interview transcripts. The 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 12 (2003) was used to analyze 

the quantitative data. Three preliminary statistical analyses on the quantifiable measures 

were conducted: frequency distributions, means, and percentages. After generating 

descriptive statistics for the data collected, the researcher systematically examined the 

SPSS output to begin describing the program graduates and their career patterns, and 

determining job attainment rates. The qualitative data were analyzed by adhering to the 

following steps: organizing the details of each case; categorizing the data; interpreting 

specific events or information; identifying patterns; and synthesizing all information 

(Creswell, 1998). Importantly, initial data collection and analysis guided subsequent data 
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collection. In other words, preliminary conclusions influenced the kind of data the 

researcher sought out and collected in later phases of the study. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

There are several limitations to this research study. First, the study was limited by 

the nature of case study design. The goal of this exploratory, mixed method case study 

was to gain insights into the two selected programs and outcomes for their graduates. The 

degree to which findings derived from one context and under one set of conditions may 

be assumed to apply in other settings or under other conditions is problematic in case 

study research. By nature, descriptive and interpretative studies provide an in-depth 

consideration of particular events and portray processes and relationships in a specific 

context (Gray & Guppy, 1999). Moreover, the purposive sampling technique used to 

select the sites decreased the transferability of the findings to other settings. 

Second, researcher bias inevitably occurs in the processing of information, 

gathering of data, and development of conclusions. The researcher’s personal biases 

influenced the data collection and analysis. These biases were reflected in various choices 

the researcher made about which data to include and how to interpret it. Just as the 

researcher had biases, so did the participants. Their biases were reflected in the 

observations they shared with the researcher and, subsequently, influenced the data itself. 

Finally, because the study covers an eight-year period, the data were only as accurate and 

complete as the program records kept by the two universities and the memories of 

participants. 
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SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 

The significance of this study lies in its potential contribution to the improvement 

of preparation programs for school principals. In effect, the present study contributes to 

the literature on principal preparation and offers insight to institutions of higher education 

and other organizations designing and refining principal preparation programs. This 

comparative study provides a more complete understanding of how principal preparation 

programs prepare and influence educators to become successful school leaders. Through 

analysis of the characteristics of two principal preparation programs and selected 

outcomes for their graduates, implications for future principal preparation reform can be 

drawn. 

Researchers need to make a collective contribution to the design, implementation, 

and further evaluation of preparation programs for educational leaders. It is expected that 

these data will support and provide feedback on recruitment and selection processes of 

the programs as well as design modifications. Finally, this researcher anticipates that 

findings from this study will set the stage for further discussion about principal 

preparation and possible action by those responsible for training future principals. Given 

the press for educational leadership preparation reform, at both the national and state 

levels, institutions of higher education must seek guidance in their efforts to make 

preparation programs more relevant. Moreover, given the importance attributed to the 

school principal in ensuring the overall quality of schools, it is imperative that attention 

be given to how different types of programs prepare individuals to assume the 

responsibilities of this increasingly complex role. In sum, this study contributes to the 
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inquiry of the relationship between preparation programs and its graduates’ subsequent 

leadership practice. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

This section provided an overview of the study. Chapter I includes the following: 

discussion of the research context, statement of the problem, research questions and 

purpose of the study, definitions, design of the research, limitations of the study, 

significance of the study, and an organizational outline of this dissertation report. Chapter 

II provides a review of the literature on school administration and principal preparation. 

Chapter III presents the research design and procedures. Chapter IV consists of a 

presentation and analysis of the data. Finally, Chapter V presents a discussion of the 

research findings. 
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CHAPTER II: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
AND RELATED RESEARCH 

INTRODUCTION 

As discussed in Chapter 1, this exploratory, descriptive study describes two 

principal preparation programs and the characteristics of their graduates. Then, the study 

examines the career patterns and job attainment rates of the graduates, in an ongoing 

effort to link principal preparation program components to general leadership 

accomplishment. Finally, the study explores program graduates’ perceptions of program 

quality and leadership preparedness. 

This chapter provides a review of relevant literature surrounding the ongoing 

debate regarding the status of principal preparation programs in the complex and 

demanding context of educational reform. Since the mid-1980’s, considerable attention 

has manifested due to a proclaimed crisis in educational administration. Criticism has 

focused predominantly on the preparation of principals and the effectiveness of 

university-based preparation programs. The next two sections of this chapter provide a 

review of the literature and research related to educational reform’s impact on the roles of 

the principal and the assistant principal. These sections are followed by historical and 

current research illustrating the career paths and patterns of males, females, and 

minorities in educational leadership, in particular, the principalship. Next, this review 

examines the preparation of educational administrators. Specifically, the next three 

sections present literature describing: calls for reform in educational administration 

programs; changes in program contents in educational administration programs; and 
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creation of new standards for program accreditation and principal licensure. Finally, a 

brief summary of the literature contained within this chapter is provided. 

THE ROLES OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 

The Principal: A Key to School Improvement 

The importance of the principal’s leadership role has become increasingly 

significant as standards-based reform initiatives and accountability policies have been 

implemented in an endeavor to improve the quality of schooling for all students. In fact, 

many policy makers, business leaders, and educators posit that standards-based reform 

and accountability will create effective schools in which improvements in teaching and 

learning result in higher student achievement (Glasser, 1990; Schlechty, 1990; Sizer, 

1992). Principals are expected to strike a balance between leadership and management 

within this context. The principal’s leadership must promote, facilitate, and support 

improvements of the instructional process, resulting in increased student achievement 

(Kent, 2000), and simultaneously manage the day-to-day details vital to maintaining the 

organizational routine necessary for organizational effectiveness to be achieved. In effect, 

the principal is responsible for ensuring that all aspects of the educational process are 

achieved such that instructional effectiveness results in improved outcomes for all 

students. 

Although multiple demands are being placed on school leaders, the instructional 

leadership role has become the primary focus of much research in response to the call for 

all students to be provided a quality education. Beginning with studies by Brookover and 
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Lezotte (1979), Edmonds (1979), and Robinson (1985), which publicized that schools 

can and do make a difference in the education of students, the principal has been 

identified as being a significant factor in a school’s success (Edmonds, 1979). Moreover, 

research on the characteristics of effective schools emphasized that the principal as the 

instructional leader was one of the most critical factors in creating and maintaining 

effective schools. Findings from research on effective schools indicated that the quality 

of instruction, the level of student achievement, the climate of the school, and the degree 

of public confidence in the school are associated with the type and success of school 

leadership (Teddlie & Springfield, 1993). 

According to McCown, Arnold, Miles, and Hargadine (2000), the administrative 

position of the principal has become an important focus due to research emphasizing the 

concept that the effectiveness of the principal is a critical factor in creating a successful 

school. However, the belief that principals’ leadership abilities are vital to effective 

schools and high-student performance is not a recent conviction. For over 30 years, 

research has proclaimed the importance of the principal in schools. For example, the 

Senate Select Committee on Equal Education Opportunity issued a report in 1992 

describing the importance of the principal’s role as follows: 

In many ways the school principal is the most important and influential 
individual in the school. He is the person responsible for all of the 
activities that occur in and around the school building. It is the leadership 
that sets the tone of the school, the climate for learning, the level of 
professionalism, morale of teachers, and the degree of concern for what 
students may or may not become. If students are performing to the best of 
their ability one can almost always point to the principal’s leadership as 
the key to success. (U. S. Senate, 1992, p. 305) 
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Furthermore, researchers have regularly emphasized the importance of the 

principal in establishing the school’s vision, expectations, and commitment to goals 

(Teddlie & Springfield, 1993). In other words, the principal must ensure that attitudes 

about students’ ability to learn are conducive to creating an appropriate learning 

environment, while sustaining teachers’ beliefs that their efforts make a difference and 

offering feedback that guides teachers’ performance toward increased student 

achievement (Sergiovanni, 1984). Although the classroom teacher is the primary actor in 

influencing student outcomes at school, it is the principal’s guidance and support that 

contributes notably to the professional development of teachers, the school climate, and 

the direction of the school. These factors and other actions and behaviors of the principal 

have been identified in the literature as key components indirectly affecting student 

performance (Lezotte, 1999). 

Likewise, Eberts and Stone (1988) asserted that principals influence student 

achievement through teacher selection, teacher motivation, effective communication of 

academic goals, classroom observations, and the monitoring of instructional programs. 

Also, principals who are perceived by teachers to be strong instructional leaders promote 

student achievement through their influence on the school-wide learning climate 

(Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996). According to researchers, the link between 

leadership of the principal and student achievement is present but indirect. 

Accumulating evidence has shown that principals influence student 
achievement indirectly (through establishing school goals, setting high 
student and staff expectations, organizing classrooms, allocating 
resources, promoting a positive and orderly learning environment, and 
communicating with school staff, parents, and community groups) rather 
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than directly (through training teachers to better instruct, visiting 
classrooms, and making frequent teacher evaluations). (Griffith, 1999,  
p. 287) 

Other research linking the principals’ leadership to student achievement revealed 

that an additional characteristic influencing student outcomes was the acceptance of 

accountability by the principal for student achievement (Edmonds, 1979). Further 

research on school effectiveness concluded, “strong administrative leadership was among 

those factors within the school that make a difference in student learning…that principal 

leadership is critical to the achievement of students” (Murphy, 1988, p. 5). Research 

exploring the effects principals have on public high school students’ academic 

achievement was conducted by Brewer (1993), using High School and Beyond data. 

Brewer’s findings indicated principals’ actions and behaviors have a measurable impact 

on student achievement. He contended that principals’ influence stems from the selection 

of teachers and establishment of clear academic goals. Brewer extended his findings by 

stating that principals also affect achievement through controlling the curriculum, 

designing instructional strategies, increasing teachers’ attention to curriculum design, and 

making teachers aware of innovative teaching techniques. 

Given the relationship that research indicates exists between the leadership of the 

school principal and the academic achievement of students, principals must make 

continuous efforts to improve and maintain a positive school environment where 

instructional content and pedagogy result in improved student outcomes. Even though the 

role of the principal as an instructional leader has continued to surface as key to the 

overall success of the school (Educational Research Services [ERS], 2000), rapidly 
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changing social conditions (e.g., changing family and student demographic 

characteristics) along with broadening education governance policies have led to the 

realization that viewing the principal as the only instructional leader in the school is 

inadequate for today’s school contexts (Hallinger, 1992). Likewise, Lezotte (1992) noted: 

In the first generation of our work, we focused clearly and almost 
exclusively on the principal as the instructional leader. We’ve learned in 
the second generation that its still important for the principal to be the 
instructional leader, but because of the nature of organizational changes 
going on all around us, the concept of leadership is much more dispersed. 
(p. 37) 

Although the principal’s leadership has been linked with student achievement, it is 

important to note that instructional leadership is but one aspect of the principal’s role; the 

role is multi-faceted and involves great complexity. 

Expanding the Role of the Principal 

The role of the principal has developed throughout the 20th century—expanding 

from head teacher, to manager, then to instructional leader, and eventually to leader 

responsible for instruction, school improvement, achievement, and carrying out the vision 

of the school (Valentine, Maher, Quinne, & Irvin, 1999). In fact, principals are said to be 

responsible for all aspects of the day-to-day activities of the school; they are accountable 

for the education of the next generation (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996). 

As principals embark upon this task, daunting challenges pervade, thus creating situations 

that can overwhelm and disillusion even the most committed principals. Examples of the 

challenges facing today’s principals include: racial and economic disparities in 

achievement among student groups; rising dropout rates; the challenge of raising overall 
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student achievement; hiring and retaining qualified, motivated teachers; and providing 

services even as resources decline (National Association of Secondary School Principals 

[NASSP], 2001). 

As principals have attempted to effectively handle the changing contexts of their 

schools, top-down mandates related to standards-based reform and accountability have 

produced a plethora of voices declaring the principal as primarily responsible for 

instructional supervision and school productivity (Hallinger, Bickman & Davis, 1996). In 

fact, when the standards and accountability movement commenced, the principal became 

an integral player in implementing the policies handed down. For some time, researchers 

have declared that school improvement takes place most effectively at the building level, 

for the success of reforms and policies is determined and measured in the classroom 

(Barth, 1990; Valentine, et al, 1999). Therefore, it is not surprising that the principal, as 

building leader, has been deemed responsible for implementing reforms at the school 

level—another indication of the importance of this position in school reform efforts 

(National Staff Development Council [NSDC], 2001). As a result of the emphasis on the 

principals’ responsibility for school improvement, principals of the 21st century face the 

challenge of developing leadership in their own staff and empowering others in order to 

be effective in meeting demands to implement standards and promote academic 

excellence (Terry, 1999). 

In fact, according to Nyland (1997), two major shifts have occurred in how school 

leadership is exercised. Based upon effective schools research, the first shift moved 

school leaders from positional authority focused on management to instructional 
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leadership aimed at improving student performance. Then, the standards and 

accountability movement brought forth new concepts about principals’ roles as 

instructional leaders. As a consequence, in the second shift, school leaders moved from 

being solely responsible for instructional leadership to being responsible for capacity 

building, where other school personnel contribute to improving instructional content and 

pedagogy, with the goal of delivering a quality education to all students (Nyland, 1997). 

This new form of leadership does not call for educational leaders to move 

teaching and learning from the spotlight; instead, administrators are encouraged to 

engage in forms of distributed leadership (Elmore, 2000), where shared, collaborative 

forms of leadership can lead to greater levels of student performance. Leadership is 

instrumental to school improvement; moreover, to achieve the educational goals of the 

21st century, school administrators must create a common culture of expectations around 

skills and knowledge that result in improved instruction and student performance 

(Elmore, 2000). Elmore recommends that principals empower teachers and “buffer them 

from extraneous and distracting non-instructional issues so as to create an active arena for 

engaging and using quality interventions on instructional issues” (p. 24). 

This era of high standards and accountability requires a “new breed” of school 

leaders (Bottoms & O’Neal, 2001), such that the principal becomes an “enabler of 

solutions” (Fullan, 1991), a facilitator and collaborator (Leithwood, 1992), and a “leader 

of leaders” (Brandt, 1992). Today’s prevailing views of leadership advocate that the 

principal’s role should not be to direct others, but to create a school culture in which 

decisions are made collaboratively (Lashway, 1995). Given the contexts within which 
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schools now operate; empowering forms of leadership are replacing controlling ones. The 

concept of capacity building requires that principals have the necessary skills to work in 

partnership with teachers on instructional issues in order to effect critical change in the 

delivery of instruction. In fact, researchers examining leadership assert there must be a 

shift in the leadership role and responsibilities of the principal (Schlecty, 1990; Smylie & 

Hart, 2000). 

For instance, studies and reviews by Levine (1992); Louis, Marks, and Kruse 

(1996); Scheerens and Bosker (1997); and Teddlie and Stringfield (1993) characterized 

principal leadership behaviors and attributes in schools where student achievement was 

high as: (a) sharing leadership with teachers (i.e., participatory leadership); (b) utilizing 

academic support staff; (c) buffering the core technology; (d) orienting towards 

“maverick” leadership; (e) acquiring needed resources; (f) monitoring school activities, 

planning curriculum, and evaluating programs; (g) facilitating and maintaining a school 

vision and high expectations concerning teaching and learning; (h) focusing on student 

learning and teacher development; (i) recruiting quality teachers; and (j) creating a 

learning organization built on trust and respect, among other factors. 

New expectations for school leaders also include increased demands for teacher 

empowerment and shared governance (DuFour & Eaker, 1998); a renewed focus on 

instructional leadership (Blasé & Blasé, 2001); and expanded school functions resulting 

from changes in student populations and learner needs (Levine, 1999). This list, however, 

embodies only some of the new expectations for educational leaders. In fact, the 

changing demographics of the American population, coupled with the imperative to 
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educate all students to high levels of achievement—all in a system in which principals are 

expected to empower, rather than control—shifts the context with which most school 

leaders are familiar (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). They must learn to lead not from the apex 

of the organizational pyramid but from the nexus of a web of interpersonal relationships 

(Chapman & Boyd, 1986). The list of skills needed to carry out the many responsibilities 

of the office is overwhelming, and it has grown and changed over time. Fullan (1991) 

explains, “studies confirm conditions of overload and fragmentation in the principal’s 

role” (p. 148). The continual redefinition of the expectations of principals has created 

confusion and ambiguity, which has added to the complexity of understanding the 

principal’s role and responsibilities. 

Principals, as school administrators, are responsible for attaining organizational 

goals, maintaining integration of the organizational system, adapting to forces in the 

organization’s external environment, and establishing and maintaining cultural patterns 

(Sergiovanni, Burlingame, Coombs, & Thurston, 1992). These responsibilities are wide-

ranging and complex in nature. Despite difficulties of the role, the principal is viewed as 

ultimately responsible for the function of the school. With the focus on the development 

and implementation of state and national standards and accountability, coupled with high-

stakes testing, the principal’s ability to address multiple, sometime conflicting, issues has 

serious implications for America’s public schools (Fullan, 1999). Therefore, it is 

imperative that principals are provided with adequate preparation to sufficiently handle 

the complexities and challenges of educating America’s children. 
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Role of the Assistant Principal  

The role of the assistant principal has historically involved non-instructional 

tasks. The role has been associated with maintaining school order and stability (Austin & 

Brown, 1970; Marshall, 1985; Spady, 1985). It has traditionally been that of a manager 

(Hess, 1985) struggling to get “a great deal of work done at an unrelenting pace in an 

unpredictable environment of stimulus and response, characterized by variety, 

fragmentation, and brevity” (Hartzell, 1995, p. 154). Moreover, the assistant principal, 

much like the middle manager in corporations, is assigned tasks that are to be completed 

within the limits set by the principal. Hartzell, Williams, and Nelson (1995) describe the 

assistant principal as “a second level leader whose major function is to implement the 

visions of those who lead them” (p. 153). 

Research has revealed that the assistant principal performs many tasks. Scoggins 

and Bishop (1993) in their work, A Review of Literature Regarding the Roles and 

Responsibilities of Assistant Principals, summarized the findings of twenty-six authors. 

Finding no conclusive evidence of a prescribed set of duties and responsibilities for the 

assistant principal, the synthesis produced twenty duties commonly assigned to the 

assistant principal. These duties included responsibilities for student discipline, student 

attendance, student activities, staff support and evaluation, building supervision, student 

guidance, co-curricular activities, athletics, community agencies, master schedules, filling 

in for the principal, building operations, budget, reports, transportation, curriculum, 

communications, cafeteria procedures, school calendar, and locks and lockers (Scoggins 
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and Bishop, 1993). Of these duties, discipline and attendance were rated the two most 

commonly assigned, followed by student activities, staff support, and building 

supervision. Pellicer and Stevenson (1991) concurred, asserting, “This role is illustrated 

by a smorgasbord of responsibilities that runs the gamut from administering student 

discipline and arranging school dances to guiding curriculum development and evaluating 

teachers” (p. 60). 

NASSP (1991) examined numerous job descriptions and lists of administrative 

and supervising duties pertaining to the assistant principal and, whereas, the role of the 

principal has evolved such that a “new breed” is being called for, the tasks and 

responsibilities performed by assistant principals have changed little over the past three 

decades. On the other hand, Clemons (1989) stated that the move toward site-based 

management had brought about a major change in leadership for the assistant principals. 

He concluded, “Assistant principals are being taken out of subordinate roles and placed in 

more highly regarded leadership positions” (p. 33). When this occurs, the assistant 

principal is considered a partner in the administrative process and is more apt to be 

prepared to assume the role of principal when the opportunity arises. Paskey (1989) 

supported Clemons’ conclusions, stating that the assistant must be a partner, and the 

principal must be the chief mentor for the assistant principal. Furthermore, Paskey 

asserted, “When we begin to properly train and lend credibility to the position of the 

assistant principal, is when our cadre of future principals will be ensured” (p. 98). Ten 

years later, Portin, Shen, and Williams (1998) suggested that, in response to greater 
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demands on the time and energy of principals, assistant principals have been afforded 

greater leadership opportunities and responsibilities. 

Similarly, Pellicer and Stevenson (1991) contend in their paper, The Assistant 

Principalship as a Legitimate Terminal Career Alternative, that there have been shifts in 

the responsibilities of assistant principals, possibly leading to an enhanced role for the 

assistant principal as an instructional leader. In fact, authors of the monograph, 

Restructuring the Role of the Assistant Principal (NASSP, 1991), maintained that the 

assistant principal should no longer be given only traditional responsibilities that are 

managerial in nature. Although managerial tasks are an important aspect of maintaining 

organizational stability, the assistant principal should play a more active and vital role in 

instructional leadership. The role of the assistant principal is generally a combination of 

that which is assigned, expected, and assumed. In the monograph, assigned tasks were 

defined as those found in job descriptions, contracts, and directions from superiors, while 

expected tasks were communicated through training programs, tradition, and interactions 

with faculty, staff, parents, and students. The assumed tasks, which are those the assistant 

principal chose to take on, provide the assistant principal the opportunity to play a more 

active role in the leadership of the school. 

Around the same time, Calabrese’s (1991) paper, Effective Assistant Principals: 

What Do They Do?, argued that the assistant principal’s role was expanding and that 

many assistant principals have already demonstrated their instructional leadership. He 

contends, “Effective schools tend to have assistant principals who are dynamic, 

enthusiastic, creative, and caring” (p. 52). Hartzell et al. (1995) offered a compatible 
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argument, advocating a strong working relationship between principal and assistant and 

suggesting that the assistant principal must assert initiative in promoting his/her influence 

in building a strong relationship with the principal. Rather than viewing the building and 

managing of these relationships as laborious and time consuming, assistant principals 

must realize that these activities are investments. “If you view yourself in the final 

analysis as responsible for what you achieve, then you know that you need to establish 

good working relationships with everyone on whom you depend, including the principal” 

(Hartzell et al. 1995, p. 23). 

CAREER PATHS AND CAREER PATTERNS OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 

The roles of principals and assistant principals are undergoing changes that have 

created questions and concerns regarding the number and quality of current and future 

school leaders (Parra & Daresh, 1997; Golden, 1997). Typically, new principals or 

principal candidates complete a preparation path to gain eligibility for school site 

administration. State requirements and local governance usually require a principal 

candidate to possess training as a teacher and credentials in teaching and administration. 

Also, experience at the classroom level or experience at other administrative positions 

may be required. Simply stated, the career of a principal usually starts with training and 

experience as a teacher. “Principals emerge from the ranks of teachers, not uncommonly, 

teachers become restless and desire to extend their sphere of influence from the students 

and the classroom into a larger area---and often this translates into an interest in 

becoming a principal” (Sybouts & Wendel, 1994, p. 12). Following recruitment or 
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personal motivation to pursue a leadership position, training and/or testing for an 

administrative credential ensues. Most commonly, the assistant principalship is the entry-

level position for administrative careers (Marshall, 1992; NASSP, 1991).  

The Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), United States 

Department of Education (USDE), found important differences between career paths for 

minorities and women when compared to White men. Unlike White men, both minorities 

and women are more likely to be found in positions that do not fit in career paths to the 

upper levels of administration. For example, minority men are prone to be assistant 

principals while minority and White women are likely to be consultants and supervisors 

of instruction. Furthermore, these staff positions are often end-points, rather than 

steppingstones on the career hierarchy.  

A seminal study of the career paths and patterns of women, men, and minorities in 

public school administration was conducted by Ortiz (1982). Her study examined and 

analyzed the career patterns and other characteristics of 350 individuals in public school 

administration in California. Ortiz used socialization and role theories to explain 

organizational participation and mobility patterns of these public school administrators. 

The study described the various career positions that White males, women, and minorities 

attained. Ortiz found that the career path of White males reflected the following pattern: 

teacher, to assistant principal, to elementary principal, to secondary principal, to selected 

central office positions, to assistant and/or deputy superintendent, and finally to 

superintendent. Women typically followed one of two career paths: (a) teacher, to 

supervisor/coordinator, to elementary principalship, or (b) teacher, to staff specialist or 
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supervisor, and then occasionally to assistant superintendent of instruction. Moreover, 

women, according to Ortiz, take longer than men to move from the classroom to their 

first administrative job. Ortiz’s study demonstrated that minority administrators usually 

entered administrative positions by supervising programs specially designed around 

minority issues. Essentially, the structure of public school administration consisted of 

White males occupying line positions, women occupying staff positions, and minorities 

occupying special project positions. 

The bureaucratic structure of public schools showed a clear career ladder to the 

highest levels of administration (Adkison, 1981). The entry point that leads to upper 

administrative positions was usually an administrative position in the high school. In 

view of the fact that high schools have typically been viewed as tougher domains more 

suitable to men, researchers have argued that men have been more advantageously placed 

because they have a propensity to begin their teaching and, thus, administrative careers at 

this level (Ortiz, 1982; Pavan & D’Angelo, 1990; Pavan & Robinson, 1991). The 

majority of educational leadership jobs for women have tended to be the role of 

elementary school principals. Historically, the elementary school has been viewed as “a 

woman’s world” (Tyack & Cuban, 1999, p. 74). 

Principal aspirants viewing the overall career map in school administration 

discern that the field has been dominated by White males. The underrepresentation of 

women and minorities in educational administration employment has been thoroughly 

documented over the years (Glass, 1992; Jones & Montenegro, 1983; USDE, 1997, 

2004). Research from the early 1980’s showed a trend whereby reductions in 
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administrative positions held by White males were being offset by corresponding 

increases in administrative positions held by White women (Jones and Montenegro, 

1983). Similarly, data from the National Center for Education Statistics [NCES] indicated 

that the proportion of female principals in public schools has continually increased 

(USDE, 1997, 2004). These data showed that 44 percent of principals were women in 

1999-2000, up from 24.5 percent and 34.5 percent in 1987-88 and 1993-94, respectively 

(USDE, 1997, 2004). As might be predicted, the increase was highest in public 

elementary schools, where women held 30 percent, 41 percent and 51 percent of the 

principalships in 1987-88, 1993-94, and 1999-2000, respectively. Women’s 

administrative positions in secondary schools increased to a lesser degree, from 9 percent 

and 14 percent in 1987-88 and1993-94, respectively, to 21.8 percent in 1999-2004 

(USDE, 1997, 2004). 

While most of the research has focused on gender, a smaller body of work on 

minorities has also evolved, indicating that minorities have not made gains appropriate to 

their numbers in the field of education (Fenwick & Collins-Pierce, 2001;Yeakey, 

Johnson, & Adkison, 1986). Some research suggested that race and gender are correlated 

with career patterns and, thus, influence upward mobility in all professions, including 

education (Ortiz, 1982). However, a study by the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission (EEOC) confirmed the predominance of race over sex as a discriminating 

variable in employment (Jones & Montenegro, 1983). 

The limited number of studies on minority educational administrators includes 

reports on their status and suggestions for increasing female and male minority 
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participation in educational administration (Ortiz, 1982; Yeakey et al, 1986). Research 

has also been conducted in attempts to determine if minority women experienced more 

discrimination because of race and sex (Doughty, 1980). Data from studies of Black 

women in educational administration revealed that Black women faced greater 

discrimination than Black men given that both their gender and their race may evoke 

negative responses (Doughty, 1980). Meier and Stewart (1991) stated that Hispanics fell 

short in representational equity as teachers and, consequently, as administrators. Of 

significance, they also found that growth in the number of Black and Hispanic teachers 

occurred most often in districts with minority administrators. 

Principals who are, themselves, members of minority and women groups may 

bring unique insights and diverse perspectives to the administrative position, and they 

may serve as role models for staff and for students in distinctive ways. Thus, the 

changing demographics of the nation reflected in the student population warrant similar 

demographic representation in public school administration. However, the lack of 

minorities in positions of leadership in public schools continues to be a problem in the 

United States (USDE, 2004). School districts with high minority student enrollment that 

attempt to fill the increasing principal vacancies with administrators that reflect these 

school populations are challenged to find quality candidates (Fenwick & Collins-Pierce, 

2001). Although data from the Schools and Staffing Survey [SASS] revealed an increase 

in administration positions held by minorities (USDE, 1997, 2004), these rising 

proportions seemed insignificant when compared to the changing demographics of the 

nation. For public schools, the percentage of minority principals rose from 13 percent to 
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16 percent between 1987-88 and 1993-94. Minority representation climbed another 2 

percent such that, in school year 1999-2000, minorities held 18 percent of all public 

school principalships (USDE, 2004). Breaking these percentages down into people of 

Black, Hispanic, Asian and American Indian background revealed that the groups held 11 

percent, 5 percent, 1 percent, and 1 percent, respectively, of all minority-held 

principalships in 1999-2000. Equally important to note is that, in 1990-91, 70 percent of 

all minority principals in public schools were concentrated in central city locations and in 

schools with high percentages (i.e., 50% or higher) of minority enrollments (USDE, 

1997). Staffing patterns clearly are important but problematic to the education renewal 

process. 

PREPARATION FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATORS 

Research has persistently affirmed the importance of school principals in 

initiating, implementing, and sustaining school improvement (Fullan, 1997; Hallinger & 

Heck, 1996; Levine & Lezotte, 1995; Louis & Marks, 1998; Murphy & Louis, 1994). In 

fact: 

There has been growing support in recent years for the view that the 
importance of the principal to school quality and improvement is great. 
Indeed, as with teachers, some people have gone so far as to claim that, 
‘everything depends on the Principal.’ (Goodlad, 1984, pp. 178-179) 

In other words, attention has long been focused on the principalship, with most 

observers recognizing the importance of the principal to successful schools (Erlandson, 

1997; Heck, 1992). Thus, a fundamental leverage point for meeting the challenges facing 

the nation’s schools is effective campus leadership. In fact, initiatives of the National 
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Governors Association (NGA), the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB), and 

several states assumed the central importance of principals in bringing about school 

reform (NASSP, 1992). The NAASP (1992) report and other educational reform reports 

concluded that America’s schools cannot achieve excellence without excellent leaders 

(National Policy Board for Educational Administration [NPBEA], 1995). It follows, then, 

that preparing school leaders who possess the skills necessary to meet the challenges 

facing schools today is critically important. Preparation of high quality principals is a key 

element to the success of the educational system in America. 

Given the present context of the educational system, where standards-based 

reform is coupled with accountability for improving students’ performance under the 

prevailing national “No Child Left Behind” agenda, the field of educational 

administration is poised on the threshold of change. The question is not whether, but how 

and when, changes will take place both in the role of school administrators and in the 

systems used to train them (Hallinger & Murphy, 1991). To prepare school administrators 

for new leadership roles, educational administration programs must provide an extensive 

and solid foundation that will enable school leaders to face the challenges of the 21st 

century school system and achieve the goal of providing a quality education to all 

students. However, administrator training programs have been found wanting when it 

comes to preparing graduate students for the hectic pace and demanding nature of 

principals’ work (Anderson, 1991; Tirozzi, 2001). 
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Calls for Reform 

In the 1980’s, a wave of school criticism and calls for reform brought every facet 

of leadership preparation programs under serious scrutiny, and all program components 

were found wanting. Content was irrelevant, instruction was dull, and performance 

standards were conspicuously absent. Today, once again, university preparation programs 

find themselves under heightened scrutiny with widespread demands to better prepare 

leaders for the 21st century. According to Crews (1995), a pervasive underlying belief of 

those within and outside the educational field is that traditional principal preparation 

programs fall short of providing leadership skills necessary to deal effectively with the 

flourishing demands and issues facing today’s educational leaders. In fact, beginning as 

early as the 1980’s and continuing through today, educational administration programs 

have been criticized as being irrelevant to the administrative life of principals. According 

to Richardson and Lane (1994), “unless administrator preparation programs 

fundamentally change, the future of the principalship is dim” (p. 14). It follows that to be 

relevant and effective in the 21st century, university-based programs challenged with 

spawning a “new breed” of school leaders must reinvent themselves (Bottoms & O’Neal, 

2001).  

As a result of dissatisfaction with traditional educational administration programs, 

various professional organizations, particularly the American Association of School 

Administrators (AASA) and the NASSP, have become committed to the improvement of 

leadership preparation. Citing the lack of quality, relevance, and adequacy of principal 
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preparation programs, the NASSP, as well as the National Commission on Excellence in 

Educational Administration (NCEEA), called for a reexamination and transformation of 

administrative preparation programs (NASSP, 1992; NCEEA, 1987). The NCEEA (1987) 

brought attention to the following shortcomings of administrative preparation programs: 

• lack of a definition of good educational leadership; 

• lack of leader recruitment programs in the schools; 

• lack of collaboration between school districts and universities; 

• lack of minorities and women in the field; 

• lack of systemic professional development for school administrators; 

• lack of preparation programs relevant to the job demands of school 

administrators; 

• lack of sequence, modern content, and clinical experience in preparation 

programs; 

• lack of licensure systems to promote excellence; and  

• lack of a national sense of cooperation in preparing school leaders. 

As a result of the attention and upheaval surrounding existing educational 

administration programs, in 1988 the NCEEA recommended that the National Policy 

Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) be established. The formation of this 

board was a landmark event, as it brought together the major professional associations 

engaged in efforts to improve school leadership. This board began publishing papers and 

hosting national seminars on a variety of topics associated with educational leadership. In 

1989, the NPBEA’s resulting reform agenda, presented in Improving the Preparation of 
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School Administrators: An Agenda for Reform, included several recommendations for 

improving preparation programs. One of the most significant, but ignored, suggestions 

was that there needed to be a reduction in the number of educational leadership programs.  

Equally important, in 1990, the Education Commission of the States (ECS) 

endorsed a report by the NGA, Results in Education: 1989, in which the educational 

community was said to lack a clear definition of the role of principals and proposed how 

best to prepare new school administrators. Along these same lines of thought, Murphy 

(1992) contended that overwhelming evidence showed that the knowledge acquired in 

typical training programs left school administrators ill-equipped for the increasing rigors 

of the workplace. Still other researchers expressed similar misgivings about the quality 

and focus of administrator preparation programs (McCarthy, 1999; Murphy & Forsyth, 

1999). As a case in point, in a review of state-of-the-art administrator preparation 

programs, Pitner (1982) remarked that, “improvement in [administrator] training is sorely 

needed” (p. 52). Also, Hoyle (1985) found that school administrators had a multitude of 

complaints regarding major discrepancies between what they had been prepared to do and 

what they actually did as principals.  

In fact, most of the literature reviewed for the present study indicated a high 

degree of dissatisfaction with educational administration graduate school programs. 

According to Leithwood, Stanley, and Montgomery (1984), relatively few principals 

believed they had received preparation relevant to their jobs. Similarly, other studies 

concluded that building administrators perceived the quality of their training to be 

between “poor” or “fair” (Maher, 1988) and the relevance and effectiveness of their 
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programs to be insufficient (Lem, 1991). Research conducted by Mertz and McNeely 

(1989) was more positive: 64 percent of principals studied indicated their preparation 

programs had prepared them for the position of principal. However, this left 36 percent 

who cited inadequacy in the area of research, lack of practical experiences, and absence 

of contact with the field as deficiencies (Mertz & McNeely, 1989).  

In agreement with findings denouncing the effectiveness of educational 

administration programs, research by Olson (2000) emphasized the shortcomings of 

graduate programs in educational administration stating, “There is widespread 

unhappiness and disillusionment with the lack of relevance of most administrator training 

programs” (p. 5). Fifteen years before this, in discussing the quality of preparation 

programs, Hoyle (1985) had concluded, “There is an opportunity to do much better” (p. 

88). In 1992, the NASSP released a publication, Developing School Leaders: A Call for 

Collaboration, expressing concern that, “Preparation programs in educational 

administration have been locked into modes of thinking and structures of practice that 

have been overtaken by changes in the environment” (p. 1). Similarly, Murphy (1992) 

maintained that these programs need “major surgery” and depicted the current system of 

preparation as “seriously flawed and…wanting in nearly every aspect” (p. 77). 

Widespread recognition of the higher demands on principals and the inadequacy of 

traditional models of administrative preparation has raised many questions about the 

future of public education and its effects on students (ERS, 2000; Milstein, 1993; Murphy 

& Hallinger; 1987).  
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Representative of current popular opinion of university-based educational 

leadership preparation, the executive director of the NASSP, Gerald Tirozzi, made the 

following statement: 

Not only is it difficult to attract qualified candidates, but the training 
candidates receive from administrator preparation programs is often 
inadequate, and ongoing professional development is episodic at best. 
Many university programs are not closely aligned with the instructional 
and real-world demands principals face. (Tirozzi, 2001, p. 437) 

Speaking to the decline of principal preparation over time, Guthrie and Sanders 

(2001) recently wrote, “Over the past quarter century, university preparation of 

educational administrators has fallen into a downward spiral dominated by low-prestige 

institutions, diploma mills, outmoded instruction and low expectations” (p. 46).  

In an early examination of the sources of dissatisfaction with preparation 

programs, Murphy and Hallinger (1987) observed, “much of the impetus for 

change…emanates from sources outside of the university-based preparation programs” 

(p. 247). In other words, pressure to improve training for educational administrators has 

not always come from the field itself; it has emerged from various external sources. 

Murphy and Hallinger identified six of the most significant pressures for change in 

administrative preparation programs: 

• the current view of the school administrator as a significant factor in school and 

district improvement; 

• the growing concern that administrators do not have the technical skills required 

to serve as instructional leaders in schools today; 



 42 

• the view of the school administrator as critical to school improvement and the 

necessary training for this role; 

• the growing disappointment with the Theory Movement and other social science 

perspectives predominant in preparation programs; 

• a disillusion with university training emphasizing theory and ideas that are 

impractical to the realities of schools; 

• the increasing perception of minimal improvements in administrative practice and 

school organization. (pp. 247-253) 

It is important to note, however, that concerted efforts toward school leadership reform 

have come from two major professor-oriented groups. The National Council of 

Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA) and the University Council of 

Educational Administration (UCEA) have long focused on improving the preparation of 

school leaders.  

In fact, in 1987, UCEA sponsored the development of a publication, Leaders for 

America’s Schools (NCEEA, 1987) that provided much needed direction toward 

remedying perceived deficiencies in the current preparation of school administrators. The 

report documented that preparation programs were in need of major changes; and it 

recommended ways to redefine educational leadership, reform licensure programs, and 

recruit ethnic minorities and women into the field.  

Following early efforts toward reform, Gresso (1993) identified a number of 

specific needs in principal preparation that pointed clearly to programmatic solutions:  
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1. …lack of communication and collaboration between the universities that were 

preparing principals for the consumer school districts and the needs of schools 

where they would be employed. 

2. …the need to recruit high-quality candidates rather than taking those who had 

been self-selected. 

3. …an under supply of ethnic minorities and female candidates for the 

principalship. 

4. Newly licensed principals had no or minimal field experience as principals prior 

to employment. 

5. Pedagogy in the university classroom needed greater variation in approaches in 

order to respond to adult learning needs. 

6. University departments of educational administration needed to enlarge the 

number of people involved in preparation programs by reaching outside to other 

schools in the university and to school district personnel. 

7. A curriculum audit was needed in the educational administration department to 

determine whether the content was relevant for the newly proposed reform  

initiatives and for the needs of the consumer school district(s). (pp. 5-6) 

More recently, John Daresh (1997) recommended another set of concrete 

practices for strengthening administrator preparation programs. He stated that preservice 

programs should emphasize the following: (a) development of reflective skills; (b) 

acquisition of ethical and moral leadership qualities; (c) utilization of adult learning 

principles; (d) integration of curricula; and (e) attention to updated processes about 
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teaching and learning in schools. In effect, the work and reports of various groups 

disclosed a common theme of disenchantment with existing preparation programs. In 

summation, as the 1980s gave way to the 1990s, there was a growing consensus that 

preparation programs needed to be reconceptualized if they were to be relevant to the job 

demands of educational leaders. This continues to be true as we move into the 21st 

century.  

Changing Program Content and Instructional Strategies 

A vast amount of current literature clearly identified the need for preparation 

programs to develop more appropriate methods for training and preparing aspiring 

principals. Principal preparation programs must nurture in their students the vision, 

knowledge, and skills necessary to bring about holistic change in American schools 

(Bottoms & O’Neal, 2001). Research indicated that both similar and different 

components are found in various principal preparation programs.  

Murphy and Hallinger, (1987) among others, analyzed traditional patterns of 

administrator training and found that innovation was needed both in the content and 

process of the training. Moreover, studies revealed that students from traditional 

educational leadership programs were not as satisfied with their experiences as students 

of redesigned programs (McCarthy, 1999). The latter group of students identified the 

importance of problem-based learning, the cohort experience, and internships with 

mentors. However, despite efforts to institute reform measures, the general structure of 

preparation programs has remained, by and large, unaffected and unchanged (McCarthy, 
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1999). McCarthy (1999) asserted that, in part, most preparation programs relied on a 

traditional model of preparation. In addition, she alleged that university-based preparation 

programs reflecting traditional models were inadequate for training principals because of 

the lack of theory and practice integration and the failure to provide a holistic view of 

leadership. According to other researchers, insufficient data existed on the components of 

administrator programs that produced effective leadership (McCarthy, 1999; Milstein, 

Bobroff, & Restine, 1991). In the opinion of this researcher, university personnel 

responsible for educational administration programs must determine what a total program 

of administrative preparation should include and begin the process of implementing the 

appropriate components.  

Keller (2000) noted, “While traditional courses still characterize most programs, 

twenty years of unrelenting criticism about the dismal state of administrator preparation 

have made some inroads” (p. 2). Also, she noted that students did not spend as much time 

in the traditional setting of the lecture hall; instead, they experienced a more “hands on 

approach” (p. 3). Attempting to make education leadership programs more effective, 

Daresh (1997) recommended the following ten strategies: 

1. Preservice programs should emphasize reflective skills. 

2. Preparation programs should help people acquire skills as moral and ethical 

leaders.  

3. Principles of adult learning should guide practice in preparation programs. 

4. Curricula should be coherent, integrative, and sequenced in a logical fashion. 
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5. Greater emphasis should be placed on learning about teaching-learning processes 

in schools. 

6. Opportunities for more clinical learning should be made available to aspiring 

principals. 

7. Experienced administrators should serve as mentors. 

8. Aspiring principals should aspire to their goals in cohorts. 

9. Authentic assessment techniques should be used to track student progress. 

10. Preservice preparation is seen as only part of a bigger picture of professional 

development. (pp. 3-5)  

While there are many suggestions in the literature regarding what components 

make principal preparation programs effective, one recurring theme surrounding all 

successful graduate programs is the recruitment and selection of the most talented 

candidates available for admission (Milstein & Kruger, 1997). The National Association 

of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) emphasized that every effort should be made 

to attract highly talented and capable persons into educational administration preparation 

programs (NAESP, 1990).  

According to Cornett and Hill (1992), admission procedures for entry into 

preparation programs have been inadequate because the quality of applicants’ teaching, 

ethics, work habits, and leadership has not been effectively assessed. Program admission 

standards have been lax, such that almost anyone who wanted to prepare for the 

principalship could do so (Hallinger & Murphy, 1991). It has been suggested that 

eliminating self-selection for participation and installing a selection process that involves 
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participant nomination, an application, and interviews could better serve principal 

training programs. Existing literature has suggested that an organized approach to the 

selection, training, and support of principals will be essential for school improvement. 

A second component of principal preparation programs identified as valuable by 

graduates of different principal preparation programs is the formation of cohort groups 

(Cornett & Hill, 1992; Davis, 1997; Silberman, 1998). According to Silberman (1998), 

students in cohorts formed linkages with faculty and other students through program 

structures designed to develop stronger connections among individuals involved in the 

program. Typical cohorts consisted of about 20 to 25 students. Silberman asserted that 

the cohort structure provided stronger connections to faculty members and administrators 

in the field, as well as significant support systems and professional networks for 

graduates in the early stages of their administrative careers. One of the key ways for 

people to attain a feeling of safety and security is to be connected to others. Silberman 

further claimed that this feeling of belonging enabled participants to face challenges, take 

risks, and explore new ideas.  

When leadership preparation programs of 11 universities receiving grants from 

the Danforth Foundation were evaluated, graduates asserted that opportunities provided 

by their program for participation within their cohort groups were meaningful 

(Leithwood, Jantze, & Coffin, 1996). The cohort group, where it was implemented, was 

valued most by graduates for the “group learning opportunities it provided,” for 

“developing a common purpose with one’s colleagues,” and for “stimulation of 

individual learning” (Leithwood, et al., 1996). According to follow-up interviews of 
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participants in the Danforth-funded programs, students identified the cohort concept as a 

major strength of their programs (Cornett & Hill, 1992). Similarly, Davis (1997) found 

that graduates of the Meadows Principal Improvement Program at East Texas State 

University placed great value on participation in a cohort group. In response to the 

question, “What was the most beneficial aspect of your educational administration 

preparation program?” Davis found that “the cohort portion of the principal preparation 

was the area of major benefit” (p. 163). 

According to other researchers (Bridges & Hallenger, 1992), a third component 

necessary for effective administrator preparation programs centers on the mode of 

instruction within these programs. Research indicated successful programs placed 

emphasis on students’ involvement in learning how to apply knowledge. The focus of 

instruction was problem-based and project-based. This mode of instruction forged 

meaningful links among theory, research, and practice. In restructured administrator 

programs where problem-based learning was promoted, instructors served as “guides on 

the side” rather than “sages on the stage” (Bridges & Hallinger, 1992). The pedagogical 

shift from faculty-centered to student-centered approaches included actively involving 

students in the learning process and personalizing instruction through the integration of 

vignettes and case studies into program content. Also, some researchers have proposed 

that redesigned programs should contain reflective seminars that provide opportunities 

for students to internalize learning, explore values used to guide decision, and apply 

multiple perspectives in assessing various courses of action (Clark, 1993; McCarthy, 



 49 

1999; Sergiovanni, 1987). All in all, aspiring principals were given opportunities to solve 

real-life problems facing principals while in a safe learning environment. 

While the cohort experience, problem-based learning, and student-centered 

instruction have been cited as valuable in many cases, it is during the internship that 

aspiring principals develop an appreciation of the “big picture” of leadership as well as 

the knowledge and skills necessary to do the job. Administrative internship, a fourth 

apparently critical program component, provides an educational setting in which learning 

theory may be blended with the application of the other three components in field-based 

settings and experiences (Milestein et al., 1991). In other words, it is asserted that the 

internship experience is where newly acquired academic theory and concepts are 

transferred to the development of practical on-the-job skills (NAESP, 1990). The 

internship experience should be structured to include a variety of substantial experiences 

in diverse school and district settings, both planned and cooperatively supervised by 

university and school district personnel. Schmuck (1993) studied a two-year experimental 

principal preparation program at the University of Oregon where participants were 

provided with lengthy school-based work under the guidance of a mentor. The second 

year of the program featured an in-depth internship. The study was designed to assess the 

effectiveness of the program, and findings indicated that participants were much more 

satisfied with their training than were members of a control group. Students in the 

experimental program also reported higher levels of performance in their first year as 

administrators (Schmuck, 1993).  
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According to Nevill (1998), an administrative internship should address the need 

for advanced training in administration. In a supportive relationship between an intern 

and a seasoned principal, the focus would converge on the following objectives: 

1. Acquire a basic understanding of human relations skills necessary to be a 

principal, practice them and determine to what extent these skills need to be 

developed. 

2. Experience a collaborative atmosphere in which theory from graduate programs 

could be discussed, applied, and practiced. 

3. Observe and experience the role of the principal on a day-to-day basis. 

4. Experience the difference between management and leadership. 

5. Learn the management tasks required in the administration of schools. 

6. Learn how effective relationships are built between principals and the staff, 

students, and community. 

7. Become familiar with various ways to supervise teachers. 

8. Reflect on one’s own abilities to be an effective administrator. 

By participating in field-based internships with experienced principals, aspiring 

principals are said to be much better prepared and confident in assuming school 

leadership. According to White and Crow (1993), interns “evolve into enthusiastic 

aspirants, imbued with new visions and a new appreciation of the challenges and 

opportunities that confront principals in running schools” (p. 64). Administrative 

internships have a valuable place in the professional development of principals (Nevill, 
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1998). Therefore, it is not surprising that internships or field experiences are a strong 

component of administrative preparation programs and state licensure requirements. 

Without a doubt, university preparation programs, at a minimum, should offer an 

improved selection process, a curriculum that exposes potential administrators to a 

comprehensive knowledge base—preferably within a cohort setting that includes field-

based experiences in which new learning can be practiced and applied. Finally, while 

principal preparation programs may differ, most share the goal of ensuring graduate 

students acquire a set of specific knowledge and skills and possess the ability to apply 

these competencies in field settings. In sum, the intention of most preparation programs is 

to provide graduates the capacity to successfully attain their career goals. 

New Standards for Program Accreditation and Principal Licensure 

Over the past quarter century, calls for educational reform have been the impetus 

for many initiatives endeavoring to redefine the role of school leaders. Such a goal 

necessitates a reshaping of preparation programs training these leaders. In seeking 

clarification regarding the effectiveness of different approaches to preparing people for 

the critical role of school administrator, the NCEEA (in 1987) and the NPBEA (in 1989) 

reviewed the ways school administrators across the nation were being prepared and 

engaged in efforts to strengthen the standards defining quality professional administrator 

preparation training (Barnett & Caffarella, 1992). In fact, several efforts have been 

undertaken to define the knowledge base in educational administration and to create 

standards for use in administration preparation programs (Young, 2003).  
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In 1994, the NPBEA appointed a group to develop contemporary and unified 

curriculum guidelines for educational leadership programs. The intent was for these 

guidelines to be used in the accreditation process for educational administration 

programs. In other words, the National Council would use the guidelines for the 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) in educational leadership program 

reviews, beginning in 1997. NCATE accreditation underwent additional changes in 

subsequent years, with new performance-based standards constructed under the guidance 

of the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC). New NCATE 2000 

standards are presently used for educational administration accreditation purposes.  

In 1994, in a major project supported by the Pew Charitable Trust, the NPBEA 

and the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) established a consortium known 

as the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) to assemble national 

licensure standards for administrators. The purpose of creating the standards was to 

provide a clear, organized set of curriculum content and performance standards that could 

be used to guide the preparation, professional development, and licensure of principals 

(Jackson & Kelley, 2002). This undertaking was premised on the belief that standards 

provide “an especially appropriate and particularly powerful leverage point for reform” 

(CCSSO, 1996, p. 7). The ISSLC standards were developed from research that links 

principal leadership to productive schools and incorporates current perspectives on school 

leadership in relation to the rapidly changing contexts of education and society (ISSLC, 

1996). The efforts of the consortium resulted in a defined set of standards that 
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incorporated indicators of performance needed by school leaders in the next century (Van 

Meter & Murphy, 1997).  

The NPBEA continues efforts to ensure that projects to institute standards and 

assessments for school administrators are compatible with one another and enhance 

leadership preparation. In fact, in 2000, the NPBEA established a group made up of 

representatives from practitioner- and professor-oriented organizations to design 

performance-based standards for the NCATE’s review of educational leadership 

programs (NPBEA, 2002). These standards, which were adopted in 2002 by the NCATE 

and soon after implemented by the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) 

for NCATE accreditation review, were carefully aligned with the ISLLC standards. 

The initiatives described above have provided a single, unified set of national 

standards and performance assessments for educational administrators (NPBEA, 2002). 

Hence, the newly merged NCATE/ISSLC standards for school leaders require that 

individuals who complete the program are educational leaders who have the knowledge 

and ability to promote the success of all students by:  

• facilitating the development, articulation, implementation and stewardship of a 

school or district vision of learning supported by the school community; 

• promoting a positive school culture, providing an effective instructional program, 

applying best practices to student learning, and designing comprehensive 

professional growth plans for staff; 

• managing the organization, operations, and resources in a way that promotes a 

safe, efficient, and effective learning environment; 
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• collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse 

community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources; 

• acting with integrity, fairly, and in an ethical manner; and 

• understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, social, 

economic, legal, and cultural context. 

Again, the primary thrust of the new performance standards and assessment is to ensure 

that preparation programs are preparing and nurturing educational leaders who can 

enhance teaching and learning for all students. 

Some program leaders see the growing uniformity of standards as a positive 

development. However, some skepticism remains. Specifically, the ISLLC standards 

have been questioned and debate abounds with regards to their comprehensiveness and 

their appropriateness for all levels of educational leadership (English, 2001). Another 

example of criticism aimed at these standards targets the origin and authenticity of the 

standards. For instance, it has been argued that NCATE might better strengthen 

preparation programs by providing a strong, research-based argument supporting the 

standards themselves. In fact, there are those in the field that seriously question the 

NCATE standards. Those opposing the standards maintain that there seems to be no 

proof that the proposed shifts in program requirements will turn out better administrators 

than current programs (Young, 2003).  

A more positive outlook asserts that these initiatives have significant implications 

for educational leadership programs. As states raise standards for program accreditation 

and administrator licensure, and as they implement ever-increasing requirements on 
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public schools and districts, school principals must have the abilities to meet these 

demands. Therefore, efforts to define a knowledge base and standards for preparing and 

training school administrators are essential if improvements in preparation program 

curriculum and instruction are to transpire. It is evident that the NCATE/ISSLC standards 

provide a focus for professional discourse about the knowledge, skills, and dispositions 

needed for effective administration of educational organizations (Jackson & Kelley, 

2002). Additionally, the ensuing discourse enhances the probability that more authentic 

measures of assessment and a tighter link between licensure standards and effective 

administrative leadership will emerge.  

RESEARCH ON THE EVALUATION OF LEADERSHIP PREPARATION PROGRAMS 

Research on the outcomes of leadership preparation programs relative to 

graduates’ use of leadership skills and practices in school settings is limited. Findings 

from the few existing studies call into question the effectiveness of leadership preparation 

(Haller, Brent, & McNamara, 1997). McCarthy (2001) highlighted the lack of evidence 

revealing leadership preparation effectiveness, and maintained that, “studies are not 

currently available to counter the allegations that university preparation for school leaders 

is inadequate or perhaps wrongheaded” (p. 4). She characterized research evidence as 

being based primarily on perception studies, finding that “virtually no studies track 

changes in leadership preparation to success as a school leader, much less to student 

performance in the schools they lead, which, after all, is the bottom line of what we are 

trying to accomplish” (p. 4). Likewise, research about the effectiveness of program 
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redesign is limited. Most research about educational leadership programs is based upon 

anecdotal evidence collected from participants at the close of programs (Barnett & Muth, 

2000). 

Young (2003) asserted that the leadership preparation field itself needs to 

seriously conduct research to determine the aspects of preparation that enable leaders at 

the building level to facilitate and enhance student learning. With this in mind, it is not 

surprising that the leadership preparation field is being challenged to conduct self-

evaluation. At this time, there are attempts to conduct research that links leadership 

preparation to student learning. For example, a group of researchers led by Bob 

Kottkamp (Hofstra University) and Terry Orr (Teachers College-Columbia) is working in 

collaboration with the American Educational Research Association (AERA) special 

interest group (SIG), Teaching in Educational Administration (TEA), to develop a data-

based understanding of the relationship between leadership preparation and leadership 

practice that supports student learning. The group is developing two studies: 

1. A longitudinal study of leadership preparation programs and the impact on their 

graduates’ (a) demonstrated leadership, (b) influence on school organizations, and 

(c) contributions to improving student achievement and other school outcomes. 

2. A backward mapping study of (a) effective schools, (b) the nature of principal 

leadership, and (c) the source of the principals’ leadership skill development. 

(Young, 2003, p. 7) 
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This research and that of others examining the relationship between leadership and school 

effectiveness (ERS, 2000; Hall & Hord, 2001; Heck & Hallenger, 1999) are offering 

opportunities to prepare leaders in programs that are evidenced-based.  

Recognizing the complexity of linking educational leadership preparation to student 

learning does not alleviate the necessity to conduct research that identifies program 

practices that have meaningful impacts on leadership for learning. Thus, Orr and 

Osterman (2002) have formulated a complex model (Appendix A) for measuring the 

impact of educational leadership preparation. While acknowledging that there is no 

causal relationship between leadership preparation and student learning, these researchers 

have begun to establish a linkage by examining the following seven factors:  

1. Pre-conditions of program participation. These are attributes that influence the 

learning and performance outcomes of program graduates. Pre-conditions might 

include: race, ethnicity, gender, age, GRE scores, prior educational experience, 

prior socialization into the profession, years of experience in leadership, and 

motivation for seeking preparation in leadership. 

2. Program components and related “through-puts.” The focus is on determining 

what preparation experiences develop effective leadership. In other words, what 

program content, delivery, and assessment practices are important? Examination 

centers on the primary components of cohort based structures, coursework, 

fieldwork, socialization to the profession, reflective activities, projects, and post-

program support. 
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3. Direct student learning outcomes. The focus is identifying what program 

graduates have learned as a result of their participation in a preparation program. 

Direct learning outcomes may be verified through program performance measures 

or by assessments of the graduates that include collection of information from 

those people with whom they work. Measures might include certification and 

licensure test passing rates, graduates’ perceptions of program quality, assessment 

of program fulfillment, job placement rate, and job satisfaction.  

4. First order changes (leadership outcomes). Determining first order changes entails 

measuring the leadership knowledge and skills attained by graduates and put into 

practice in their work as school leaders. The graduate and his or her subordinates 

and supervisors would assess these outcomes. Leadership outcomes include 

actions principals take to promote school effectiveness, such as goal development, 

decision-making, and staff development.  

5. Mediating factors. These factors influence the extent to which graduates can apply 

what they learned in their preparation programs to their work. Factors include the 

length of time between training and application, personal and professional stress, 

resource availability, and school context. 

6. Second order changes (organizational outcomes). The focus is to determine the 

impact of first order changes (leadership outcomes) on the organization. Has the 

administrator’s leadership impacted the school climate or culture, teacher 

motivation, teacher empowerment, teacher efficacy, etc? 
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7. Third order changes (student outcomes). The focus is to determine the impact of 

second order changes (organizational outcomes) on student and school 

performance results. Measures of third order changes might include improved 

school performance on achievement measures, increased student engagement in 

learning, and improved attendance and retention. (Orr & Osterman, 2002). 

The current dearth of evidence substantiating how preparation programs contribute 

to the practice of leadership and, ultimately, to the performance of students makes it 

imperative to undertake current and future research. Given this need for further inquiry 

connecting leadership preparation to effective leadership practice, this researcher used 

aspects of Orr’s and Osterman’s model to explore areas of leadership preparation that 

could provide insight into linking preparation of educational leaders to program impacts 

influencing leadership practice. Although the present research did not attempt to evaluate 

leadership preparation, the study explored the value of several factors presented in the 

Orr and Osterman model. Specifically, this dissertation research investigated two 

programs reflecting different approaches to leadership preparation and examined 

outcomes for graduates that, potentially, impact leadership practice. 

Researchers presently agree that there are no perfect models for evaluating 

educational leadership preparation. There has been in the past, and continues to be, much 

debate about the extent to which leadership effectiveness can be measured. Thus, it is 

imperative that new research be conducted to gather data illuminating the extent to which 

different preparation programs have a discernible influence on leadership practice. Again, 

the present research did not employ the model by Orr and Osterman as an evaluation tool. 
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Instead, this researcher conducted an exploratory, comparative study utilizing aspects of 

the model to obtain data that explicitly link components of leadership preparation to 

program outcomes—with particular attention to those outcomes related to successful 

leadership practice.  

SUMMARY 

In order for school leaders to keep up with the continual changes in education and 

in the world, the preparation of today’s school leaders must respond to societal demands. 

Principal preparation programs must seek new ways to help school leaders successfully 

meet these increasing demands. If existing approaches to training educational leaders fall 

short of expectations, then a fundamental redesign of educational leadership programs 

will be the mantra repeated by critics. Hence, a critical examination of the relationship 

between academic and professional preparation of principals and leadership outcomes for 

graduates is warranted.  

Attention has been focused on the principalship in recent years, with most 

observers recognizing the importance of principal leadership in successful schools 

(Erlandson, 1997; Heck, 1992). During the last decade, an extremely complex school 

environment has emerged in which school leaders are challenged to improve the 

educational performance for all students. In addition, recent research has focused on the 

role of assistant principal in school improvement. Holmes (1999) emphasized the 

importance of the assistant principal as an instructional leader: “Assistant principals 

should be the principal’s strong right arm in all matters that touch upon the vigor, verve, 
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and direction of the school’s development” (p. 14). In assisting the principal as a partner 

in the administrative process, the assistant principal will be ready to assume the role of 

principal when the need or opportunity arises. 

Research indicates that career paths and patterns of males, females, and minorities 

differ (Ortiz, 1982; Pavon & D’Angelo, 1990). In fact, public school educational 

leadership positions have been, and currently are, dominated by White males. The under-

representation of women and minorities in educational administration positions has been 

thoroughly documented (Glass, 1992; Jones & Montenegro, 1983). In 1999, according to 

data from the USDE (1997, 2004), women made up 34.5 percent of school principals and 

minorities held 15.8 percent of school principalships. Furthermore, the bureaucratic 

structure of public schools showed a clear career ladder to the upper levels of 

administration (Adkison, 1981). In this structure of public school administration, White 

males occupied line positions, women occupied staff positions, and minorities typically 

occupied special project positions.  

Disenchantment with principal preparation programs has resulted in various calls 

for reform. University preparation programs find themselves under heightened scrutiny 

and subject to widespread demands to better prepare leaders for the 21st century. 

Although insufficient data exist on the components of administrator programs that 

produce effective leadership, several efforts have been undertaken to define the 

knowledge base in educational administration and to create standards for use in 

preparation programs. While standards can support the development of effective 

preparation programs for school administrators, standards alone are not enough to ensure 
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the commitment and engagement necessary to develop focused, systemic change and 

improvement in educational administrator preparation programs. The survival of quality, 

university-based principal preparation programs will be dependent on their capacity to 

develop a pool of candidates capable of successfully fulfilling the roles of principal and 

assistant principal. Accordingly, this study utilized several components of a complex 

model (Orr & Osterman, 2002) to (a) describe and compare two principal preparation 

programs, and (b) explore the impact preparation components had on graduates’ 

leadership practice. 
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN 

INTRODUCTION 

Research is needed to gain greater understanding about the degree to which 

principal preparation programs prepare effective leaders. The skills and knowledge 

acquired in educational administration preparation programs that result in successful 

leadership practice need to be examined. Consequently, this study sought to explore links 

between principal preparation and school leadership practice. The purpose of the study 

was to describe and compare two principal preparation programs, explore the influence 

these programs had on their graduates’ abilities to successfully obtain positions as 

principals, and examine program impacts, if any, on graduates’ levels of preparedness for 

school leadership roles. Specifically the study was designed: 

1. To describe and compare two principal preparation programs and determine key 

factors or unique aspects of each program. 

2. To describe characteristics of selected graduates of each program, using personal 

and professional variables such as: race, age, gender, years of teaching 

experience, and position held at time of participation in the preparation program. 

3. To examine the career paths and job attainment rates of graduates of the two 

programs. 

4. To explore the perceptions of program graduates regarding program quality and 

the degree to which their programs contributed to leadership preparedness. 
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A comparison of two types of principal preparation programs, an examination of 

their graduates’ career paths and job attainment rates, and an exploration of the extent to 

which graduates moved up the career ladder had the potential to yield results that would 

contribute valuable insights into the relationship between principal preparation and 

successful leadership practice. 

This chapter presents the design and methodology used in conducting the study. 

The chapter consists of seven sections: (a) research design, (b) site selection, (c) selection 

of subjects, (d) data collection procedures, (e) data analysis, (f) study integrity, and (g) 

limitations. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

The study was designed to describe and compare two principal preparation 

programs, examine the career paths and job attainment rates of graduates from the 

programs, and explore the graduates’ perceptions of program quality and leadership 

preparedness. For this exploratory, descriptive inquiry, a mixed method design was 

employed to explore links between principal preparation and leadership practice. The 

study used a dominant-less dominant mixed method design, with qualitative inquiry as 

the dominant method and quantitative analysis the less dominant. In conjunction with the 

dominant-less dominant design, a case study methodology was deemed the most 

appropriate approach due to the nature of the research. As stated above, the study 

explored two single cases (i.e., two university-based principal preparation programs) and 

then compared the two in terms of program characteristics, graduate characteristics, and 
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selected program outcomes including career paths of graduates, graduate job attainment 

rates, and graduates’ perceptions of program quality and leadership preparedness. 

While most of the data collection and analyses employed qualitative 

methodologies, analysis of quantitative data relied heavily upon descriptive statistics. In 

effect, the researcher conducted a quantitative phase of study and a separate qualitative 

phase. Creswell (1994) referred to this design as a two-phase design. Creswell cited five 

benefits to using a combination of methods: 

• Triangulation in the classic sense of seeking convergence of results. 

• Complimentary, in that overlapping and different facets of a phenomenon may 

emerge (i.e., peeling the layers of an onion). 

• Developmentally, wherein the first method is used sequentially to help inform the 

second method. 

• Initiation, wherein contradiction and fresh perspectives emerge. 

• Expansion, wherein the mixed methods add scope and breadth to a study. (p. 175) 

Lehman and Mehrens (1979) referred to another characteristic of the approach 

taken in this study when they asserted that descriptive research is “concerned with 

determining the nature and degree of existing conditions” (p. 81). A descriptive case 

study is said to take place in a natural environment, conducive to an exploratory 

investigation, in which no manipulation of variables occurs (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 

1998). 

No variables were manipulated in either phase of this study. Descriptive statistics 

were used to explore patterns in the quantitative data and, once data from this phase were 
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interpreted, the results guided the direction of the second, qualitative phase of the study. 

The intent of the researcher was to examine program inputs and outcomes in the two 

administrator preparation programs in order to describe each in a holistic manner. 

Within this mixed method study, qualitative naturalistic inquiry was the more 

dominant method utilized. Cresswell (1994) defined a qualitative study as an “inquiry 

process of understanding a social or human problem, based on building a complex, 

holistic picture, formed with words, reporting detailed views of information, and 

conducted in a natural setting” (p. 2). The strengths of the case study design include the 

ability of the researcher to explore complex issues and phenomena within a “real-life 

context” (Yin, 1994, p. 13) and the ability to present research findings through a “holistic 

description” of the context and actors involved (Merriam, 1998). According to Robson 

(1994), “Case study is a strategy for doing research which involves empirical 

investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its real life context using 

multiple sources of evidence” (p. 5). When choosing between single and multiple case 

studies, Yin (1984) stated that multiple case designs have distinct advantages and 

disadvantages when compared to single case designs. The primary advantage is that 

evidence from multiple cases is frequently more compelling, and the overall study is, 

therefore, regarded as more robust.  

“Qualitative researchers are interested in understanding the meaning people have 

constructed, that is, how they make sense of their world” (Merriam, 1998, p. 6). 

Therefore, the researcher becomes “the primary instrument for data collection and 

analysis” (Merriam, 1998, p. 7). In other words, individuals being researched supply 
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insight into a situation based on their personal observations and experience bases. Using 

these insights, the researcher draws conclusions that are connected to that specific 

situation. The researcher takes great care to “let the data emerge” with consideration for 

the “full richness of the context of the data” so that the situation can be more fully 

described. Moreover, the findings from the research are “richly descriptive” (p. 11) of the 

situation due to the personal involvement of those researched through this process. The 

researcher’s ability to stress the importance of context, setting, and the participants’ 

frames of reference (Marshall & Rossman, 1995) is one of the primary strengths of the 

qualitative aspect of the present study.  

The study design continued to evolve as data were collected, preliminary analysis 

was conducted, and the context became more fully portrayed. Qualitative researchers 

assert that descriptions must emerge as “whole cloth” where all aspects of reality are 

interrelated (Erlandson, et al, 1993). Guba (1981) noted, “if one attempts to focus 

attention on certain portions of reality only, the whole falls apart as though the cloth had 

been cut with scissors” (pp. 87-88). In fact, to attempt to isolate one aspect from its 

context destroys much of its meaning (Erlandson, et al, 1993). For that reason, the simple 

holistic question, “What’s happening here?” in terms of principal preparation, worded in 

many different ways, was the guiding question throughout this study. 

Qualitative research continues to make influential strides in its acceptability as a 

valid form of research in the field of education as well as in other fields of study. One of 

the major drawbacks to qualitative research is that the research is “virtually impossible to 

design in any definitive way before the study is actually undertaken” (Lincoln & Guba, 
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1985, p. 63). All the same, this drawback also provides the researcher the flexibility to go 

beyond the original script of the research design to investigate additional problems that 

might lead to new data and analyses relevant to the subject of the study. The entire focus 

of a study might change as results emerge from data and are confirmed (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985). Even so, within the field of qualitative research, it is understood that the tighter the 

design of the research, the more likely it is to provide clarity and focus (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). Thus, for the present study, the researcher used information from the 

literature, particularly the leadership measurement model developed by Orr and Osterman 

(2002), to develop an initial plan for data collection. 

As discussed earlier in this dissertation report, Orr and Osterman (2002) formulated 

the model to provide a framework for using a comparison group design when examining 

outcomes of educational leadership development programs (see Appendix A). The model 

consists of seven factors: (1) pre-conditions of program participation, (2) program 

components and related “through-puts,” (3) direct student learning outcomes, (4) first 

order changes (i.e., leadership outcomes), (5) mediating factors, (6) second order changes 

(i.e., organizational outcomes), and (7) third order changes (i.e., student outcomes). 

At several times during the data collection phase, modifications to the initial study 

design had to be made due to the unavailability of data or financial burden on the 

researcher. For example, the researcher had to limit the number of variables obtained 

from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) because each variable added to the data set 

increased the cost to the researcher. Also, the researcher had originally intended to 

examine the courses taught during the time period graduates would have been enrolled in 
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their preparation programs; however, due to difficulty in obtaining syllabi for courses 

taught within that timeframe, much of the information regarding coursework had to be 

obtained through interviews. Thus, the researcher maintained a flexible plan during the 

data collection phases. 

SITE SELECTION 

Marshall and Rossman (1995) asserted that the first and most influential decision 

made by researchers is choosing the setting, population, and phenomenon of interest. 

Careful selection of samples to be studied is fundamental to the design of a study and 

serves as a guide for the researcher. The sampling strategy employed in this study was 

purposive sampling. According to Patton (1990), purposive sampling permits the 

selection of information-rich cases for in-depth study. These cases allow the researcher to 

explore issues of central importance to the purpose of the research—hence, the term 

purposive sampling. 

Given the overarching purpose of this study—to explore the links between 

principal preparation and school leadership practice—the researcher needed to select two 

programs that reflected contrasting approaches to preparing graduate students for 

administrative positions. Specifically, one program would be characterized as 

implementing a more or less traditional model of preparation while the other would 

exhibit features associated with a redesigned, or innovative, model of preparation. As 

discussed in Chapter II, an innovative model of preparation was assumed to include such 

features as more purposeful or priority-focused student admission procedures; supportive 
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program structures that better ensure student success; and curricula and instructional 

strategies that foster student understanding of the interrelationships among theory, 

research, and practice (Bridges & Hallenger, 1992; Cornett and Hill, 1992; Daresh, 1997; 

Davis, 1997; Milestein et al., 1991); Murphy and Hallinger, 1987; Silberman, 1998). 

Second, a set of four factors was used to differentiate the programs from each 

other, so the researcher could select two programs that offered sufficient contrast—thus 

enhancing the ultimate comparison of program outcomes. The factors were: 

1. Number of program graduates;  

2. Number of credit hours required to complete the program;  

3. Selection process employed to screen program applicants; and  

4. Configuration of program structure involving cohort/non-cohort design.  

The researcher also considered factors in areas other than program context. For 

example, the two programs selected had to have been in place for a minimum of seven 

years. This criterion was necessary to ensure the graduate pool for study participants had 

had sufficient time to complete the program and secure a principalship position. Also, 

according to Marshall and Rossman (1995), practical issues must enter into the choice of 

sites. They explained that the ideal site is one in which: 

• entry is possible; 

• there is a high probability that a rich mix of processes, people, programs, 

interactions, and structures of interest are present; 

• the researcher is likely to be able to build trusting relations with the participants in 

the study; and 
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• data quality and credibility of the study are reasonably assured (p. 51). 

Three types of information sources were relied on to gain data required for site 

selection: (a) the State Board of Educator Certification (SBEC) provided a list of the 

various principal preparation programs within the state and the number of students 

graduating from each; (b) program web pages provided data on program requirements; 

and (c) phone conversations with staff members of the programs provided information on 

the student screening process and the design of the program. 

Once the sites were selected, the researcher made a courtesy call to the programs’ 

department chairs. The purposes of the initial contact were to explain the intent of the 

study, establish a positive rapport, and solicit the cooperation and permission of the 

department chair to obtain necessary documentation and archival data and arrange for 

individual interviews.  

SELECTION OF SUBJECTS 

The qualitative phase of data collection required the selection of interview 

subjects who could provide insights into the complex aspects of each principal 

preparation program. The researcher focused on two groups of potential subjects: (1) 

professors and instructors in the selected programs, and (2) individuals who graduated 

from the programs during the years 1996 and 1997. 

In the first stage of the qualitative phase of study, professors and instructors from 

each preparation program were selected via intensity case sampling, a form of purposive 

sampling. Intensity case sampling yields participants that are information rich or are 
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special in some way, but not necessarily extreme cases (Mertens, 1998). Therefore, in an 

effort to obtain high quality data regarding each program, the researcher sought 

professors and instructors who had been part of their programs for numerous years and 

were willing and available for interview. 

To guide the second stage of the qualitative phase of study, the researcher used 

existing, quantifiable data about preparation program graduates to identify prospective 

interview participants. First, program documents and archival data were used to obtain 

graduates’ names and graduation dates along with other demographic information. Then, 

data sets obtained from the TEA provided information regarding personal and 

professional characteristics of these same individuals. These quantifiable data were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics to identify graduates that met the first requirement: 

they had obtained principal positions after graduating from their preparation programs. 

Obtaining a principal position was a key factor in determining whether a graduate would 

be selected as a participant for the graduate interview phase of the study. 

After compiling a list of the graduates from each program who had obtained 

positions as principals, the researcher attempted to pair-match the graduates based on 

other characteristics, specifically: race, gender, and school-level position of principalship. 

However, pair matching proved to be extremely difficult and, in some cases, impossible 

due to the lack of certain data necessary for accurate pairing. Consequently, to obtain a 

diversity of perspectives on the topics under exploration, the researcher selected a group 

of graduates from each program that included principals of both genders, with different 

racial/ethnic backgrounds, and who served at different school levels. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 
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provide profiles of study participants from each program in terms of these three 

characteristics. 

Table 3.1. Profile of Innovative Program Graduates Selected for Interview 

Gender Race Building Level of School 
Female African American Elementary School 
Female Hispanic Elementary School 
Male White Elementary School 
Male African American Middle School 
Female African American High School 

Table 3.2. Profile of Traditional Program Graduates Selected for Interview 

Gender Race Building Level of School 
Female White Elementary School 
Female Hispanic Elementary School 
Male African American Elementary School 
Male White Middle School 
Male White  High School 
 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

The data for this study were collected from numerous sources and in several 

phases. There was an opportunity in this study to use multiple sources of evidence, which 

allowed the researcher to explore a broad range of factual, attitudinal, historical, and 

observational issues and, most importantly, maximized the potential that two or more 

sources would converge on the same set of facts or findings (Patton, 1990). Any finding 

in a case study is much more convincing and accurate if it is based on several different 

sources of information using a corroboratory mode (Patton, 1990). The incorporation of 

document review, archival data, pre-existing data sets, and faculty and graduate 
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interviews into this comparative case study increased the quality of the research. These 

multiple sources facilitated the “thick descriptions” that describe, first, the similarities, 

ambiguities, contradictions, and complexities of the two principal preparation programs 

and, then, the graduates’ career paths, job attainment rates, and perceptions of program 

quality and leadership preparedness. 

Phase I 

Once the sites were determined, the researcher examined documents and 

published materials on the two programs to describe the goals, processes, and various 

components of each program. To accomplish this, the researcher gathered data on various 

aspects of the programs: 

• student eligibility criteria; 

• selection process; 

• cohort or non-cohort structure; 

• number of credit hour to complete the program; 

• type of program (masters, doctoral, certification only); 

• nature and length of internship; 

• makeup of the faculty; 

• primary methods of instruction;  

• curriculum; and 

• any unique program components. 
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Also in this phase, the researcher obtained from each program a list of students 

who had graduated from the program in1996 or 1997, which allowed sufficient time for 

them to have obtained positions as principals. Again, current status as a principal was a 

main factor in selecting graduates for interviews, which took place in the third data 

collection phase. 

The researcher solicited demographic data (race, gender, and age) on students 

graduating from these programs within the selected years. Next, the researcher obtained 

certification data on each of the graduates from the SBEC. Then, data sets were 

purchased from the TEA to identify and examine the sequence of career positions 

obtained by the graduates while enrolled in preparation programs and after they 

completed the programs.  

Phase II 

The researcher contacted professors and instructors from the programs to request 

their participation in the study (Appendix C). This initial contact was made via phone 

calls informing faculty members that they had been selected to participate in the study 

and soliciting their agreement to be interviewed. Interviews were arranged with five 

faculty members from each program. In most cases, the researcher traveled to the 

program sites for some face-to-face interviews; however, due to faculty retirement and 

relocation, some phone interviews also were conducted. During this phase, along with 

continued document analysis, data collection focused primarily on semi-structured 

interviews of faculty members from each program, including directors, professors, and 
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instructors in the two programs (Appendix E). The purpose of these interviews was to 

gain a broader, more complete description of the programs than document analysis alone 

could provide.  

Phase III 

After the quantitative data were analyzed to reveal graduates’ career paths, 

program graduates were selected for interviews. Thus, the third phase of data collection 

involved interviewing five graduates from each program. Initially, a letter or email was 

sent to inform the graduates that they would be receiving a phone call requesting their 

participation in the study (Appendix D). Once agreement was obtained from the 

graduates, the researcher arranged dates and times for the interviews. These participants 

were interviewed either face-to-face or by phone. The purpose of these interviews was to 

gain insight into aspects of the preparation program from the graduates’ perceptions. A 

semi-structured interview protocol was used to solicit details regarding program 

components, program strengths and weaknesses, program quality and leadership 

preparedness (Appendix F).  

Phase IV 

During the final phase of data collection, the fourth phase, the researcher 

conducted follow-up interviews as needed with participants.  
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DATA ANALYSIS 

Data analysis is the process of making coherent meaning out of the raw data 

collected. It is the task of the researcher to organize data into a workable format. The 

process of data analysis is an on-going process that takes place in stages and for various 

purposes. Data analysis began as the researcher examined relevant information in 

documents, obtained data sets, and conducted interviews. The Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 12.0 (2003) was used to analyze the quantitative data. 

Preliminary statistical analyses included frequency distributions and percentages on the 

categorical variables. After generating descriptive statistics for the data collected, the 

researcher systematically examined the SPSS outputs to begin analyzing the data as a 

first step in identifying the graduates from each program to be selected for the interviews, 

which were to be conducted in Phase III of the data collection. Also, the researcher 

analyzed SPSS outputs to describe the graduates’ personal and professional 

characteristics, career paths, and job placement rates.  

Data collected from the reflections and perceptions of interviewed individuals 

were tape-recorded and scripted for verification purposes. Data analysis in a case study 

typically involves the following steps (Creswell, 1998; Stake, 1995): 

1. Organization of details about the case. The “facts” about the case were arranged 

in logical order. 

2. Categorization of data. To assist in clustering the data into meaningful groups, 

categories were identified. 



 78 

3. Interpretation of single instances. Documents, observations, and other data were 

examined for the specific meanings that they might have in relation to the case. 

4. Identification of patterns. Data were scrutinized for underlying themes that 

characterized the case more broadly than a single piece of information could. 

5. Synthesis and generalizations. An overall portrait of the case was constructed. 

As previously stated, a case study researcher typically begins to analyze the data 

during the data collection process. “Data collection and analysis are a simultaneous 

activity in qualitative research,” according to Merriam (1988, p. 119). 

Analysis begins with the first interview, the first observation, and the first 
document read. Emerging insights, hunches, and tentative hypotheses direct the 
next phase of data collection, which in turn leads to refinement or reformulation 
of one’s questions, and so on. It is an interactive process throughout which the 
investigator is concerned with producing believable and trustworthy findings. 
Unlike experimental designs where validity and reliability are accounted for 
before the investigation, rigor in a qualitative case study derives from the 
researchers’ presence, the nature of the interaction, between researcher and 
participants, the triangulation of the data, the interpretation of perceptions, and 
rich thick description. (pp. 119-120) 

Continuous data collection and analysis in the present study guided subsequent 

data collection and analysis. The value in this process is that information can be verified 

immediately and discrepancies can be explored to determine if there is bias or if a new 

direction needs to be explored in the course of the study. Finally, following the collection 

and conversion of the data, it is important to “immerse yourself in the details” and “get a 

sense of the whole” before “breaking it into parts” (Cresswell, 1998, pp. 143).  
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Document Review 

According to Merriam (1988), documents of all types can help the researcher 

uncover meaning, develop understanding, and discover insights relevant to the research 

problem. Both administrator preparation programs were asked to provide the following 

documents for review: (a) the graduate catalog for the years 1995-1997, (b) syllabi for 

program courses, (c) program brochures, and (d) program documents utilized for internal 

or external review. The documents obtained from each program were reviewed 

thoroughly by the researcher to examine linkages between program components and the 

broad descriptive categories identified in the literature review and in the Orr and 

Osterman model (Appendix A). The researcher selected words, phrases, and sentences 

directly from the documents and placed them under the identified broad categories. Any 

data pertinent to describing a program that did not clearly fit within an already-defined 

category were placed under a “unique features” category, to ensure inclusion of the 

information in the program description. Resulting details assisted in developing a 

“holistic” description of each program. The information placed in the categories was then 

triangulated with information obtained in the faculty and graduate interviews and used to 

answer the first research question posed in this study. 

Data Set Analyses 

The SBEC and the TEA provided the data sets for this study. SBEC provided the 

researcher with results of the Examination for the Certification of Educators in Texas 

(ExCET), specifically the ExCET for principals, for each individual graduating from a 
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selected program. First, these data were analyzed to determine the mean scores of those 

graduates from each program who took the ExCET. Next, the researcher purchased a data 

set from TEA that included the years of teaching experience and the educator role of each 

graduate employed in the Texas K-12 public education system from 1995 through 2004. 

For these data, frequencies and percentages were examined to analyze the career paths 

and job attainment rates of the graduates from each program. These data and analyses 

were used to answer the second and third research questions.  

Semi-structured Interviews 

In addition to the document reviews and data set analyses, the researcher used 

semi-structured interviews to address research questions one and four. “Qualitative 

interviewing begins with the assumption that the perspective of others is knowable and 

able to be made explicit” (Patton, 1990, p. 278). According to Rubin and Rubin (1995): 

Qualitative interviewing is a great adventure; every step of the interview brings 
new information and opens windows into the experiences of the people you meet. 
Qualitative interviewing is a way of finding out what others feel and think about 
their worlds. Through qualitative interviews you can understand experiences and 
reconstruct events in which you did not participate. (p. 1)  

A semi-structured interview format was used in this study, in order to focus on 

specific information about program characteristics and graduate perceptions of program 

quality and leadership preparedness. “The fundamental principle of qualitative 

interviewing is to provide a framework within which respondents can express their own 

understandings in their own terms” (Patton, 1990, p. 290). An interview protocol was 

created for the faculty interviews (Appendix E) and a separate interview protocol was 
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developed for the graduate interviews (Appendix F). Both interview instruments were 

developed by the researcher with the aid of several dissertation committee members who 

are experts in the field. Committee members spent time helping the researcher frame, 

develop, and edit questions around categories identified from the literature review and the 

Orr and Osterman model (2002). The faculty interview protocol was then submitted to 

the directors of the two administrator preparation programs for their review. As for the 

graduate interview protocol, the researcher field-tested the instrument to determine its 

appropriateness to this study. This was accomplished prior to using the instrument in the 

study, so that changes could be made to questions before formal interviews were 

conducted. Also, the researcher conducted retrospective cognitive interviews with the 

first two graduate participants from each program to determine whether interviewees 

would understand questions in the way the researcher intended. 

The researcher conducted all interviews either fact-to-face or over the phone. 

Interviewees were required to sign a waiver granting permission to be interviewed and 

tape-recorded (Appendix B). The interviewer kept notes during the interviews; and, 

during the last fifteen minutes of the interview, the researcher verbally reviewed the 

contents of her notes with the interviewee, for clarity and accuracy. The participant was 

then encouraged to add extra clarification to responses or fill in any gaps in responses. 

This process is known as “member checking” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The interviews 

were audio recorded for accuracy and transcribed by the researcher and a professional 

transcriber. 
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Categories of information were developed through the application of flexible rules 

to the organization of information from the interview transcripts and documents. The 

categories formed the basis for the case study reports created by this researcher. The 

process involved what has been called “segmenting” the information and developing 

“categories, themes, or patterns” (Cresswell, 1994, p. 154). 

Applying the work of Tesh (cited in Creswell, 1994), the following steps were 

used to analyze the interview transcripts. 

1. Get a sense of the whole. The researcher carefully read through each of the 

transcripts several times and wrote down possible categories as they emerged. 

2. The researcher selected one interview transcript at a time and thought about the 

emerging details and meanings. Those thoughts were written in the margins of the 

hardcopy transcript. 

3. After completing this task for all transcripts, the researcher developed a 

spreadsheet of all possible categories and clustered together similar categories. 

Columns were formed into major topics, unique topics, and miscellaneous topics. 

4. The category spreadsheet was used as the researcher read through the transcripts 

again. Appropriate segments or phrases from the text were organized under the 

categories that best matched interviewees’ apparent meanings. Grouping topics 

that related to each other reduced the final list of categories.  

5. The data from each category for each program were compiled in one place and 

used by the researcher to narrate program “stories.” 
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Verbatim words, phrases, and comments from interviewees were used to flesh out the 

case study narrative and to answer the first and fourth research questions. 

STUDY INTEGRITY 

As well documented in the literature, a variety of strategies can be used to ensure 

the quality of a research study. In any qualitative research design, techniques are used so 

readers of the research can have confidence in the trustworthiness of the research 

findings. In the current study, the researcher attempted to ensure the trustworthiness of 

results by continually reflecting upon personal biases and assumptions surrounding the 

research topic and the participants in the study. 

In addition, opportunities for crosschecking with multiple participants and use of 

multiple data sources provided the triangulation necessary to ensure credibility and 

internal validity of the study: 

Triangulation is a procedure used to establish the fact that the criterion of 
validity has been met. The fieldworker makes inferences about the data, 
claiming that a particular set of data supports a particular definition, 
theme, assertion, hypothesis, claim, etc. Triangulation is a means of 
checking the integrity of the inferences one draws. (Schwandt, 1997, p. 
163) 

This approach is a proven research method that has a “long and distinguished history” 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 306.) 

Dependability and reliability were established in the study through the use of 

member checks, which pertain to the solicitation of feedback from respondents to verify 

the constructions that developed from the data collection and analysis (Mertens, 1998). 

Also, member checking was employed to enhance the researcher’s ability to accurately 
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portray the perspectives of the participants. In addition to member checks, the researcher 

created and preserved an extensive data archive. 

Finally, ethical standards were adhered to and standards for the protection of 

human subjects were followed. The confidentiality of all respondents was protected; 

participants were assured that their responses would be confidential. 

LIMITATIONS 

Limitations refer to restrictions of the research over which the researcher had no 

control and which can lead to potential weaknesses to the study. The first limitation to 

this research study is found in its design. The goal of this mixed method case study was 

to explore two specific and unique cases and gain insights into program components and 

selected program outcomes. The degree to which findings derived from one context and 

under one set of conditions may be assumed to apply in other settings or under other 

conditions is problematic in case study research. By definition, descriptive and 

interpretative studies allow for in-depth investigations of particular events and portray 

processes and relationships in specific contexts (Gray & Guppy, 1999). In addition, the 

purposive sampling technique used to select the sites for this research decreased the 

transferability of findings to other settings. 

Second, researcher bias can occur in the processing of information, data 

gathering, and drawing conclusions. These biases were reflected in the various choices 

the researcher made about what data to include and how to interpret it. Just as the 

researcher has biases, so do study participants. Participant biases were reflected in their 
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perceptions and observations and, subsequently, the data. Furthermore, because the study 

covers an eight-year period, the data used were only as accurate as the records kept by the 

programs and the memories of participants. 

SUMMARY 

This chapter has provided a description of the design and methodology used to 

describe two principal preparation programs and explore selected outcomes of each. A 

discussion of how the sites and subjects were selected was included, along with a detailed 

outline of data collection procedures. These were followed by descriptions of data 

analysis techniques and study integrity, as well as limitations of the study. 
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CHAPTER IV: PRESENTATION OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

The purposes of this study were to describe and compare two principal 

preparation programs and explore two types of program impacts: (1) graduates’ career 

paths and job attainment rates and (2) graduates’ perceptions of their preparation and its 

impact on their leadership preparedness. Specifically the researcher described key factors 

or unique aspects of each program followed by a description of the participant 

characteristics such as: gender, age, race, and years of educator experience. Next, the 

researcher examined the career paths and job placement rates of the graduates from the 

two programs, while exploring the degree to which the graduates perceived leadership 

preparedness and program quality. Chapter IV presents the data and findings from this 

investigation.  

The first section of this chapter presents individual overviews of the two principal 

preparation programs through data contained within archival records, program reports, 

and detailed descriptions and viewpoints from faculty and graduates obtained through 

interviews. The second section presents data obtained from the individual program 

departments regarding personal characteristics such as age, race and gender of program 

participants. Also in the second section, data obtained from the Texas Education Agency 

were utilized to present professional characteristics of participants from Program A and 

Program B. Next, section three uses data from the Texas Education Agency to present 

career paths and job placement rates of graduates from Program A and Program B. The 
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final section presents data from graduate interviews regarding program quality and 

leadership preparedness. 

In adhering to the ethics of social science research, pseudonyms and professional 

positions are used throughout the text in reference to the programs and the interview 

respondents to assure anonymity and to protect their identities.  

OVERVIEW OF THE TWO PROGRAMS  

Innovative Program 

The program brochure describing the innovative program (Program A) stated that 

the program had a strong national reputation in the preparation of school leaders and was 

fully committed to the preparation of school leaders who knew how to create schools that 

were successful with all children. Furthermore the brochure went on to assert that the 

Department of Educational Administration, within which this program was governed, 

consistently ranked among the top in the nation. In fact, several faculty members spoke 

proudly of the program’s long tradition of “forward-thinking” preparation of school 

leaders, as evidenced by the assertion, “We have always had a faculty who knew the 

principalship; we pride ourselves on being respected out in the field and providing 

cutting-edge preparation. The faculty is engaged and do a great job.” Accordingly, the 

predisposition of the faculty to establish and maintain a preeminent preparation program 

led them to consider approaches to further improve upon the program in 1993.  

Challenged with the responsibility for making informed revisions to the existing 

program, two members of the faculty examined findings from research on progressive 
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school leadership programs and visited one school leadership program that had 

incorporated innovative components into its structure. Along with the efforts of these two 

faculty members, the entire educational leadership faculty conducted meetings wherein 

they mapped out a new curriculum and developed an overarching philosophy of the 

program, to commence in 1994. The newly established program would lead graduate 

students to a Master’s degree in Educational Administration and the required 

principalship certificates. When asked to describe the new program, a member of the 

faculty stated, “This was an innovative, cutting-edge program; it was leading the nation.” 

Another faculty member explained:  

The whole intent was to make certain we had an integrated curriculum and that 
we helped our students to understand that the primary responsibility of the 
principal is that of building a learning community where the primary focus is on 
teaching and learning. Over and beyond the academic courses we were interested 
in providing a high quality internship. And, leading to the internship we wanted to 
incorporate appropriate clinical experiences.  

Program Mission 

The faculty wanted to design a program for individuals who sought to understand 

and provide leadership for contemporary schools; therefore, the faculty had meetings to 

discuss the kind of program needed to prepare effective school leaders, which led them to 

rewrite the program’s mission statement. Data assembled from program documents 

indicate graduates of the redesigned program would be expected to possess several 

defining characteristics. First, graduates would be expected to lead schools to the highest 

level of achievement for all students, employing leadership skills required to plan, 

organize and restructure schools. Also, graduates would be expected to utilize human 
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resources, computer technology, and data to make informed decisions in support of 

organizational mission and goals—thus solving real school problems through team effort 

and action research.  

Program A documents further reveal that a primary intent of the program was to 

prepare future educational leaders to view their schools as learning communities and to 

create the conditions for continuous growth and development for all members of the 

school. A faculty member echoes this objective:  

We rewrote the mission statement because through our discussions, we were 
talking about dealing with democratic schools where equity prevailed in those 
schools. We also thought in terms of making certain the students who graduated 
from our program would be able to understand schools as learning communities, 
not just organizations, but learning communities.  

Imparting yet another aim of the program, a different faculty member asserted, 

“Children’s needs were the driving force for the preparation program.” He further stated 

that it was clear that the program should be focused on the kinds of knowledge, skills, 

and abilities needed by principals so that they could help kids succeed. During the 

interview with the program graduates, they were asked to recall the primary focus of the 

program. A program graduate responded by stating: 

They [faculty] taught us to never give up, always look for new ways and new 
ideas, always try to stay ahead of the curve and most of all always keep the kids 
first. That’s one of the things they talked about a lot…That whatever you are 
doing make sure you’re doing it for the kids. The main reason you’re there is to 
protect and serve those kids.  
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Recruitment and Selection 

In an effort to adequately describe student recruitment and selection processes, the 

researcher depended upon the faculty’s recollections due to the lack of program 

documentation. Most faculty interviewed recalled that, with the commencement of the 

redesigned program, efforts were made to recruit a diversified group of nominated 

candidates who would proceed through the admissions and selection process. In an effort 

to recruit a wide variety of students from diverse backgrounds, working relationships 

were established with two large urban school districts. Upon selection into the program, 

each candidate was provided the opportunity to explore in detail the obligations and 

advantages of the program. As part of the university/district relationships previously 

mentioned, the districts provided financial support and various degrees of release time to 

those individuals selected into the program; while at the same time, those selected into 

the program were required to make an 18-month, intensive commitment of time and 

effort. In addition, although these two specific districts nominated a majority of the 

candidates for the program, other surrounding districts nominated candidates as well. The 

faculty member primarily responsible for creating and maintaining the district and 

university relationships described the recruitment process:  

The recruitment was done differently; we developed working relationships with X 
ISD and Y ISD and others so this would be a highly selective program. We spent 
a lot of time with the leadership of those districts assisting them in creating a very 
careful nominating process for us. Only people they thought would make a 
commitment to this program and a commitment to children were to be considered 
for nomination. 
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Besides commitment to both the program and children, another primary tenet influenced 

the recruitment process, according to program A’s director: “if an individual was not an 

outstanding teacher, he/she could not become an outstanding school leader; thus, many 

individuals were eliminated as candidates eligible for nomination.”  

Subsequent to the nomination of the candidates, the admissions process, as 

evidenced in the 1995-1997 graduate catalogs, involved techniques traditionally 

employed by graduate schools: undergraduate degree from accredited college/university, 

minimum three years successful work experience as a classroom teacher, and, up to date 

GRE scores. Following the initial screening for admission, candidates were invited to 

participate in the program’s selection activities, which took the form of an assessment 

center where they completed four components: structured interview, writing sample, 

presentation, and Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal. As part of the highly 

selective nature of the program, the faculty used these activities in an endeavor to discern 

leadership potential in the candidates. A faculty member described candidate traits 

considered essential for selection into the program: 

We were looking for insight. Can this person look at problematic situations and 
discern the real issues and problems? The other thing is value orientation; where 
is this person in terms of values? Does he see the value of diversity, that working 
collaboratively produces a better product than being authoritarian? We wanted 
people who could think about being inclusive rather than being exclusive. We 
wanted people who had communication skills; people who could think clearly and 
talk in a way that they could communicate effectively. We also wanted people 
who could write. Really, we were looking to make certain we chose people who 
had characteristics that are essential to effective leadership.  



 92 

Program Structure 

Coursework. Program A plan documents revealed that the revised program 

established a 48 semester-hour core program with flexibility to customize program 

elements within the clinical experiences or electives, such that, the program could range 

from a 54 to 60 semester-hour program, which was conducted over an 18-month period. 

The program began with required participation in a full-time (12 semester hours) summer 

of Foundations of Educational Administration (FEA) seminar. Other program courses (36 

semester hours) were offered during subsequent fall, spring, and summer semesters. 

These courses were followed with a minimum of one semester of full-time internship 

experience taken concurrently with a reflective seminar on problems of practice for a 

total of 9 credit hours. Interestingly, the candidates participating within the 

university/district collaborative completed a two semester, full-time internship, as paid 

assistant principals, thereby, completing a 60 semester-hour program.  

The program of studies provided an opportunity for learning and skill 

development under six rubrics. During the review of program records, the researcher 

ascertained that the six rubrics and the corresponding courses include: 

1. Leadership Development (15 Semester Hrs.)  

a. Leadership for Today’s Schools 

b. The Principalship: The Art and Science of School Leadership 

c. Leadership: Micropolitics and Change in Schools 

d. Leadership in School-Community Relations 
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2. Today’s Students and Their Needs (9 Semester Hrs.) 

a. Human Growth and Development 

 b. Designs and Programs for Diverse Populations 

 c.  Schools and Race, Class and Gender 

3. Curriculum and Instructional Development (12 Semester Hrs.) 

 a.  Curriculum Development and Organization 

 b. Instructional Theory, Development, and Good Practice 

 c. School Improvement: Instructional Leadership, Supervision, and  
Development  
 

d. Systems for Observing and Analyzing Instruction 

4. Management, Decision-Making, and Evaluation (12 Semester Hrs.) 

 a. Decision-Making: Concepts, Processes, and Implementation Strategies 

 b.  Measurement and Evaluation 

 c.  School Law and Personnel 

 d.  Program Evaluation 

5. Clinical Experience and Internships (9-12 Semester Hrs.) 

 a.  Full-time for 1 or 2 semesters 

 b.  Reflective Seminar 

 c. School-based Clinical Experience 

6. Electives (0-6 Semester Hrs.) 

a.  Selected from courses offered in Business Management, Education,  

Public Affairs, and Social Work 



 94 

According to interview data, Program A had a clear, well-defined curriculum 

focus reflecting agreement on the relevant knowledge base needed for administrators in 

their profession. A program graduate stated:  

It was as though they [faculty] got together and discussed the courses so that 
everything would fit together in a neat package. Their personalities were different, 
but as far as their philosophy of education, how students learn, how to lead a 
school, being data-driven, research-based, all of them focused on these things. It 
was a very integrated curriculum. 

When asked to think back about the program and describe the coursework, the 

majority of program graduates remarked upon the relevancy and intensity of the work 

assigned and discussed within the program. One graduate indicated that the courses were 

“very beneficial” and went on to add: 

There was one course on diverse populations that we had, and what we learned in 
that course helped me here in my district. It helped because I was coming from a 
teacher viewpoint where I had my own students every year, but they were all 
Hispanic because I was a bilingual teacher. But, when I was assigned to my first 
school, I walked in, the principal was African American, and the majority of the 
teachers were too. The school population was 75 percent African American and 
so the course provided insight and guidance that helped me deal with the diverse 
populations and staff. 

 Another graduate expressed a similar view by saying, “I sing the praises of [Program A] 

all the time because I think it was so ahead of its time.” He continued: 

The first word that comes to mind would be relevant. Yes, it was indeed relevant. 
What I mean by this is that everything people are talking about now, we talked 
about in the program back then. We not only talked about it, we experienced 
it…taking the theory of the prevalent themes in the educational arena and putting 
them into practice, and that’s what we did. The coursework allowed for that and I 
think that’s where the rubber meets the road, you know, before you get into the 
actual position.  
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Still another graduate gave her view on the program by stating it was the variety 

of classes and excellent instructors that contributed to a great program. She detailed: 

I think the array of classes from finance, to special populations, to instructional 
leadership helped to make sure I was well versed in a variety of areas that dealt 
with leadership and effective schools. The program was cutting edge. The 
professors shared a great deal of wisdom with us and they were dedicated to 
providing a program that focused on children first.  

Finally, a graduate of Program A summed up many of the views expressed by the other 

graduates, by stating, “The best way to describe the coursework would be to say it was 

rigorous, realistic, and relevant.”  

Cohort. This program was built around a cohort model that emphasized the 

matriculation of students via a group orientation. During the interviews, the faculty and 

graduates were asked to share how they viewed the cohort model within the program and 

discuss its benefits and drawbacks. Everyone interviewed from Program A mentioned the 

power of cohorts in providing support and encouragement for program participants both 

while participating in the program and after they finished it. Although an array of 

activities that sustain cohesion among the program participants were on-going, particular 

emphasis was made early on to promote camaraderie within the group. A faculty member 

explained, “The cohort’s greatest advantage is, it becomes a supporting group. 

Immediately, we spend a lot of time building the comradeship of the students so that in a 

short time it becomes a cohesive group.” He went on to discuss the challenges of creating 

the “team spirit” ideally required for the students to gain the advantages intended from 

incorporating a cohort design in the program.  
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Elaborating on the challenges, the same faculty member gave an example of one 

initial challenge by saying, “There are challenges, because you have strange people 

coming together; even if they are from the same district, they may not have worked 

together or understand each other.” Another member of the faculty added this point,  

In the nature of schoolwork, you’ve got to work with groups, and this can’t be 
avoided. We planned assignments calculated to build a coherent group of 
professionals and it worked out for the students in the long run, but initially it was 
painful for them to get used to working with each other.  

Despite the challenges inherent in creating and sustaining the comradeship of the 

program participants, various faculty members considered the resulting “group 

dynamics” and “team development” a “phenomenally positive experience for the 

students.” In fact, one faculty member detailed his opinion of the advantages the cohort 

model provided: 

We could just see how the cohort structure worked and how it contributed to 
strong professional networks that served the students well. The thing that would 
come through time and time again is that people in the cohort formed 
relationships that lasted over time. If they had problems or issues in their work, 
they had strong support networks that they could turn to for advice or support. 

Equally important, the graduates’ views regarding the benefits to be acquired from the 

cohort experience parallels the opinions expressed by the faculty. 

The majority of graduates viewed their cohort experience as a key element of 

their preparation and many expressed that they continue to value their fellow cohort 

members as colleagues in administration. One graduate commented on the supportive, 

reciprocal relationships developed while in the program: 
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We were each other’s shoulders. We leaned very hard on one another because we 
knew we were all in this together. We all wanted to see one another succeed and 
our success depended on the success of the group. We didn’t want to see anybody 
fall out of the group or not be successful. So, if you didn’t know how to handle 
something, you would find someone in the group that maybe had a little bit more 
expertise in that area than you or maybe you could be someone’s sounding board. 
We depended on each other to make it through the program. 

The continuation of student relationships beyond graduation was another advantage as 

explained by one Program A graduate, “ I have various people within my group that I 

will call for advice or to use as a sounding board.” One graduate, however, admitted, “I 

felt that we would always be together and stay in touch, but it was difficult after we 

graduated. It was difficult because everyone had different schedules and it was hard to 

maintain that closeness.”  

While acknowledging the different degrees of advantages realized by program 

participants, only one interviewee talked about the “difficulty” in maintaining “the 

closeness” after graduating; otherwise, the interviews revealed no specific drawbacks to 

the cohort model. In fact, the faculty and majority of graduates viewed the cohort 

component as a significant and beneficial aspect of the program influencing participants’ 

learning while in the program, and at the same time, providing a means of future 

collaboration and support as they pursued their careers.  

Instructional Methods. The description of the instructional methods used in the 

courses of this program is based primarily on data obtained during faculty and graduate 

interviews; however, several course syllabi were examined and lend support to the 

interview data. The data revealed that the revised program was designed to incorporate 
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and use a relatively new instructional strategy known as problem-based learning (PBL). 

As described by a faculty member, instead of lecturing or leading discussions, instructors 

using PBL presented students with a hypothetical situation that practicing administrators 

would be likely to confront. After exposure to theory and literature on the topic, the class 

would divide into small groups and attempt to devise a solution to the problem. He went 

on to add, “Students had to work together, meet outside of class to work on projects, and 

then report back to the group on what they did, how, and why.” He concluded his 

explanation, by stating, “We gave critical feedback and it was pretty rough; some people 

had not had that before.” Another faculty member emphasized the intent of incorporating 

the PBL approach into the program, stating, “As students work through these problems 

they are developing administrative and problem-solving skills.”  

Based on the course syllabi, however, not all instructors used problem-based 

instructional approaches in their classes. The lack of across-the-board conformity to the 

PBL approach was also evidenced by one faculty member’s statement, “We tried to 

encourage all professors to use the problem-based approach, but as you know professors 

have the prerogative to teach their courses they way they want.” Syllabi indicated that 

instructional methods were wide-ranging and included such activities as: lecture, case 

studies, research papers, presentations, discussions, guest speakers, reading assignments, 

reflective journaling, and projects.  

When asked what type of instructional methods were used in the courses, the 

graduate responses varied by individual; however, when taken as a whole their responses 

echoed the data revealed in the course syllabi. It seemed that one graduate initially had 
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difficulty answering the question because she said, “I’m trying to remember,” followed 

by a long pause. Eventually she recalled, “It was situational-type projects, where they 

gave us descriptions of a school problem and we had to work in groups to come up with a 

solution…case study type assignments.” Another graduate said, “There was a lot of 

reading and many projects, but not much lecture. We worked with each other to solve 

problems.” The message communicated by all Program A graduates interviewed were 

summarized by this graduate’s comment:  

It was a whole lot more than someone lecturing to you. The professors were 
facilitators and the work was very thought provoking. They [faculty] assigned a 
lot of hands-on activities, such as case studies, and we had to work collaboratively 
to find solutions. There was a great deal of dialogue and major feedback sessions 
from the professors but also from members of the cohort.  

By and large, the interviews and syllabi revealed that varied instructional methods were 

employed within Program A.  

Internship. Program plans for students who graduated during the years 1996 and 

1997, along with faculty and graduate interviews, revealed that the internship component 

of Program A was, at a minimum, one semester (or possibly two semesters) full time in 

the role of Assistant Principal or Assistant to the Principal. Of significance, while 

fulfilling the internship requirement, students were paid a salary for the position assigned. 

Overall, the graduates thought they were privileged or, as one graduate asserted, “very 

fortunate” to have been prepared in a program that provided a paid, full-time internship. 

Program documents indicated that interns were required to participate in a 

reflective seminar on problems and issues related to the internship in addition to 

performing the duties requisite of the assigned administrative position. According to 
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faculty interviews, the internship was intended to be a full-time commitment by the 

student, who was to work under the guidance of a mentor principal while learning “about 

leadership necessary for a school to accomplish its goals and purposes.” 

During the graduate interviews, the researcher asked respondents to describe their 

internship experience, incorporating their perceptions of the benefits and weaknesses of 

this component of their preparation. All five of the respondents felt that their field and 

university mentors were supportive and committed to facilitating the students’ use of the 

knowledge gained during the 15 months of full-time study. One graduate said: 

We were told that this was the time to go to work and place all those things that 
we learned in the courses into action. The professors always told us that if we ever 
needed to call them we should just pick up the phone. Also, they were always 
checking up on us and coming in to sit and speak with my principal and myself. 

Another described the internship experience saying, “It was almost like push the bird out 

of the nest to see if it’s going to fly. It was a great way to learn.” While this graduate 

seemed excited and eager for the challenges and uncertainties encountered while 

completing his internship, another graduate expressed an alternative view, saying, “I had 

to go to my principal with a lot of questions, and I felt that maybe these were things I 

should have known already. The experience was not what I thought it was going to be;” 

but later, she added, “I learned a lot during that time.”  

All of the graduates interviewed believed that the internship was an extremely 

important part of their preparation. Some to a higher degree than others also indicated the 

experience exposed them to the “tricks of the trade” and helped them “translate theory 

into practice.” When discussing the internship experience and, specifically, the 
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opportunities that assisted them in making theory-practice ties, the graduates 

unanimously considered the weekly reflective seminars to be one of the most significant 

aspects of the internship. For example one graduate said, “Being able to meet weekly and 

discuss issues and problems encountered while completing our assignments made all the 

difference.” Another graduate spoke of the reflective skills gained in the program and 

how vital, today, they are to her leadership: 

The reflection activities help you to grow and learn as a person or a group. We 
had to keep a reflective journal in every course beginning that first summer, so we 
knew how to be reflective before we began our internships. During the internship, 
our learning and growth increased exponentially due to the reflective seminars. I 
try to find time everyday to sit back and reflect. I try to reflect upon everything 
that happened that day, especially my interactions with staff and students. And, 
then I think in reference to what I would change. What should I have done 
differently? Did I make a mistake? Is there something I need to address tomorrow 
so there will not be some sort of human relations backlash? And to be perfectly 
honest, many times there are and I am so glad that I do reflect because I can take 
care of some things that I might otherwise overlook. If I had not had that training, 
I do not think I would be as good a principal as I am today. 

Faculty 

Program A documents and faculty interviews indicated that the faculty 

responsible for implementing and maintaining the principal preparation program within 

the university’s Department of Educational Administration consisted of six professors, 

two associate professors, two assistant professors and, at various time, up to four adjuncts 

or lecturers. The program bulletin for academic year 1996-1997 described faculty 

members as outstanding scholar practitioners from successful schools who were now 

outstanding in the areas of higher education teaching and research. Furthermore, data 

from the faculty interviews revealed that they regularly published in national and 
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international research journals; in fact, one faculty member proudly asserted, “We have 

always had faculty who know the principalship, who are engaged with the field, and who 

know the territory and research.” Another faculty member spoke about the commitment 

of the faculty to “prepare students to be leaders in achieving this dream we have always 

had to be successful with all children, regardless of poverty status, race, gender or other.” 

He went on the say, “That was the essence of what was driving us, and the program 

reflected that as we were doing things in the classroom.” 

The researcher asked graduates to recall the faculty involved in the program and 

to discuss the role of faculty in their preparation. This broad question elicited various 

responses from interviewees, among which two characteristics stood out: the professors 

were “excellent” and they were “very knowledgeable.” When discussing the two 

professors primarily responsible for implementing and maintaining Program A, all five of 

the interviewed graduates repeatedly used these specific terms. One graduate described 

these two faculty members by stating, “They were excellent and very knowledgeable. I 

was interested in everything they had to say because they were up on the newest ideas in 

education.” Another graduate noted, “They were the best faculty that I’ve ever been 

associated with…They all brought different things to the table, but the things they had in 

common were their excellent teaching strategies and their cutting-edge ideas and 

knowledge.”  

A graduate summed up her view of the faculty with these words, “They were fair, 

consistent, honest, down to earth, which made them a great group of instructors.” A 
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different graduate spoke of the trusting relationships the faculty developed with the 

students. He expressed his view of one faculty member in particular, stating:  

Dr. W seemed more like Dad because you could talk to him and discuss things 
with him and it wasn’t like he was preaching to you, but it was like he was giving 
you fatherly advice on what to do to be a better leader. 

Another, graduate shared her thoughts when recalling the faculty: 

They were always looking for new ideas and innovative ways of thinking to bring 
to the classroom. On a daily basis they would come in and say, hey, I’m reading 
this book about… whatever and I think we need to do further research on this and 
get a better feeling on where this could lead us or help us. So they [faculty] were 
always looking for a way to stay ahead of the curve. 

Once again, all of the graduates interviewed expressed positive views of the faculty 

involved with Program A. At no time during the interviews with Program A graduates 

did they express any negative or less than complimentary views of the faculty.  

Traditional Program 

While some archived documents were available to provide an overview of the 

traditional program (Program B), data from interviews were by and large the source of 

information that comprises the description of Program B. The program leaflet for 

academic year 1995-1996 for the Department of Teacher Education and Administration, 

which governed the traditional program examined in this study, maintained that Program 

B is one of the state’s most successful administration preparation programs. Furthermore, 

the leaflet documented that school officials throughout the state had a high level of regard 

and provided support for the department, and graduates were considered well prepared 

and qualified for leadership positions. According to program documents and supported by 
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the faculty and graduate interviews, Program B, although traditional, was by and large 

considered to be a typical principal preparation program and seen as dedicated to 

providing a quality educational experience that met the needs of potential educational 

leaders.  

The traditional principal preparation program had been in place for many years. 

During interviews, the faculty could not recall the last time any major revisions to the 

program had taken place. Basically, they recalled a few courses being added or dropped, 

but no major revisions in the program content, process, or structure. One faculty member 

recalled: 

When we last made changes and they weren’t major, somewhere around 1992, we 
looked like most of the other educational administration programs around the 
country. We were content-based rather than skills-based; what I mean is, we 
covered the bases of what we thought a principal ought to know…a kind of 
superficial overview of that content. 

On a different note, during two faculty interviews, interviewees assured the researcher 

that major revisions to the program had been made within the recent three to four years. 

Specifically, they indicated that the ISLLC standards have guided improvements within 

the program, so that the program today is “driven by an emphasis on outcomes.”  

Program Mission 

Program B’s vision statement, found within a 1994 strategic plan booklet, 

declared its vision was to develop leaders who hold a strong commitment to improving 

education, have high expectations for achievement for all students, and provide strong 

support for ethical behavior. The booklet continued to document the mission statement of 
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the program by stating that Program B strives to prepare leaders who are well qualified to 

take the most demanding professional positions and provide effective leadership within 

the educational field. Moreover, one faculty member, when asked to discuss the basic 

goals or primary focus of the program, held that the focus of the program was “pretty 

standard” and “the goal was to prepare people to be principals and central office 

administrators.” Another faculty member elaborated further by stating, “I think the focus 

of the program at that time was instructional leadership. We tried to prepare school 

leaders who would be able to lead successfully within the turmoil of testing and 

accountability.” On the other hand, another faculty member stated, “If the program had 

any stated focus or goals, I did not know about it.” Subsequently, due to lack of archival 

documents from the years selected for this study, the researcher had difficultly verifying 

an overarching set of goals for the program; therefore, the data indicated that the 

traditional program did not have a clearly defined mission or focus of which all faculty 

were aware. 

Recruitment and Selection 

In keeping with the traditional program structure, according to faculty interviews, 

Program B did not require potential students to undergo any type of selection procedures; 

instead, the program relied primarily upon graduate school admission requirements to 

determine whether a student was admitted to the program. In addition to no specific 

selection process, faculty interviews revealed that the program employed minimal 

recruitment strategies. As one interviewee explained, “We periodically printed brochures 
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and sent them to some surrounding school districts, but our enrollment has always been 

high without any extra effort by the department to recruit students.” The researcher 

inquired further, asking, “Can you recall if any efforts were made to ensure a racially or 

ethnically diversified group of students applied or was admitted?” The faculty member 

continued by stating, “At that time we admitted those that chose to apply and did not 

extend much energy in changing the racial mix of students we admit.”  

Following questions regarding recruitment and selection, the researcher asked 

faculty members to discuss program eligibility requirements. This led one faculty 

member to remark, “The program had no stringent requirements. If you could meet the 

terms of the university’s admission requirements, which were not very high to begin 

with, then you were admitted.” Subsequently, the researcher examined the Graduate 

Catalogue for academic years 1995-1997, which required the following for a student to 

begin graduate studies:  

1. The applicant must hold a bachelor’s degree or its equivalent from a regionally 

accredited institution. 

2. The applicant must have at least a 3.0 GPA on the last 60 undergraduate semester 

hours of work prior to receiving the bachelor’s degree. 

3. The applicant must submit satisfactory GRE scores; a minimum combined verbal 

and quantitative score of 800, with at least a score of 400 on the verbal portion. 

A faculty member added, “To be eligible for mid-management certification the 

students had to have a teaching certificate and they had to have three years experience as 
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a teacher in a state accredited school, so we tried to ensure that all applicants met those 

requirements.” One faculty member summed up admission to the program with this 

statement; “It was basically an open admissions program. They [students] came in, paid 

their money, and went out.” 

Program Structure 

Coursework. The Graduate Catalogues from academic years 1995-1997 

indicated that 36 semester-hours of coursework were required to obtain the Master’s of 

Education Degree with a Major in Educational Administration, with an additional 9 

semester hours necessary to be eligible for the Texas mid-management school 

administrator’s certificate. The Masters requirements, along with the additional 

certification requirements culminate such that the students completed a 45 semester-hour 

program for principal certification. Following the completion of a majority of the 

coursework, typically 30 semester hours, students were required to complete the 3 

semester-hour internship course. There was no stated progression for coursework since 

the program did not maintain a cohort structure; instead, one faculty member reported, 

“students started when they wanted, proceeded at a rate suited to their own purposes, and 

finished whenever they completed the requirements.” Another faculty member expressed 

the same view: “The program was individualistic, meaning the students took courses that 

fit their schedules, and they graduated at various rates.”  

The program of studies to obtain the Master’s degree began with six core courses 

(18 semester hours), all taught from within the Department of Educational Administration 
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and Supervision, followed by four courses (12 semester hours) from other departments 

within the College of Education in conjunction with a final two elective courses (6 

semester hours) from outside the College of Education. As stated above, added to the 

Master’s requirements were the additional three courses required for certification. Found 

in the Graduate Catalogues from academic years1995-1997, the following listed outlined 

course requirements for the Master’s of Education Degree with a Major in Educational 

Administration as follows:  

1. Core Courses (18 semester hours) 

a) Instructional Leadership 

b) School Law at the Building Level 

c) School Management and Public Relations 

d) Administration of Public School Funds and Facilities 

e) Leadership and Evaluation 

f) Introduction to Educational Administration 

2. Professional Courses (12 semester hours) 

a) Principals and Techniques of Supervision 

b) Studies in Education or Philosophy and Principles of Multicultural 

Education 

c) Curriculum and Development in the Elementary, Middle or High School 

based upon undergraduate major 

d) Educational Statistics or Introduction to Educational Measurement 
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3. Electives (6 semester hours) 

a) Two selected courses from outside of education subject to the approval of  

the student’s adviser. 

4. Certification Courses (9 semester hours) 

a) Two courses to be determined by the student’s adviser based upon 

transcript evaluations and the student’s need 

b) Internship Under Practicing School Administrator 

Interview data revealed conflicting opinions among faculty and graduates 

regarding the quality and value placed upon coursework. For instance, 60 percent of the 

faculty members interviewed considered the coursework to be “somewhat rigorous” and 

“relevant for the times,” conversely, two faculty members considered the coursework to 

be “divorced from what was going on outside in the schools” and “really kind of like a 

1970’s curriculum.” Along the same negative vein, one faculty member added that he 

considered the program curriculum to be “an aggregation of courses that had been around 

for many, many years.” 

Similarly, graduate interviewees expressed conflicting opinions regarding the 

coursework required in Program B. When asked to describe the coursework, one graduate 

indicated the coursework was “interesting and relevant;” whereas, another indicated that 

the coursework had been “very, very, easy and somewhat behind the times” as he 

discussed the workload and relevance of the classes. In the same manner, other graduates 

continued to have differing viewpoints with regard to the course content; as a result, such 
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comments as “I thought the course content was pretty good” was balanced against a 

contradictory outlook: 

I sometimes thought the reading material was not the best; in fact, when I became 
an administrator, I spoke with other new administrators about their training, and I 
remember thinking I wished I had spent time with those educational thinkers. It 
would have been more beneficial if the course content had been related to current 
educational topics. 

Moreover, there were times within a single interview where the graduate 

discussing the coursework made contradicting statements. For instance, one graduate 

began responding to the prompt to discuss coursework by stating, “It was underwhelming 

to say the least. I could work full time and be a full-time student because not much was 

demanded by the classes or professors;” later in the interview, however, the same 

graduate said, “Some of it [coursework] was very rigorous.” In fact, this graduate 

continued her praise, “I felt school law was excellent. I had a wonderful school law 

professor. You were challenged every day in that course…other courses were interesting 

too, such as the finance class.” When prompted by the researcher to clarify the 

inconsistency within the statements, the graduate clarified, “Now that I’ve thought more 

about it, I would say that about half the classes were demanding and relevant while the 

other half were a waste of time.”  

As can be seen, the interview data revealed that, although a majority of the 

interviewees, both faculty and graduates, made comments about the coursework that were 

negative in nature, these same interviewees (along with the others interviewed) had 

positive comments, as well. As a final example, one graduate gave her positive view on 

the coursework by stating that there were a variety of classes that “gave me a good base 
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of knowledge, which prepared me to lead a school.” By and large, data gathered on the 

coursework required by Program B revealed opinions held by the faculty members and 

graduates interviewed that were wide ranging and sometimes contradictory. 

Instructional Methods. The description of instructional methods used in the 

courses of this program extends exclusively from data obtained during faculty and 

graduate interviews, given that after several attempts to obtain course syllabi, the 

researcher in the end was unable to acquire formal program documents. For that reason, 

data from the interviews were used to confirm that, within the courses of this traditional 

program, the most frequent instructional method was lecture. All of the interviewees 

declared that lecture was used most often in a majority of the courses. In fact, one faculty 

member explained, “Most of our folks took an active role in teaching; they liked to teach 

and it was definitely a ‘sage on the stage’ model.” 

However, while data indicated lecture was the instructional method employed 

most consistently when examining the program as a whole, graduates maintained that, 

although lecture was “heavily relied upon in most courses,” instructors did use other 

instructional methods. A graduate recalled, “Within the entire program, lecture was the 

most common method, but other instructional methods were used, too. We did case 

studies, participated in discussions, and students had to make presentations.” Similarly, 

another graduate explained that coursework was delivered “through a lot of lecture, along 

with class conversations and tons of case studies.” Summing up, interview data indicate a 

variety of instructional methods were used within the courses of this program, with 
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lecture overshadowing such interactive instructional methods as case studies, discussions, 

and presentations. 

Internship. One element of Program B was, and still is, the administrative 

internship, which required students to complete a 3 semester-hour course where 

participants were provided an opportunity to gain “hands on” experience and perform 

administrative tasks under the guidance of a field mentor. Faculty and graduate 

interviews provided data for describing the internship experiences of Program B 

graduates during 1996 and 1997. According to the interviews, the internship experience 

was designed to take into account students’ backgrounds and experiences; the activities 

assigned to the each student varied based upon the individual’s needs and interests. 

Initially, students within the program were expected to collaborate with their university 

advisor and field mentor, usually the school principal, in order to develop an 

individualized “plan of action” which, according to data from faculty interviews, was the 

instrument used to evaluate the intern. One faculty member recalled, “Many times the 

activities within the plan of action depended on the individuals and their career goals and 

what their building principal would allow them to do. We tried hard to make sure the 

interns experienced more than bus duty and football games.” However, when discussing 

the quality of the internship experiences, faculty members placed responsibility for 

creating and maintaining the mentor-intern relationship squarely on the interns, with one 

faculty member articulating his opinion, “Again, the quality of the internship experiences 

is dependent on the relationship that the students establish with their mentoring 

principal.” 
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As for where the students were expected to complete their “plan of action” 

assignments, a faculty member explains, “99 percent of them did it in the school where 

they were already working as a teacher.” Another faculty member saw this as 

problematic, stating: 

One problem with the internship, always has been and continues to be, is that 
students are interns at their present location because they are not released from 
their teaching assignments in order to have these administrative experiences. 
Therefore, there is only so much they can reasonably do, time wise.  

Although there were expressed limitations to the part-time internship in Program B,  

75 percent of the faculty members interviewed, on the whole, spoke favorably about the 

internship—describing it as “well organized,” “flexible and generally provided students 

with good experiences,” and “provided experiences that taught some of the ‘tricks of the 

trade’ necessary to survive administrative life.” On the other hand, one faculty member 

primarily spoke in negative terms when discussing the internship; indeed, his 

dissatisfaction was evident in statements such as: 

Until interns are released from their teaching positions, they are wasting their time 
and money in the internship. The university needs to work more closely with 
districts to finds ways to release teachers from their classroom responsibilities so 
the internship can be more meaningful.  

Additionally, another faculty member discussed the goals or intended purposes of 

the internship experience in Program B as follows: 

Our internship program was set up to give the intern administrative experience to 
help them decide if they really wanted to go into administration. Another 
objective or goal of our intern program was to give the school districts an 
opportunity to observe this person and decide whether they wanted to consider 
them for an administrative job. And then it was also an opportunity for us to 
decide whether or not we really wanted to recommend this student for an 
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administrative position. I remember those three purposes being among those 
stated in our internship program. 

During graduate interviews, the researcher asked respondents to describe their 

internship experiences, incorporating their perceptions of the benefits and weaknesses of 

this component of their preparation. A majority of the graduates interviewed expressed 

positive views of their internship experiences; whereas, while no one explicitly expressed 

that the experience was bad, the others’ responses were noticeably more ambivalent with 

such expressions as, “It was alright” and “It was okay.” Furthermore, the graduates’ 

responses to the researcher’s question contained a large degree of variance between 

interviews. For example, although one graduate indicated that the internship was 

“wonderful” and she elaborated, “I had a really good experience;” later in the interview 

she added: 

It would have been helpful to be exposed to other aspects of the role. I felt like I 
had a pretty good grasp on how to deal with discipline issues, but all other aspects 
of being the administrator I didn’t get to see in my internship. I didn’t feel like I 
had been exposed to enough to deal with conflict management or managing a 
budget, those kinds of things. 

On the other hand, two graduates described their experiences as “absolutely incredible” 

and “very positive,” followed by words of praise for their university advisors and their 

field mentors. 

Overall, the most important strength of the Program B internship experience, as 

noted by the graduate interviews, was the flexibility within the course that allowed the 

interns to maintain their teaching positions and fulfill the internships’ requirements 

simultaneously. All of the graduates spoke of the limitations of a part time internship; 
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however, given that there was not a relationship between Program B and the surrounding 

districts such that financial support for full-time internships was provided, all the 

graduates spoke of flexibility as a major strength. Other strengths unique to individual 

students were discussed. Due to the individualized nature of the “plan of action” required 

within the internship experience, other strengths such as strong mentors, a wide variety of 

experiences, and plenty of discussion and guidance were found on an individual basis. 

As for the weaknesses found within the internship experience, interviewees 

expressed more agreement around certain weaknesses than when discussing strengths. 

The mode in the range of weaknesses revealed within the interviews, meaning it occurred 

in 80 percent of the interviews, was lack of exposure to the budget and financial aspects 

of administration. Beyond this content area, the weaknesses most often mentioned (by 60 

percent of the graduates interviewed) were lack of exposure to enough aspects of 

administration to grasp the “big picture” and lack of time to discuss issues and concerns 

with a field mentor. In general, wide discrepancies existed in the Program B’s students’ 

experiences while completing their internships. As stated earlier, the quality of the 

internship experience could be linked to the relationship established between the interns 

and their field mentors. One faculty member summed up the internship experience as he 

explained, “If the students were self-motivated and had a good working relationship with 

their building principal, they might get something out of the experience.”  
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Faculty 

Program documents and faculty interviews denote that the faculty responsible for 

preparing and delivering Program B’s courses in the university’s Department of Teacher 

Education and Administration consisted of two professors, three associate professors, two 

assistant professors and, on a limited basis, one lecturer. During faculty interviews, the 

key point that resounded in discussions was that most, if not all, of the faculty connected 

with Program B had some type of administrative experience. One faculty member stated, 

“The majority of faculty had some type of practical administrative experience;” although, 

she adds, “the experience may not have been recent,” which in the graduate interviews 

was described as “a major weakness” of the program. On the other hand, faculty and 

graduates alike described faculty members as “student oriented” and “supportive and 

helpful.”  

When describing faculty involvement and their role in preparing future 

administrators, graduate interviews reveal one resounding criticism: the majority of the 

faculty was out of touch with the realities of the current educational system. One graduate 

said, “They were great guys and would do anything to help you but at some point it’s 

time to step down” and another graduate added, “a couple of professors were just past 

their game at that point, they needed to retire.” Of importance, Program B’s faculty had a 

major shift between 1997 and 1999, with a majority of faculty seeking retirement. 

While one graduate student described the faculty of Program B as “filled with 

gray hairs,” she and most other interviewed graduates had many positive comments 
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regarding the faculty. For example, 60 percent of the graduates spoke of “being treated as 

professionals” by the faculty, and one graduate felt this was an important step in 

socializing the “budding administrator” toward thinking from a “new frame of reference.” 

Moreover, one graduate described most of the faculty as “the best I’ve ever seen…very 

knowledgeable;” however, he added, “but there were those that had been at it too long.” 

Another graduate stated, “Most of them were very, very helpful…they were empathetic 

and kind…they understood the time constraints of a full time job and graduate school.” A 

final graduate seemed to sum up the collective view of the interviewed graduates, “You 

have to take the good with the bad. Overall, the faculty was knowledgeable and 

committed to providing a good solid program; however, some were locked into ideas that 

were a little out of date.”  

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

A review of the findings from Program A and Program B showed there were 

many differences with respect to program attributes. In fact, the two programs differed 

sharply on most attributes. As seen on Table 4.1, the programs differed primarily on 

recruitment, selection, the cohort component, credit hours, graduates’ opinions on 

coursework, instructional methods, length and nature of the internship, and graduates’ 

opinions about faculty. Table 4.1 summarizes the key program attributes for comparison. 

Table 4.1 reveals that program missions were documented in writing; however, 

while faculty members and graduates of the Innovative program were able to discuss the 

stated mission of the program, only a few faculty and none of the interviewed graduates 
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could recall the stated mission of the Traditional program. Other differences between the 

two programs was that the Innovative program employed recruitment and selection 

procedures; whereas, individuals self-selected into the Traditional program. Next, the 

table shows that the Innovative program had a cohort design requiring up to 60 credit-

hours of coursework, while the Traditional program required 45 credit-hours and allowed 

students to proceed through the program at their own pace. 

As for the coursework, interviews revealed that graduates of the Innovative 

program thought their coursework was relevant; however, the graduates of the Traditional 

program held conflicting views of their coursework. Additionally, the programs differed  
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Table 4.1. Comparison of Program Attributes 

Criteria Innovative Program Traditional Program 
Program 
mission 

• Specific, clearly stated and 
documented.  

• Recollected by faculty and 
participants.  

• General statement and was 
documented. 

•  Recollected by some faculty. 

Recruitment Yes No 
Nominated or 
self-selected 

Students were nominated and 
went through a selection 
process. 

Self-selected; no selection process. 

Cohort Yes. Graduates viewed the 
cohort component as a key 
element in their preparation. 

No. Graduates appreciated the 
nature of the program that allowed 
them to proceed at their own pace. 

Number of 
credits 

54-60 credit hours 45 credit hours 

Coursework Thought to be relevant and very 
beneficial by all graduates.  

Graduates’ opinions were wide-
ranging and sometimes 
contradictory. For example, one 
graduate described coursework as 
“very, very easy” by and while 
another described it as “rigorous.” 

Instructional 
methods 

Problem-based learning, case 
studies, and presentations. 

Lecture and some case studies, 
discussions, and presentations. 

Length of 
internship 

Typically two semesters  One semester  

Nature of 
internship  

• Students were appointed to 
assistant principal positions in 
schools with cooperating 
mentor principals. The 
students were paid the 
equivalent salary of a starting 
teacher. Attendance of weekly 
reflective seminars was 
required for interns. 

• Graduates felt fortunate to 
have been prepared in a 
program that provided a paid, 
full-time internship. 

• Students had to work out an 
individualized “plan of action.”  

• Students completed internship 
activities at the school where they 
were currently teaching. 

• Many graduates indicated that 
trying to fulfill the internship 
requirements while teaching 
fulltime was difficult.  

Faculty • University faculty taught the 
courses. 

• Faculty was highly regarded 
by all graduates interviewed. 

• University faculty taught the 
courses. 

• Most faculty was thought to be 
“out of touch” with the realities 
of current school administration. 
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on the primary instructional method used within the courses: the instructional method for 

the Innovative program centered on tenets of problem-based learning, while the 

Traditional program primarily employed the lecture method. In the same way, the 

programs also differed in the length and nature of the internship. Finally, the graduates of 

the two preparation programs held differing views on program faculty. In fact, the faculty 

of Innovative program was highly regarded by all graduates interviewed; in contrast, 

most graduates of the Traditional program thought the faculty was “out of touch” with the 

realities of current school administration. 

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS 

In order to gain an accurate picture of Program A and Program B, a review of 

demographic data of the total population of graduates (1996 and 1997) from each 

program was conducted. The researcher sought to depict the personal and professional 

characteristics of the individuals participating in these principal preparation programs. 

The variables selected for examination include: gender, age, race, years of educator 

experience, and positions held while participating in the program. Frequencies and 

percentage analysis of the personal and professional variables enabled the researcher to 

present a profile of each program’s graduates for the selected years. 

Innovative Program 

A review of university records for Program A provided data on personal variables 

such as gender, race, and age. Data indicate that the majority of participants were white 

females that ranged in age from 25 to 50. Table 4.2 illustrates the distribution of program 



 121 

participants based on gender. Thirty (60%) of the participants were female and twenty 

(40%) were male.  

Table 4.2. Gender of Innovative Program Participants 

Gender Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
Male 20 40 
Female 30 60 
Total 50 100 

In regard to race, data indicate 25 or 50 percent of Program A participants 

classified themselves as White, Non-Hispanic, followed closely with 20 or 40 percent 

categorized as African American. The remaining 10 percent were identified as Hispanic 

(4 or 8%) and Asian (1 or 2%) with no Native-Americans or Other among the 

participants. Table 4.3 presents the frequency and percentages of participants of  

Program A based on race. 

Table 4.3. Race of Innovative Program Participants 

Race of Participants Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
White, Non-Hispanic 25 50 
African American 20 40 
Hispanic 4 8 
Asian 1 2 
Total 50 100 

 

Due to lack of data on four of the participants, Table 4.4 shows the age of 46 

(92%) of Program A participants. The mean age of the participants was 38.5 years. 

Participants ranged in age from 25 to 51 with the 40 to 44 age group occurring with the 

highest frequency. 
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Data from the Texas Education Agency and State Board of Education 

Certification were examined with regard to individuals’ professional status while they 

were participants in Program A. Two professional variables, years of educator experience 

and position held while participating in Program A, were investigated to aid the 

researcher in constructing the professional profile of Program A’s graduates. Table 4.5 

illustrates the positions held by participants while enrolled in Program A. 

Table 4.4. Age of Innovative Program Participants 

Age Group of Participants Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
25-29 9 18 
30-34 4 8 
35-39 9 18 
40-44 12 24 
45-49 10 20 
50 and over 2 4 
No Data 4 8 
Total 50 100 

Due to limited data on 17 participants, Table 4.5 depicts positions held for  

66 percent of Program A’s graduates. Of those whose positions were known, the role of 

elementary school teacher was held most frequently by 34 percent of the graduates from 

Program A, followed by the role of middle school teacher and high school teacher, with 

12 percent each. Interestingly, one individual held the position of high school assistant 

principal while enrolled within the program. 
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Table 4.5. Position Held by Participants While Enrolled in the Innovative Program 

Position Held Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
Elementary School Teacher 17 34 
Middle School Teacher 6 12 
High School Teacher 6 12 
Counselor 1 2 
Teacher Supervisor 2 4 
Assistant HS Principal 1 2 
No Data 17 34 
Total 50 100 

Table 4.6 presents the distribution of program graduates based on years of 

educator experience at the time of graduation. The years of educator experience ranged 

from a minimum of 1 year to more than 20 years. The largest category (28%) of 

graduates from Program A had 1 to 4 years of educator experience, followed closely by 

24 percent categorized as having 10 to 14 years of educator experience.  

Table 4.6. Years of Educator Experience for Innovative Program Participants 

Years of Experience Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
1-4 14 28 
5-9 8 16 
10-14 12 24 
15-19 10 20 
20-20+ 5 10 
No Data 1 2 
Total 50 100 

Traditional Program 

Program documents provided data on personal characteristics of graduates from 

Program B for the selected years. Data indicating gender, age, and race for the program 

graduates reveal that the majority of program participants were white females ranging in 
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age from 26 to 50 years of age. Overall, 58 (53%) of the program participants were 

female, while 51 (47%) were male. Table 4.7 illustrates the distribution of program 

participants based on gender.  

Table 4.7. Gender of Traditional Program Participants 

Gender Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
Male 51 47 
Female 58 53 
Total 109 100 

Data denoting the distribution of race among the 109 Program B graduates 

revealed that 93 (85%) classified themselves as White, Non-Hispanic, with a very large 

margin between the next group, Hispanic, which was represented by only 9 participants 

(8%). The remaining 7 percent were identified as African American (6, or 6%) and Asian 

(1, or 1%) with no Native-American or Other among Program B participants for the years 

selected. Table 4.8 reflects the frequency and percentages of participants of Program B 

based on race. 

Table 4.8. Race of Traditional Program Participants 

Race of Participants Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
White, Non-Hispanic 93 85 
African American 6 6 
Hispanic 9 8 
Asian 1 1 
Total 109 100 

Table 4.9 shows the ages of 96 of the 109 participants from Program B, due to a 

lack of data on 13 of the individuals. The mean age of the participants was 33 years. 
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Participants ranged in age from 25 years to 50 years, with the age group representing the 

highest frequency being between ages 30 to 34. 

Table 4.9. Age of Traditional Program Participants 

Age Group of Participants Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
25-29 28 26 
30-34 30 28 
35-39 20 18 
40-44 9 8 
45-49 8 7 
50 and over 1 1 
No Data 13 12 
Total 109 100 

Data from the Texas Education Agency and State Board of Education 

Certification were examined with regard to individuals’ professional status while 

participating in Program B. The first professional variable examined for this group was 

position held while participating in the program, as illustrated in Table 4.10, followed by 

an examination of the years of educator experience, shown in Table 4.11. Due to limited 

data on 24 participants, Table 4.10 displays positions held for 85 (88%) of Program B’s 

graduates. Of those positions included in the table below, the role most frequently held by 

Program B’s graduates was that of elementary school teacher (33, or 30%). Notably,  

7 percent of the individuals held administrative positions while participating in  

Program B. 
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Table 4.10. Position Held by Participants While Enrolled in the Traditional  
Program 

Position Held Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
Elementary School Teacher 33 30 
Middle School Teacher 18 16 
Jr. High School Teacher 5 5 
High School Teacher 18 16 
Elementary Teacher Facilitator 3 3 
High School Librarian 1 1 
Assistant Elementary School 
Principal 

2 2 

Assistant Middle  
School Principal 

2 2 

Assistant High School 
Principal 

2 2 

High School Principal 1 1 
No Data 24 22 
Total 109 100 

Table 4.11 illustrates the distribution of Program B graduates based on years of 

educator experience at the time of graduation. The years of educator experience ranged 

from a minimum of 1 year to more than 20 years. The most frequent cluster of graduates 

(28%) included those classified as having 5 to 9 years of educator experience, narrowly 

followed (27%) by those having 1 to 4 years of experience. A point to note is that data for 

years of educator experience were missing for 15 (14%) of Program B graduates; thus, 

Table 4.11 depicts years of educator experience for 94 (85%) of the graduates.  
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Table 4.11. Years of Educator Experience for Traditional Program Participants 

Years of Experience Number of Participants Percent of Participants 
1-4 29 27 
5-9 31 28 
10-14 23 21 
15-19 9 8 
20-20+ 2 2 
No Data 15 14 
Total 109 100 

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

A review of the personal and professional characteristics of Program A and 

Program B graduates confirms there were both similarities and differences between the 

two groups. Looking across gender, race, and age of the individuals as they participated 

in their respective preparation programs, there was a similarity in gender percentages (as 

depicted in Table 4.12) but considerable differences in percentages for participant race 

and age. 

Table 4.12. Comparison of Program Participants by Gender 

 
Gender 

Program A - Innovative 
(percent) 

Program B - Traditional 
(percent) 

Male 40 47 
Female 60 53 
Total 100 100 

First, when examining gender, the data from Table 4.12 reveal that the Program A 

participant group was composed of 60 percent female and 40 percent male, which was 

similar to Program B participants’ break out of 53 percent female and 47 percent male. 
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Of interest, both programs had higher female participation rates than male participation 

rates. 

On the other hand, the programs differed with respect to the racial configuration 

of participants, as shown in Table 4.13. In fact, one telling point was that only 50 percent 

of Program A’s participants were White, whereas 85 percent of Program B’s participants 

were White. Moreover, the remaining 50 percent of Program A’s participants were 

African American (40%), Hispanic (8%), and Asian (2%), while Program B’s remainder  

Table 4.13. Comparison of Program Participants by Race 

 
Race of Participants 

Program A - Innovative 
(percent) 

Program B - Traditional 
(percent) 

White, Non-Hispanic 50 85 
African American 40 6 
Hispanic 8 8 
Asian 2 1 
Total 100 100 

(15%) were classified as African American (6%), Hispanic (8%), and Asian, (1%). The 

programs had similar percentages of Hispanic and Asian participants; however, African 

American participants were underrepresented in Program B, compared to Program A. 

A review of the data in Table 4.14 indicates several differences between Program 

A and Program B with respect to participant age. For instance, data from Table 4.14 

reveal that the 40-44 age group appeared with the highest frequency in Program A; the 

group appearing with the highest frequency in Program B was the 30-34 age group. Not 

surprisingly, the mean age of participants in Program A was 38.5 years, which was 

approximately 5.5 years older than Program B’s participant mean age of 33 years. Of 
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interest, 48 percent of Program A participants were over 40 years of age, whereas only  

16 percent of Program B participants were over 40 years of age. 

Table 4.14. Comparison of Program Participants by Age 

Age Group of 
Participants 

Program A - Innovative 
(percent) 

Program B - Traditional 
(percent) 

25-29 18 26 
30-34 8 28 
35-39 18 18 
40-44 24 8 
45-49 20 7 
50 and over 4 1 
No Data 8 12 
Total 100 100 

Data in Table 4.15 indicate several similarities between the two preparation 

programs in terms of the positions held by participants while they were enrolled in their 

respective programs. First, an examination of Table 4.15 reveals that the largest 

percentage of participants in both programs held the position of elementary school 

teacher while enrolled in their preparation programs: 34 percent from Program A and 30 

percent from Program B. Next, the positions of middle school teacher and high school 

teacher were held by equal percentages in the two groups. For instance, 16 percent of 
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Table 4.15. Comparison of Program Participants by Position Held While Enrolled 
in the Programs  

 
Position Held 

Program A - Innovative 
(percent) 

Program B - Traditional 
(percent) 

Elementary School Teacher 34 30 
Middle School Teacher 12 16 
Jr. High School Teacher 0 5 
High School Teacher 12 16 
Assistant Principal 2 6 
Principal 0 1 
Other 6 4 
No Data 34 22 
Total 100 100 
 

Program B participants held the position of middle school teacher and 16 percent held the 

position of high school teacher. In Program A, 12 percent of participants held the position 

of middle school teacher and 12 percent held the position of high school teacher. A final 

examination of Table 4.15 reveals that while similarities existed for percentage of 

participants holding teaching positions between the groups, one difference can be found 

with respect to the percent of each group’s participants holding administrative positions 

while enrolled in their respective programs. Seven percent of Program B’s participants 

held positions as either assistant principals or principals with only 2 percent of Program 

A’s participants held comparable positions.  

As for years of educator experience of the participants in each group, the data on 

Table 4.16 show that differences existed between Program A and Program B participants. 

An examination of the data reveals that the years of educator experience appearing with 

the highest frequency in Program A was 1 to 4 years, while that of Program B was 5 to 9 

years. Other differences were found in comparing the percentages of participants in 
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certain experience categories in the two programs. First, there was a 12-point percentage 

difference between the programs in the 5 to 9 years experience category: 28 percent of 

Program B participants had 5 to 9 years of educator experience while only 16 percent of  

Table 4.16. Comparison of Program Participants by Years of Educator Experience 

Years of Experience Program A - Innovative 
(percent) 

Program B - Traditional  
(percent) 

1-4 28 27 
5-9 16 28 
10-14 24 21 
15-19 20 8 
20-20+ 10 2 
No Data 2 14 
Total 100 100 
 

Program A participants fit in this category. Concomitantly, higher percentages of 

Program A participants were in the 15 to 19 years and 20 to 20 plus years categories. In 

fact, 30 percent of Program A participants had 15 or more years of educator experience 

compared to just 10 percent of Program B participants.  

In sum, the examination of professional characteristics for Program A and 

Program B participants revealed a number of similarities regarding the types of positions 

held while enrolled in their respective preparation programs. However, differences 

existed between Program A and Program B participants when examining years of 

educator experience. Overall, a higher percentage of Program A participants had more 

years of educator experience than participants in Program B.   
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CAREER PATHS AND JOB PLACEMENT RATES 

Data provided by the Texas Education Agency enabled the researcher to examine 

the career paths and job placement rates of the graduates from the two selected programs. 

First, the researcher created a representation of graduates’ career paths by examining the 

professional positions they held 1 year, 3 years, 5 years, and 7 years following graduation 

from their preparation programs. Next, to be qualified for a school level administrative 

position in the state of Texas, individuals are required to pass the Examination for the 

Certification of Educators in Texas (ExCET), specifically the ExCET for principals; 

therefore, percentages were calculated and shown for ExCET scores of each program’s 

graduates. Finally, the time lapse between completion of the principal preparation 

program and appointment to the role of principal was examined for graduates from each 

program. 

Innovative Program 

Using data from the Texas Education Agency, positions held at four career points 

were considered in examining the career paths of graduates from Program A. Data were 

analyzed for those graduates employed in the Texas K-12 public education system 

following graduation. As had been previously noted, 50 individuals graduated from 

Program A during the years 1996 and 1997; however, not all graduates obtained 

employment in Texas after graduation. Table 4.17 illustrates the distribution of  

Program A graduates employed within the Texas K-12 public education system at the 

four selected career points. 
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Table 4.17. Innovative Program Graduates in Texas K-12 Public Education System, 
by Number and Percent 

  
 

 
Teacher 

Assistant 
Principal 

 
Principal 

District 
Office 

 
Other 

 
Total 

1 year after 
graduation 

7 
(14%) 

31 
(62%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

38 out of 50 
(76%) 

3 years after 
graduation 

5 
(10%) 

30 
(60%) 

2 
(4%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

37 out of 50 
(74%) 

5 years after 
graduation 

4 
(8%) 

19 
(38%) 

14 
(28%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

37 out of 50 
(74%) 

7 years after  
graduation 

3 
(6%) 

14 
(28%) 

18 
(36%) 

1 
(2%) 

0 
(0%) 

36 out of 50 
(72%) 

As evidenced by the data in Table 4.17, not all graduates from Program A obtained 

positions in the educational system in Texas; therefore, data were analyzed to examine 

the career positions held by graduates that did remain in Texas K-12 public education 

system. Table 4.18 represents the distribution of career positions held by those graduates 

at the four selected career points.  

Table 4.18. Career Positions Held by Innovative Program Graduates Employed in 
Texas K-12 Public Education System, by Number and Percent 

  
Teacher 

Assistant 
Principal 

 
Principal 

District 
Office 

 
Other 

 
Total 

1 year after 
graduation 

7 
(18%) 

31 
(82%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

38 
(100%) 

3 years after 
graduation 

5 
(14%) 

30 
(81%) 

2 
(5%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

37 
(100%) 

5 years after 
graduation 

4 
(11%) 

19 
(51%) 

14 
(38%) 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

37 
(100%) 

7 years after 
graduation 

3 
(8%) 

14 
(39%) 

18 
(50%) 

1 
(3%) 

0 
(0%) 

36 
(100%) 

Data in Table 4.18 show that 1 year after program completion, 31 out of 38 

graduates (82%) employed in the educational system in Texas had obtained the school 

level administrative role of assistant principal, with 7 (18%) remaining in the role of 
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teacher. The data represent a pattern that shows the frequency of principal positions 

increased while the positions of assistant principal and teacher decreased after the first 

year following program completion. Seven years after completing the preparation 

program, 33 graduates (92%) had obtained school leadership positions, distributed as  

1 superintendent (3%), 18 principals (50%), and 14 assistant principals (39%). The 

remaining 3 graduates (8%) held the career position of teacher. 

Subsequent to examining the career positions held by graduates at the four career 

points, data analysis of Program A’s graduate ExCET scores revealed that 96 percent of 

the graduates from 1996 and 1997 took and passed this examination. More to the point, 

the data revealed that 6 of the graduates (12%) never took the examination; and of the 44 

remaining graduates, 42 passed the exam with 2 failing the exam repeatedly. The mean 

score of those passing the ExCET was 83.  

As of 2004, 33 of the 42 graduates certified to be school-level administrators 

assumed administrative positions within the state of Texas. Data analysis of job 

placement rates revealed that, of those graduates certified, 31 were assigned as assistant 

principals within 1 year of completing the preparation program. The mean time lapse 

between completion of the preparation program and obtaining a position as assistant 

principal for graduates of Program A was 1.24 years; the mean time lapse between 

completion of Program A and obtaining a position as principal was 4.63 years. Finally, 

only 2 graduates had obtained positions as principals within 3 years of program 

completion; however, the number of graduates assigned as principal increased 5 years 
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and 7 years after graduation, with 14 and 18 assigned the role of principal at those career 

points, respectively.  

Examining the 2004 data with regard to gender, Table 4.19 indicates that 12 of the 

18 graduates (67%) obtaining position as principals were female, leaving only 6 males 

(33%) in the role of principal. 

Table 4.19. Gender of Innovative Program Graduates Holding Positions as 
Principals in 2004 

Gender of Principals Number of Principals Percentage of Principals 
Female 12 67 
Male 6 33 
Total 18 100 

Examining the 2004 data with regard to race, Table 4.20 indicates that, of the  

18 graduates obtaining positions as principals, 10 of the principals (56%) were African 

American, followed by 2 Hispanic principals (11%) and 6 White principals (33%).  

Table 4.20. Race of Innovative Program Graduates Holding Positions as Principals 
in 2004 

Race of Principals Number of Principals Percentage of Principals 
White, Non-Hispanic 6 33 
African American 10 56 
Hispanic 2 11 
Asian 0 0 
Total 18 100 

Traditional Program  

Data from the Texas Education Agency were analyzed to examine positions held 

at four career points to represent the career paths of graduates from Program B. Data 

were analyzed for those graduates employed in the Texas K-12 public education system 
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following graduation. Although Program B had 109 graduates combined from 1996 and 

1997, not all graduates acquired employment in Texas after completing the program. 

Table 4.21 illustrates the distribution of Program B graduates that were employed in the 

Texas K-12 public education system at the four selected career points. 

As presented in Table 4.21, the greatest number of Program B graduates 

employed in the educational system in Texas following graduation was 82 (75%). Since 

not all graduates of Program B obtained positions in Texas’ educational system, data 

Table 4.21. Traditional Program Graduates in Texas K-12 Public Education 
System, by Number and Percent 

  
 

 
Teacher 

Assistant 
Principal 

 
Principal 

District 
Office 

 
Other 

 
Total 

1 year after 
graduation 

54 
(50%) 

22 
(20%) 

3 
(3%) 

2 
(1%) 

1 
(1%) 

82 out of 109 
(75%) 

3 years after 
graduation 

30 
(28%) 

34 
(31%) 

10 
(9%) 

1 
(1%) 

3 
(3%) 

78 out of 109 
(72%) 

5 years after 
graduation 

22 
(20%) 

37 
(34%) 

14 
(13%) 

1 
(1%) 

3 
(3%) 

77 out of 109 
(71%) 

7 years after  
graduation 

19 
(17%) 

27 
(25%) 

20 
(18%) 

3 
(3%) 

3 
(3%) 

72 out of 109 
(66%) 

 

were analyzed to examine the career positions held by those graduates that did remain in 

the Texas K-12 public educational system. Table 4.22 shows the distribution of career 

positions held by those graduates at the four selected career points. 
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Table 4.22. Career Positions Held by Traditional Program Graduates Employed in 
Texas K-12 Public Education System, by Number and Percent 

  
Teacher 

Assistant 
Principal 

 
Principal 

District 
Office 

 
Other 

 
Total 

1 year after 
graduation 

54 
(66%) 

22 
(27%) 

3 
(4%) 

2 
(2%) 

1 
(1%) 

82 
(100%) 

3 years after 
graduation 

30 
(38%) 

34 
(44%) 

10 
(13%) 

1 
(1%) 

3 
(4%) 

78 
(100%) 

5 years after 
graduation 

22 
(29%) 

37 
(48%) 

14 
(18%) 

1 
(1%) 

3 
(4%) 

77 
(100%) 

7 years after 
graduation 

19 
(26%) 

27 
(38%) 

20 
(28%) 

3 
(4%) 

3 
(4%) 

72 
(100%) 

Data in Table 4.22 reveal that 1 year after program completion 25 out of 82 

graduates (31%) employed in the educational system in Texas had acquired a school level 

administrative role of either assistant principal (22) or principal (3), with 2 graduates 

obtaining positions in a district office. Furthermore, the data characterized patterns of 

increasing frequency of both principal and assistant principal positions until the 7th year 

following program completion, when the frequency of assistant principal positions 

decreased. Accordingly, the frequency of teacher positions decreased as time since 

graduation increases; in fact, 7 years following program completion, only 19 of the 

graduates (26%) employed within Texas were assigned to teacher positions. Seven years 

after completing Program B, 50 graduates (70%) had acquired school leadership positions 

with 3 in district offices (4%), 20 principals (28%), and 27 assistant principals (38%).  

Following an examination of career positions held by graduates at the four career 

points, data analysis of Program B’s ExCET scores indicated that 81 percent of the 

graduates from 1996 and 1997 took and passed the ExCET. The data show that 27 of the 

Program B graduates never took the examination, and of the 82 remaining graduates, 79 
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passed the exam and 3 failed the exam repeatedly. The mean score of those passing the 

ExCET was 81. 

As of 2004, there were 79 Program B graduates certified to be school-level 

administrators and, of those certified, 50 had assumed administrative positions in the state 

of Texas. Data analysis of job placement rates indicated that, of the graduates certified, 

22 were assigned as assistant principals within 1 year of completing the preparation 

program. The mean time lapse between completing the preparation program and 

obtaining a position as assistant principal was 2.33 years. The mean time lapse between 

completing Program B and obtaining a position as principal was 4.65 years. As illustrated 

by Table 4.22, three graduates obtained positions as principals within 1 year of program 

completion. Increasing frequency of assignments was seen at 3 years, 5 years, and 7 years 

after graduation, with 10, 14, and 20 graduates assigned to principalships at those career 

points, respectively. 

Examining the 2004 data with regard to gender, Table 4.23 indicates that only 7 

of the 20 graduates (35%) obtaining positions as principals were female, leaving 13 males 

(65%) in the role of principal. 

Table 4.23. Gender of Traditional Program Graduates Holding Positions as 
Principals in 2004 

Gender of Principals Number of Principals Percentage of Principals 
Female 7 35 
Male 13 65 
Total 20 100 
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Examining the 2004 data with regard to race, Table 4.24 indicates that, of the 20 

graduates in principalships, 16 of the principals (80%) were White, followed by 2 African 

American principals (10%) and 2 Hispanic principals (10%).  

Table 4.24. Race of Traditional Program Graduates Holding Positions as Principals 
in 2004 

Race of Principals Number of Principals Percentage of Principals 
White, Non-Hispanic 16 80 
African American 2 10 
Hispanic 2 10 
Asian 0 0 
Total 20 100 

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

A review of the findings from Program A and Program B indicates there are a few 

similarities and many differences with respect to career paths and job placement rates. 

One of the first similarities between the groups was the percent of graduates employed in 

the Texas educational system following graduation. An examination of Table 4.25 

indicates that the percentage ranges of participants employed following graduation were 

similar. Although Program A had slightly higher percentages of graduates employed in 

the Texas K-12 educational system for each of the selected time periods, Program B’s 

percentages were only a few points less than Program A’s during each year in which 

frequencies were computed. 
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Table 4.25. Comparison of Percent of Program Participants Employed in Texas  
K-12 Education System Following Graduation 

 
Time lapse 

Program A - Innovative 
(percent) 

Program B - Traditional 
(percent) 

1 year after graduation 76 75 
3 years after graduation 74 72 
5 years after graduation 74 71 
7 years after graduation 72 66 

Table 4.26 illustrates the proportions for each career position held by Program A 

and Program B graduates employed in the Texas K-12 education system at the four 

selected career points. These selected career points show the percentages of graduates 

holding specific career positions 1, 3, 5 and 7 years following graduation from their 

respective preparation programs. An examination of the data in Table 4.26 reveals a 

similar pattern of career movement for graduates of Program A and Program B. 

Table 4.26. Comparison of Career Positions Held by Graduates of Program A and 
Program B 

 
Time 
Lapse 

 
 
Program 

 
Teacher 
(percent) 

Assistant 
Principal 
(percent) 

 
Principal 
(percent) 

District 
Office 

(percent) 

 
Other 

(percent) 

 
Total 

(percent) 
1 yr A 

B 
18 
66 

82 
27 

0 
4 

0 
2 

0 
1 

100  
100 

3 yrs A 
B 

14 
38 

81 
44 

5 
13 

0 
1 

0 
4 

100 
100 

5 yrs A 
B 

11 
29 

51 
48 

38 
18 

0 
1 

0 
4 

100 
100 

7 yrs A 
B 

8 
26 

39 
38 

50 
28 

3 
4 

0 
4 

100 
100 

Essentially, there are similarities in the patterns of movement among career 

positions for each program group, such that graduates from each program held fewer 

teacher positions as time increased from the year of graduation, while principal positions 
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increased in frequency for both groups along this same timeline. Concomitantly, the 

position of assistant principal fluctuated differently for each group. For example, assistant 

principal positions held by Program A graduates were very high the first year following 

graduation and then decreased at each of the subsequent time periods, as individuals 

moved into principal positions. At the same time, there was a considerably lower rate of 

assistant principal positions held by Program B graduates in the first year following 

graduation. By the third and fifth years, the percentages of graduates in assistant principal 

positions were higher (44% and 48%, respectively), followed by a tapering off in the 

seventh year.  

When the percentages of graduates holding specific career positions are examined 

across the years selected, there are apparent differences between the groups. Examining 

the career positions held by each group during the first year following graduation reveals 

that 82 percent of Program A graduates employed in the Texas K-12 education system 

held assistant principal positions. Only 18 percent of graduates from this program were 

still employed as teachers, and none held principal or district office positions. On the 

other hand, during that first year following graduation, only 33 percent of Program B 

graduates employed in the Texas education system held administrative positions; 27 

percent, 4 percent, and 2 percent held positions as assistant principals, principals, and 

district office positions, respectively, while 66 percent remained teachers. 

An examination of the data in Table 4.26 for the third and fifth years following 

graduation reveals the percentage of teacher positions held by each group decreased, 

while the percentage of principal positions held by each group increased. Once again, the 
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variation of assistant principal positions differed for each group, with Program A 

percentages decreasing and Program B percentages increasing. By the seventh year 

following graduation, as in the previous years selected, there were differences in the 

percentages of teacher, assistant principal, principal, and district office positions held by 

each group. Specifically, only 8 percent of Program A graduates held teacher positions, 

with 39 percent, 50 percent, and 3 percent holding positions as assistant principals, 

principals, and district office personnel respectively. Conversely, 26 percent of Program 

B graduates held teacher positions, with positions of assistant principal, principal, and 

district office personnel held at 38 percent, 28 percent, and 4 percent, respectively. 

When examining job placement rates of graduates from Program A and Program 

B, there were several similarities. For example, in reviewing each program’s ExCET 

passing rate, specifically the ExCET for principals, data showed that both groups have a 

passing rate of 96 percent. Also, the groups have similar mean scores for the ExCET: 

Program A’s mean was 83 and Program B’s mean was 81. On the other hand, the means 

for the time lapse between graduates completing the preparation programs and obtaining 

positions as assistant principals differed considerably; the mean time lapse for graduates 

of Program A was 1.24 years while the mean time lapse for Program B graduates was 

2.33 years. Thus, Program A graduates obtained assistant principal positions faster than 

Program B graduates. Interestingly, the mean time lapse between graduates completing 

the preparation programs and obtaining principal positions was similar for the two 

groups: Program A’s mean was 4.63 years and Program B’s mean was 4.65. 
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A final examination of job placement rates reveals differences for Program A and 

Program B with regard to the percentage of graduates placed in administrative positions. 

Given that each group’s mean for placement into principal positions was approximately 

4.6 years, comparisons for job placement used placement data from the fifth and seventh 

years subsequent to graduates completing the preparation programs. Table 4.26 reveals 

the percentages of graduates from Program A and Program B who held administrative 

positions as either assistant principals, principals, or district office personnel during the 

fifth and seventh years following graduation from their respective programs. In the fifth 

year following graduation, 89 percent of Program A graduates held administrative 

positions, while only 67 percent of Program B graduates held administrative positions. 

An examination of the seventh year following graduation reveals similar disparities 

between Program A and Program B graduates’ placements into administrative positions. 

At 92 percent and 70 percent, respectively, the data show that, overall, a higher 

percentage of Program A graduates obtained administrative positions than Program B 

graduates.  

PROGRAM QUALITY AND LEADERSHIP PREPAREDNESS 

During the interviews, participants expressed their insights on the strengths, 

limitations, and overall quality of their respective university-based principal preparation 

programs. Another focus of the interviews was to determine if graduates of Program A 

and Program B were prepared for the responsibilities of their first and subsequent 

administrative assignments.  
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Innovative Program 

Program Quality 

To ease participants into a comfortable, conversational interview session, I began 

by asking each to think back and tell me what motivated them to enter a principal 

preparation program. The participants gave various reasons for their decisions. By and 

large, the overarching aspect expressed by all the participants was their readiness for 

change. For example, one participant stated that his decision was based on his need for a 

change. He admitted, “I decided I wanted to do something different. I was always 

concerned with the number of students I impacted within the course of my career and I 

thought that if I became an administrator I could impact the lives of many more 

children.”  

Similarly, another participant, whose first degree was in business and who entered 

education via alternative certification, stated, “Once I started working with the different 

communities on campus I realized that I could make a difference as a principal and create 

change. I knew I could have a broader influence on a larger group of students.” Likewise, 

another participant wanted to “have the power to make changes that would benefit 

teachers and students.” On a different note, one participant felt he was experiencing 

“burnout” in the classroom to the point that he considered resigning as a classroom 

teacher. He stated, “I was getting restless and was not as enthusiastic about teaching as I 

had been in the past.” He went on to add, “The opportunity to be selected into Program A 

was a blessing, and I was fortunate to get into the program.” The fifth participant 
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expressed a slightly different motive from the rest of the participants. She indicated, “I 

was kind of pushed into it. I was not actively seeking to go into administration, but my 

principal thought I would be good at it, so I pursued getting into Program A.” 

During the interview process, participants were asked to discuss the strengths of 

Program A. Although various strengths were revealed across the interviews, three 

strengths were mentioned repeatedly by most participants: (a) relevant coursework and 

experiences, (b) a cohort component and, (c) visionary faculty. One participant clarified 

why she felt the coursework and related experiences were strengths of the program. She 

explained: 

In the courses we had to work and talk through situations that were relevant to 
administrative life. We learned how to figure the best way to tackle any particular 
situation through case studies and scenarios. Then, later in the program we had 
clinical experiences and the internship that allowed us to put the theory and skills 
into practice. This type of format would definitely be a strength for any program.  

Another participant added to this statement:  

We did a lot of work that was very relevant. I think it really made us look at 
things that as a teacher you don’t think about or do. So I would say that the 
coursework helped to change our perspective from teacher to administrator, which 
I consider a major strength of the program  

Similarly, a participant cited exposure to theory and relevant topics within the 

coursework as a strength of the program. He commented:  

The program was ahead of its time. The topics and ideas people talk about now 
are things we talked about then. We were encouraged to take the prevalent themes 
in the educational arena and put them into practice. The coursework allowed for 
that and that’s what prepares you for when the rubber meets the road.  
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When asked to discuss the strengths of the program, all of the participants 

discussed the advantages of being in a cohort. Working together to solve problems, 

gaining feedback from trusted members of the cohort, and enjoying ongoing supportive 

relationships were considered the main strengths of Program A’s cohort component. One 

participant discussed being in a cohort—an advantage that she considered a major 

strength: 

We were in a cohort. We all started the program together and we came from a 
wide variety of backgrounds, which provided many different viewpoints during 
our class discussions. We had to learn to work together and support one another 
because we did not want to see anyone fail. The cohort was a definite strength of 
the program. 

Another participant spoke of how the trusting relationships fostered by the cohort 

structure resulted in “a safe environment necessary for critical dialog and feedback,” 

which he followed up by stating, “I know my learning and development was enhanced 

because I was part of a cohort. It was a strength.” Another participant felt similarly, 

stating, “We were freer to express opinions and give feedback because we came to know 

each other.” One participant spoke of the strong points of the program as learning to 

support and depend on others through developing and maintaining networks. He said, 

“Whether it’s complaining or getting advice, you know you have somebody you can go 

to and that you can trust. Going through a program in a cohort teaches you that.” 

A majority of the participants discussed ways in which the faculty was a strength 

of Program A. One participant praised his instructors, saying: 

The strongest feature or aspect of the program was the faculty who were there to 
facilitate the program. I would not take anything for those guys. They were very 
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definitely committed and passionate about education…they were the best faculty 
I’ve ever been associated with.  

Others expressed similar views when discussing strengths of Program A, stating, “The 

faculty was one feature that made it a great program,” and “The quality of instructors was 

excellent.” 

Following a discussion of program strengths, the interview participants were 

asked to talk about any limitations of the program. Important to note, three of the five 

interviewees declared that, in their opinion, there were not any weaknesses or limitations 

of Program A—even after the interviewer prompted them to think back and later 

reworded the question. In fact, they responded by saying, “I would not change anything 

they did in the program,” “The program and especially the format were excellent, so I 

would not change a thing,” and “I don’t have any complaints about it. Like I said, it 

should be the model.” 

While these three participants did not provide any insights into possible 

limitations of Program A, the other two interview participants discussed one area of 

weakness. Interestingly, each of these participants mentioned the same specific course 

that seemed unwarranted or “out of place.” For example one participant stated, “We had 

one course on adolescent development where the professor went into great detail on too 

many things. It was a class we probably didn’t need,” and the other participant echoed 

this idea, saying: 

There was one course where I said “Why am I here?” and “Didn’t we have human 
growth and development as undergrads?” so I just felt the course was a waste of 
time. I mean we could have spent that time on more relevant topics.  
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Although interview participants were given multiple opportunities to discuss limitations 

within Program A, they did not offer much insight; instead, the majority repeatedly 

expressed their belief that Program A was a model that other preparation programs 

should emulate. 

After expressing their views on the strengths and limitations of Program A, the 

participants were asked to share their views regarding the overall quality of their 

preparation. In all cases, the participants expressed positive opinions of the quality of 

Program A. In fact, among the responses to this question, the expressions “great,” 

“excellent,” and “outstanding” were used repeatedly. One participant praised the 

program, stating: 

In my opinion, the program was great. Sometimes I compare my experience to 
what other administrators experienced, who went through on their own, without 
being part of a program like this, and I know I was blessed…I would absolutely 
recommend this program to anyone seeking to become an administrator.  

Another participant gave a similar account, stating that the preparation she received in 

Program A gave her the skills to succeed in an administrative position. She expounded: 

There is no way a program can offer enough coursework to completely prepare 
you for every particular situation you may encounter. But, the program equipped 
us with the knowledge and skills to work with other people, solve problems, 
reflect on our actions, and see change as inevitable and necessary. The quality of 
Program A was outstanding and I wish all administrators could have had the 
experience I had.  

One participant expressed his confidence in the high quality of preparation to be had by 

those “fortunate enough to be selected” into Program A. He continued expressing his 

views regarding the quality of Program A by stating: 
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I do not believe there is a program anywhere that could have prepared me any 
better than Program A. When I think of program quality, I bet the majority of 
preparation programs cannot come anywhere close to Program A. It can’t be beat. 

Unquestionably, the responses of the interviewed participants regarding Program A’s 

quality held a tenor of unconditional adulation.  

Leadership Preparedness  

Subsequent to discussing program quality, participants were asked to discuss how 

well the program prepared them for their leadership roles and corresponding 

responsibilities. The interviews revealed that all of  Program A participants felt confident 

and prepared to assume leadership positions. In fact, when asked directly if they felt 

prepared to assume a leadership role and carry out the responsibilities of that role, all of 

the participants responded with an unwavering and emphatic “yes.”  

The conviction supporting these opinions can be detected in the following 

participants’ responses. One of the first participants interviewed gave details about how 

she felt prepared, stating: 

I felt very prepared because the program helped a person to be able to work with 
people and work through different situations. It taught me how to deal with a 
variety of people, how to recognize different perspectives, and how to bring 
people together to solve problems. Also, we had plenty of opportunities to build 
skills that would prove to be critical in leading a school…This program 
introduced ground-breaking ideas and helped me to change my perspective from 
teacher to administrator. 

Another participant asserted that the program gave him a good understanding of the 

“realities of the job and provided the skills to cope with those realities.” He added, “I 

knew what to expect once I made it…I had something in my repertoire to pull from for 



 150 

the challenges I faced. The program prepared me for that.” Still another participant, a 

former coach, discussed how the program prepared him for a school leadership position, 

stating: 

The program gave us plenty of opportunities to talk with other people and work 
with other people. We had to collaborate to complete projects, and we had each 
other and mentors to tell you what you did wrong, what you did right, and how 
you could have done better. All of this was great for me …The dialog with your 
professors and your cohort members, discussing the theory and readings, causes a 
light bulb to come on and it’s like, oh, ok, now I have it. That’s the way you 
become educated, the way you become the life long learner that they are trying to 
get you to be. You start right there, but you continue to apply all the skills and 
knowledge in whatever position you hold, but particularly when you become an 
administrator. 

He continued to express his views on being prepared for administrative life, adding: 

This program absolutely prepared me for administrative responsibilities. That 
doesn’t mean that there aren’t problems and some days are more difficult than 
others, but they taught us to always look for solutions and to make sure that what 
you’re doing is in the best interest of the kids.  

Data revealed that all of the interviewed graduates from Program A felt prepared 

for their school leadership roles. Although their stories revealed that life as a school 

administrator can be difficult, each graduate expressed the belief that Program A 

contributed significantly to preparing her or him to handle administrative life.  
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Traditional Program 

Program Quality 

During this phase of the interviews, the graduates of Program B were asked to 

think back and try to recall what motivated then to enter a principal preparation program. 

Nearly everyone interviewed, four out of five, indicated that superiors and/or peers had 

influenced their decisions to pursue administrative credentials. The fifth participant 

indicated that money was the motivating factor. He explained: 

I admit it. It sounds terrible, but I have four kids. And my wife and I decided early 
on that if I were to go into education, as much as I love the classroom and miss it, 
that at the same time I would need to look at some other alternative education to 
provide for our family. She’s chosen to be a stay home mom, and so it was really 
a matter of finance.... Number one I love what I do, but number two there was a 
lot of financial motivation added to do that. 

Surprisingly, none of the other graduates interviewed discussed the financial aspects 

associated with obtaining administrative credentials and moving up the career ladder.  

Three participants explicitly indicated that others within their field had influenced 

their decisions to enter a principal preparation program. In fact, the first of these three 

participants said, “My principal and fellow teachers suggested I get an administrative 

certificate; they kept telling me that I would make a good administrator.” The next 

participant similarly stated, “All of the teachers I worked with and my principal 

encouraged me to seek an advanced degree and obtain administrative credentials… Until 

I finally thought ‘I might as well’.” Like the other two, the third graduate indicated that 

his principal was a key person that influenced his decision; however, he was the only 
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graduate interviewed that discussed a desire to have greater power to impact campus life. 

He described his motivation for seeking administrative certification as follows: 

I’d been a classroom teacher for fifteen years and, while my plan has always been 
to be a teacher, I think my self awareness and my scope of responsibility had 
expanded to the degree that I was wanting to impact the campus on a greater level 
than my position allowed. I had some people in administration encouraging it. It 
did seem like a natural evolution of that goal of wanting to impact the campus 
beyond the teaching position I held.  

Following the question regarding what motivated participants to seek 

administrative credentials, the graduates were asked to discuss the strengths of Program 

B. Data from the interviews show that program graduates’ reflections pointed toward 

several different strengths of Program B, although only two—program flexibility and 

faculty—were mentioned by a majority of the participants. One participant explained 

why she deemed program flexibility a strong point of Program B, asserting: 

I think most of my professors were very understanding. If I had to miss class for a 
school related function or something else, most of them were very supportive and 
helpful. I felt like it was a small program and intimate in that they did know us 
and were willing to make allowances for missing class and making up work or 
projects. They were willing to work with you to fit your needs.  

Likewise, another participant mentioned program flexibility and discussed this strength 

from his perspective, saying, “I think the program had flexibility in regard to classes. 

They had a lot of evening classes and the classes were off campus where it was more 

assessable for those that were working in the city area. The program was designed to 

allow you to work and still get to class and complete the assignments.”  

Another participant explained the benefits of program flexibility in this way: 

I thought the program was very user friendly, which I felt was a strength for those 
of us teaching full time and trying to get this degree. I thought that allowing me to 
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advance at my own pace, which was pretty darn slow, was a benefit. It was 
important…. I would invest a large amount of time into the job and so the 
coursework did not need to be a second job. It needed to be reasonable and 
something I could complete given my current work, and it was. That was a strong 
point of the program for me.  

Yet another interviewee echoed the idea of program flexibility as a strong point of 

Program B, stating: 

It was flexible. I mean when you start taking classes there are probably times 
when being in a cohort group is very beneficial, but then there are times when it 
doesn’t meet the individual’s needs. For me, being able to go at my own pace and 
do it the way I need to do it made the flexibility a program strength in my opinion.  

While program flexibility was the one strength mentioned by a majority of graduates 

interviewed, other strengths were discussed, as well. 

One participant thought the strongest feature of Program B was that the 

instructors were lifelong practitioners in public education. He explains, “They had a 

wealth of knowledge and brought some tremendous real life experience to the program 

not just philosophy.” He spoke about how the instructors shared their challenges and how 

they faced the challenges. He continued by saying, “Some of them had gone through 

desegregation, the whole 60s and 70s culture. Their ability to share their experiences, 

their challenges, and how they got through those things was very helpful.” Another 

participant spoke of the faculty and went on to list areas that he considered strong within 

the program. He praised the professors, declaring, “A strong point would be the 

professors; some really did challenge my thinking and stimulate new ideas and help me 

grow intellectually in a vocational sense.” Specifically, he continued, “I thought they did 

a good job with the leadership piece, law, finance, and some of those kinds of themes.”  
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In a like manner, a participant discussed how the faculty helped him to “look at 

things differently.” He stated, “They definitely helped you to make that transition from 

the teacher mentality to the broader spectrum of not just understanding the teaching role, 

but understanding the role that the principal plays in the district and the community.” In 

addition to the above statements, networking and the law course were two other strengths 

mentioned in the interviews. However, for the most part, program flexibility and faculty 

were the features identified when participants were asked to discuss the strengths of 

Program B. 

Following participants’ responses regarding program strengths, interviewees were 

invited to share their views regarding any limitations of Program B. Although several 

limitations were disclosed, the three limitations mentioned most often by participants 

were: (1) lack of practical field experiences (internship and clinical experiences), (2) 

applicable coursework, and (3) contemporary faculty. One participant discussed the lack 

of hands-on experience in Program B and explained why she felt this was a weakness: 

I felt I had been exposed to a lot of theory and the coursework itself was relevant, 
but I felt what was missing was the exposure and experience of the practical 
application of the theory or ideas discussed. Like I said earlier, I was still in the 
classroom so I didn’t have a clear understanding of the big picture… We all had 
full-time jobs; you had to be internally motivated to search for opportunities to 
apply what you were hearing in the classroom. It really wasn’t built into the 
program. This is definitely a weakness of the program.  

 Another participant stated he considered the absence of opportunities to apply new 

knowledge and skills to be Program B’s main limitation. He expounded: 

I’d seen and heard enough to know that being an administrator was a big job. 
Thinking back, I believe the biggest limitation would be that the practical 
experience of application was absent. I think that was the number one item where 
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improvement would be made in the program. This may be difficult since most 
people are teaching, but I think some field experiences would greatly improve the 
program. 

 He continued his discussion of the need for more hands-on training by suggesting the 

addition of a lengthier and more intensive internship. He spoke about his own experience: 

I think I needed to be in the internship for a longer period of time and given more 
responsibilities… In order to prepare for the role, you need to be more than an 
observer. I think that if we had a program where we were either a paid 
administrator or an administrator in training we would be able to see the whole 
picture before actually being put into the role…So, I think the practical 
experience was missing and I needed more guidance.  

Two other participants maintained similar views, referring to lack of application 

as a program weakness and recommending that Program B incorporate “more application 

of the theory” and “a little less theory and more reality” into the program. One of these 

participants went on to give an example, stating, “If you were discussing a unit on 

conflict management, it would be great to have someone who had mastered the skills for 

this come in and talk about it.” The other participant suggested that Program B students 

needed to be “more of a participant in the internship” and “we need to be relieved of 

some of our teaching responsibilities if we are to experience the whole picture.” 

Nearly everyone interviewed discussed shortcomings in the faculty when asked to 

discuss program limitations. The harshest criticism of the faculty was from a participant 

in this manner, “They were dinosaurs. Some of the things they talked about I knew were 

no longer current. So when I think of what would be an improvement, I think the faculty 

was the major thing.” Another participant said he thought the instructors were “past their 
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game” and “were out of touch with the realities of the current educational system.” He 

gave further details: 

I think they [faculty] could have tried to be a little bit more progressive in their 
instruction. I felt that some of them had not been in an elementary school in years. 
I felt like they were kind of still in the role where you go to school, everyone sits 
in rows, and teachers teach. Things have really changed. We have to deal with 
more sophisticated problems than they encountered when they were active in 
public school.  

Still another participant added his opinion of the faculty, stating: 

I think that even though the instructors we had were fantastic, they were school 
administrators at a time when leadership was more about being a manager. Things 
are so different now… We all know that when someone has been in the university 
setting for a long time, they are not as current in knowledge as someone who is 
currently an administrator. Things do change in the educational field so 
instructors need to stay up on current trends in administration. 

A final participant echoed the previous statements, saying, “I think most of them [faculty] 

had not been in a classroom or school administrative position in a very long time.” 

Even though the absence of practical experiences and faculty shortcomings were 

mentioned most often, there was evidence of other limitations within Program B. For 

instance, one participant revealed his views on program limitations by saying: 

We didn’t spend a lot of time on staffing or personnel issues. They are a big part 
of the job and as I found out can be very problematic. I got rid of a few people 
this year and it was very difficult. I don’t remember having a class session or 
discussion about the nightmares that can cause. Things might have been better if 
the program had given me a better understanding about how to handle this type of 
situation.  

Another participant expressed a similar view: 

I didn’t ever hear staffing as a big theme, but gosh it’s something you invest a lot 
of time into every summer and wind up reaping what you sow all year long. So, I 
think it is a big piece and the program should include this topic in the courses. 
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Another participant felt that conflict management should be incorporated into the 

program. He explained, “I would have liked to have spent more time on conflict 

resolution, learning how to deal with the various personalities within the school from an 

administrative perspective.” He continued, “I would have liked to have the skills that help 

you confront hot topics… Skills that help you to put out a fire before it becomes a raging 

inferno.” As revealed in the previous statements, when asked to discuss program 

limitations, several of the participants discussed various curricular aspects, suggesting 

that more time should be spent on the following topics: conflict resolution, budget, 

staffing and personnel issues, evaluating instructional strategies, and curriculum 

leadership. Only one participant mentioned lack of assistance with job placement as a 

limitation of the program.  

After voicing their views on the strengths and limitations of Program B, 

participants were invited to share their opinions regarding the overall quality of their 

preparation. Astonishingly, none of the interviewed graduates expressed any extreme 

views on the quality of their preparation; most held views that ranged from positive to 

ambivalent regarding the quality of Program B. In effect, as participants reflected upon 

the question of program quality, they typically used the terms “okay,” “so-so,” “good,” 

“fairly good,” and “very good.” Several participants provided supporting statements for 

their point of view. For example, one participant explained his “so-so” comment: 

I felt that it wasn’t horrible, but it wasn’t great. Probably right there in the middle, 
you know just so-so. I felt that the program exposed me to good theory and 
relevant coursework. Most of the instructors were good. But, overall, there was 
definitely room for improvement. The application of theory and honing of skills, 
that practical piece we discussed before, would have really made a big difference. 
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Another participant, who rated program quality somewhat more positively with a “very 

good,” clarified his belief, stating, “I thought the program was very good. It covered 

everything and it pretty much covered it the way you needed to know it. While it had its 

problems, it was probably better than some programs out there.” A somewhat less 

positive opinion was offered by a participant who felt that, “the law and finance courses 

were great, but most of the others were just filler courses. It was busy work… Overall I 

would rate it as a fairly good program.” He later continued, “Looking back, it probably 

was not the best program I could have chosen.”  

Another participant who termed the program “good” said, “I would choose to go 

back there again.” In general, none of the interviewed participants came straight out and 

gave Program B a negative rating on quality; however, the interviews revealed that, while 

most comments were somewhat positive, participants definitely were of the opinion that 

there was “room for improvement.” 

Leadership Preparedness 

After reflecting upon program quality, the participants were asked to describe 

how well Program B prepared them for their leadership roles and related responsibilities. 

The data from interviews revealed that not all of the interviewed participants felt 

prepared for their leadership roles and responsibilities, although some gave accounts of 

being well prepared. For example, one participant explained: 

There are always things wrong with any program and you can nit-pick one to 
death if that is your goal. But, bottom line, I feel that I was prepared and I think 
the district felt that I was prepared. I was pleased with the program.  
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Another participant held a similar view, explaining that there were aspects missing or in 

need of improvement, but he nonetheless felt prepared for leadership. He stated: 

We can always look back and say this should have been included in the 
coursework or the real world is very different than I was led to expect, but 
expecting the university to simulate what you are going to see perfectly would be 
preposterous…. Overall, when you look at it, it prepares you. I didn’t feel lost. 

One other participant also responded positively when asked if Program B prepared her 

for a leadership role. She stated, “Yes, I did feel prepared to lead a school. That doesn’t 

mean that I didn’t encounter problems. But, yeah, I thought [Program B] did a good job 

preparing me.”  

On the other hand, two participants responded with a “No,” when asked if 

Program B prepared them for the role and responsibilities of school leadership. In fact, 

one of these participants declared: 

No, I did not feel prepared… I just did not have a good grasp of it all… I would 
have liked more time to shadow an administrator or spend a few days with a 
principal and see a whole day. I just did not feel prepared for all I had to face and 
cope with. 

This interviewee went on to discuss ways in which he could have been more prepared for 

the ultimate role of principal. He stated, “When I was an assistant principal, it would have 

helped tremendously if the principal had allowed me to have more responsibility... When 

I became a principal myself, I felt prepared to handle discipline and buses but not much 

else.” 

The other participant who responded negatively to the question regarding 

leadership preparedness stated, “I did not feel that the coursework prepared me for the 

reality of the job.” He added: 
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I was not prepared for the reality of coming from the classroom into a school 
leadership position. I felt like I had a pretty good overall picture of the different 
aspects of it… I just did not feel like I had all the experience or background 
knowledge to do it. Like I said before, I lacked the practical experience of 
application.  

This interviewee later recommended that changes be made in the length of the internship, 

further citing that Program B students needed release time, permitting them time out of 

the classroom and more time working with a school administrator. In summary, the data 

revealed that 3 out of 5 interviewed graduates from Program B felt prepared for their 

school leadership roles; however, the other two participants maintained that they were not 

prepared for “the realities” of their administrative roles.  

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

Program Quality 

Data from the interviews regarding program quality spoke to the strengths and 

limitations of the Innovative Program and the Traditional Program, Program A and 

Program B, respectively. The data were examined for observations that revealed 

commonalities and differences between Program A and Program B participants’ 

perceptions of program strengths and limitations. The only commonality in the data from 

the interviews pertaining to program strengths was the “faculty,” which was mentioned as 

a strength by a majority of participants from both programs. Otherwise, the perceptions 

pertaining to program strengths diverge: Program A participants cited relevant 

coursework and experiences along with the cohort component as other major program 
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strengths, while Program B participants indicated that program flexibility was a key 

program strength.  

As for program limitations, the interview data reveal no commonalities in the 

perceptions of participants from Program A and Program B. In fact, interviews from 

Program A participants revealed that a majority did not feel there were any limitations 

within the program, while Program B participants chronicled an assortment of issues and 

concerns they cited as limitations. The main limitations cited by Program B participants 

were lack of field experience, applicable coursework, and contemporary faculty. 

Ironically, Program B participants discussed faculty as both strengths and limitations of 

the program.  

Following the questions designed to solicit data on program strengths and 

limitations, the interview questions addressed program quality specifically. The question, 

“How would you rate the quality of Program [A or B]?” was posed, and participants from 

neither group gave overtly negative responses. The similarities end very quickly here, 

however. In fact, the tone and language used by each group to respond to the question 

pertaining to program quality differed greatly. While each program was rated positively 

by a majority of participants, Program A participants were consistently enthusiastic and 

extremely positive in their remarks—using such terms as “outstanding,” “great,” and 

“excellent” repeatedly. Conversely, Program B participants’ statements of “so-so,” 

“okay,” “good,” “ fairly good,” and “very good” were hesitant and often ambivalent, 

although they, too, inclined toward the positive. Moreover, Program B participants’ 
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responses often were contradictory—assigning positive ratings to the program but 

following the ratings with suggestions for improvement. 

Leadership Preparedness 

A review of the data pertaining to leadership preparedness showed both 

similarities and differences between Program A and Program B participants’ responses. 

The findings reveal that, from each program, a majority of the participants interviewed 

asserted that their respective preparation programs prepared them for administrative 

positions. Participants who said their program prepared them for school leadership roles 

indicated that the primary factor facilitating leadership preparedness was the infusion of 

skills that enabled them to deal with or manage problems encountered as administrators. 

On the other hand, Program A responses were unanimously and emphatically positive 

about the program’s contribution to their leadership development; only 60 percent of 

Program B participants gave positive responses, and these responses were lacking the 

unwavering certainty found in Program A responses. A final difference between Program 

A and Program B participants was that 40 percent of Program B participants did not feel 

prepared for an administrative role. In general, this group cited lack of “hands-on” 

experience as the primary component missing in their preparation.  
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION AND 
CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purposes of this study were to describe and compare two principal 

preparation programs and explore program impacts: (1) graduates’ career paths and 

school leadership job attainment and (2) graduates’ perceptions of program quality and 

leadership preparedness. A mixed method case study design was deemed appropriate for 

the study, as a means to gain insights into the programs’ impacts on graduates’ leadership 

attainment and sense of preparedness. More critically, the study explores evidence of 

program design in relation to program experience and outcomes. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Overview of the Two Programs 

Innovative Program 

The innovative program (Program A) was a newly revised program within which 

“children’s needs were the driving force for the preparation program.” This program 

sought to recruit a diversified group of candidates who would go through a selection 

process in which candidates for admission would participate in structured interviews, 

complete writing samples, make presentations, and take a critical thinking exam. 

Candidates selected to participate in Program A completed up to 60 semester hours of 

coursework, including a one year, full-time, paid internship. The participants of the 

program were part of a cohort structure, which many of the graduate interviewees felt 
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was a key factor in their preparation. Furthermore, Program A’s primary instructional 

strategy was centered on problem-based learning, which required the program 

participants to work together to solve problems. Finally, the faculty leading this program 

were thought to be “up on the newest ideas in educational leadership.”  

Traditional Program 

The traditional program (Program B) had been in place for many years and sought 

“to prepare school leaders to lead successfully within the turmoil of testing and 

accountability.” In keeping with the traditional structure, Program B did not employ 

recruitment strategies nor did the program require candidates to go through a selection 

process. Individuals admitted into Program B completed a 45 semester-hour program that 

included a 3 semester-hour internship course. This program did not have a cohort 

structure; instead, according to a faculty member, “the program was individualist, 

meaning the students took courses that fit their schedules, and they graduated at various 

rates.” As participants proceeded through the courses, the primary instructional strategy 

encountered was lecture, with some case studies, presentations, and discussions. The 

faculty was thought to be “student oriented” and “supportive and helpful,” while at the 

same time “locked into ideas that were out of date.” 

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

An analysis of data on both Program A and Program B revealed many differences 

with respect to program attributes; however, this was expected, since the researcher 

selected two dissimilar sites in order to study the comparative impact of different 
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program experiences of graduates and program outcomes. In general, those interviewed 

from Program A’s faculty and graduates spoke more positively about the program 

attributes than faculty and graduates of Program B.  

Program A graduates viewed the cohort component as a significant and beneficial 

aspect of the program, influencing not only the participants’ learning while in the 

program but also providing a means of future collaboration and support as they pursued 

their careers. On the other hand, graduates of Program B discussed the positive aspects of 

going through a program that provided the flexibility necessary to accommodate their 

work schedules. A few of Program B graduates indicated that being in a program 

requiring full-time participation, such as a cohort model, would not have been possible 

for them given their situation at the time. 

Another component on which the two programs differed was the internship. 

Program A’s participants were given the opportunity to work in a paid position as an 

assistant principal for a year to fulfill the program’s internship requirements; whereas, 

Program B’s participants had to complete the program’s internship requirements at the 

school where they were currently teaching. While a majority of Program B graduates 

expressed positive views of their internship experiences, at some point in each interview, 

every Program B graduate spoke of the limitations of a part-time internship. Conversely, 

interviews with Program A graduates revealed that they were “very fortunate” to have 

been prepared in a program that provided a paid full-time internship.  

Finally, graduates from the two programs expressed diverging views when 

discussing the faculty responsible for ensuring their preparation for school leadership. In 
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general, all of the graduates interviewed from Program A expressed positive views of the 

faculty. In fact, at no time during the interviews with Program A graduates did an 

individual express any negative or even less than complimentary view of the faculty. On 

the other hand, the interviews with graduates from Program B produced conflicting 

opinions regarding the faculty’s success in ensuring their preparation, offering such 

comments as “most of them were very helpful” and “they were student oriented” 

followed by “they were great guys and would do anything to help you, but at some point 

it’s time to step down” and “you had to take the good with the bad.” When discussing the 

faculty, interviews with Program B graduates revealed one resounding criticism: the 

majority of the faculty was out of touch with the realities of the current educational 

system. This view was a striking contrast to the opinions held by Program A graduates 

regarding their faculty.  

Participant Characteristics 

Innovative Program 

A review of university records for Program A provided data on personal 

characteristics such as gender, race, and age. The majority of program participants 

graduating in 1996 and 1997 were female (60%). In regard to race, 50 percent of program 

participants were classified as White-non Hispanic, followed closely with 40 percent 

categorized as African American. The remaining 10 percent were identified as Hispanic 

(8%) and Asian (2%). The mean age of the participants of Program A was 38.5 years. 
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Also, two professional variables were examined using data from the Texas 

Education Agency: (1) position held while participating in the preparation program and 

(2) years of educator experience. Of those represented in positions with the Texas K-12 

public education system, the role of elementary school teacher was held most frequently 

(34%) by Program A participants, followed by middle school teacher and high school 

teacher at 12 percent for each position. As for years of educator experience, the most 

frequent category was 1 to 4 years of educator experience (28%), followed closely by 24 

percent having 10 to 14 years of educator experience. 

Traditional Program 

Program documents for Program B provided data on personal characteristics such 

as gender, race, and age. The majority of program participants graduating in 1996 and 

1997 were female (53%). In regard to race, the majority of program participants were 

classified as White-non Hispanic (85%). The remaining 15 percent were identified as 

African American (6%), Hispanic (8%), and Asian (1%). The mean age of the 

participants of Program B was 33.0 years. 

Also, two professional variables were examined using data from the Texas 

Education Agency: (1) position held while participating in the preparation program and 

(2) years of educator experience. Of those represented in positions with the Texas K-12 

public education system, the role of elementary school teacher was held most often (30%) 

by Program B participants, followed by middle school teacher and high school teacher 

with 16 percent for each position. As for years of educator experience, the most frequent 
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category was 5 to 9 years of educator experience (28%), followed closely by 27 percent 

having 1 to 4 years of educator experience. 

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

Looking across gender, race, and age of the individuals as they participated in 

their respective preparation programs revealed a similarity in gender percentages; 

however, differences were evident in the percentages for participant race and age. 

Interestingly, both programs had higher female participation rates then male participation 

rates. On the other hand, the programs differed with respect to the racial configuration of 

participants. For example, only 50 percent of Program A’s participants were White, 

whereas 85 percent of Program B’s participants were White. Moreover, while the 

programs had similar, although low, percentages of Hispanic and Asian participants, 

Program B’s African American participants (6%) were vastly underrepresented when 

compared to Program A’s African American participants (40%). Furthermore, an 

examination of the age of participants while in their respective programs revealed that 

Program A participants’ mean age was 5.5 years greater than that of participants from 

Program B.  

Upon examination of data regarding professional characteristics, several 

similarities were found. First, more participants from each program held the position of 

elementary school teacher than any other position. Next, the positions of middle school 

teacher and high school teacher were evenly distributed among program participants, 

with 16 percent of Program B participants and 12 percent of Program A participants 
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holding each position. As for years of educator experience of the participants, the data 

indicated that 1 to 4 years of educator experience was the most frequent category for 

Program A, while 5 to 9 years of educator experience was the most frequent category for 

Program B.  

Career Paths and Job Placement Rates 

Innovative Program 

Using data obtained from the Texas Education Agency, positions held at four 

career points (1, 3, 5, and 7 years following program completion) were considered when 

examining the career paths of graduates from Program A. Not all graduates from  

Program A obtained employment in the Texas K-12 public education system. An 

examination of employment at the four career points revealed that between 76 percent 

and 72 percent of the graduates were employed in Texas public schools and districts. An 

examination of positions held at the four selected career points revealed the frequency of 

teacher positions decreased each year, while school leadership positions (i.e., assistant 

principal and principal) increased. In fact, seven years after completing the preparation 

program, 33 out of 36 graduates employed in the Texas K-12 system had obtained school 

leadership positions, leaving only 3 of the 36 in teacher positions. Data analysis of job 

placement rates revealed 18 of the 36 graduates (50%) employed in the Texas system in 

2004 had obtained a position as principal, with 14 (39%) and 1 (3%) holding positions as 

assistant principal and superintendent, respectively. The mean time lapse between 

completion of Program A and obtaining a position as principal was 4.63 years.  
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Traditional Program 

Data from the Texas Education Agency were analyzed to examine positions held 

by Program B graduates at four career points (1, 3, 5, and 7 years following program 

completion) as a representation of their career paths. Not all of the 109 graduates from 

Program B obtained employment in the Texas K-12 public education system; in fact, an 

examination of graduate employment at the four career points revealed that between  

75 percent and 66 percent of the graduates were employed in Texas K-12 public schools 

and districts. An examination of the positions held at the four selected career points 

revealed the frequency of teacher positions decreased each year, while school leadership 

positions (i.e., assistant principal and principal) increased. Seven years after completing 

the preparation program, 50 out of 72 Program B graduates employed in the Texas K-12 

public education system had obtained school leadership positions, leaving 19 of the 72 in 

teacher positions. Data analysis of job placement rates revealed that 20 of the graduates 

(28%) employed in the Texas system in 2004 had obtained principalships, with 27 (38%) 

and 3 (4%) holding positions as assistant principal and superintendent, respectively. The 

mean time lapse between completion of Program A and obtaining a position as principal 

was 4.65 years.  

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

One of the similarities between the programs was the percentage of graduates 

employed in the Texas K-12 public education system following program completion. 

Although Program A had slightly higher percentages of graduates employed in the Texas 
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educational system for each of the selected career points (76% in year 1, 74% in year 3, 

74% in year 5, and 72%, in year 7), Program B’s percentages were only a few points less 

(75%, 72%, 71%, and 66%, respectively). 

Another similarity between the two programs was the mean time lapse between 

program completion and obtaining a position as principal. The mean time lapse for 

Program A graduates was 4.63 years, while 4.65 years was the mean time lapse for 

Program B graduates. However, by the seventh year following program completion, there 

were considerable differences in the percentages of positions held by members of each 

group. Specifically, in 2004, 50 percent of Program A graduates employed in the Texas 

K-12 public education system held positions as principals, while 39 percent, 3 percent, 

and 8 percent held positions as assistant principals, district office personnel, and teachers, 

respectively. Varying from this somewhat were Program B graduates, where only 28 

percent held positions as principals in 2004, followed by 38 percent, 4 percent,  

26 percent, and 4 percent holding positions as assistant principals, district office 

personnel, teachers, and other positions. 

Program Quality and Leadership Preparedness 

Innovative Program 

During the interviews, program graduates were asked to share their views 

regarding the overall quality of their preparation. In all cases, the graduates of Program A 

expressed positive opinions of the quality of their preparation. In fact, the expressions 
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“great,” “excellent,” and “outstanding” were used repeatedly. One program graduate 

summed up the theme expressed by participants in the interviews: 

I do not believe there is a program anywhere that could have prepared me any 
better than [Program A]. When I think of program quality, I bet the majority of 
preparation programs cannot come anywhere close to [Program A]. It can’t be 
beat. 
 

In discussing program quality, the researcher asked graduate participants to talk 

about program strengths and limitations. Although various strengths were mentioned in 

the interviews, there were three recurring strengths raised by most participants: (1) 

relevant coursework and experiences, (2) cohort component, and (3) visionary faculty. As 

for program limitations discussed in the interviews, 3 of the 5 participants declared that, 

in their opinion, there were not any weaknesses or limitations in Program A. The other 

two graduates interviewed expressed only one limitation of Program A: a specific course 

that seemed unwarranted or “out of place.” 

After discussing program quality, program strengths, and limitations, graduate 

participants were asked to discuss how well the program prepared them for their school 

leadership roles. The interviews revealed that all of the participants felt confident and 

prepared to assume school leadership positions. In fact, when asked directly if they felt 

prepared to assume a school leadership role and carry out the responsibilities of that role, 

all of the graduate participants responded with an unwavering and emphatic “yes.” 
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Traditional Program 

During the interviews, graduates from Program B were asked to share their 

opinions regarding the overall quality of their preparation. None of the interviewed 

participants expressed any extreme views on the quality of their preparation; instead, the 

majority of graduates held views on program quality that ranged from slightly positive to 

ambivalent. For instance, as participants reflected upon the question of program quality, 

they most commonly used such terms as “okay,” “so-so,” “fairly good,” and “very good.” 

One participant’s viewpoint captured the predominant theme from interviews with 

Program B graduates: 

I felt that it wasn’t horrible, but it wasn’t great, probably right there in the middle. 
You know just so-so. I felt the program exposed me to good theory and relevant 
coursework. Most of the instructors were good. But, overall, there was definitely 
room for improvement. 

Within the discussion of program quality, the researcher asked graduate 

participants to discuss program strengths and limitations. Data from the interviews 

showed that program graduates’ reflections pointed toward several different strengths of 

Program B, with two strengths—program flexibility and faculty—mentioned by a 

majority of the participants. Although several limitations were disclosed during the 

interviews, three recurring limitations were: (1) lack of practical field experiences, (2) a 

need for more relevant topics to be covered in the coursework, and (3) faculty that were 

out of touch with current realities of educational leadership. 

After reflecting upon program quality, program strengths, and limitations, 

graduate participants were asked to discuss how well their program prepared them for 



 174 

their school leadership roles. Data from the interviews revealed that not all of the 

graduates felt prepared for their school leadership roles, while some gave accounts of 

being well prepared. More specifically, 60 percent of the graduates interviewed felt 

prepared for their school leadership roles; the remaining 40 percent maintained that they 

were not prepared for “the realities” of their administrative roles. 

Comparison of Innovative and Traditional Programs 

The question, “How would you rate the quality of Program [A or B]?” was posed 

to program graduates and neither group gave overtly negative responses. The similarities 

ended very quickly here, however. The tone and language used by each group differed 

greatly. While each program was rated positively by a majority of participants, Program 

A participants were consistently enthusiastic and extremely positive in their remarks 

concerning program quality, whereas Program B participants were inclined to be positive 

but also were hesitant and sometimes ambivalent. Moreover, Program B’s participants’ 

responses included many inconsistencies, with positive responses often followed by 

suggestions for program improvement. 

Findings revealed that, from each program, a majority of the graduates 

interviewed asserted that their respective preparation programs prepared them for an 

administrative position. On the other hand, there were differences of magnitude between 

the two groups: Program A responses were emphatically positive among 100 percent of 

the participants interviewed, whereas, only 60 percent of Program B graduates 

interviewed gave positive responses, and these responses were lacking the unwavering 
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certainty found in Program A responses. A final difference between Program A and 

Program B participants existed in that 40 percent of Program B participants did not feel 

prepared for an administrative role. In general, this group cited lack of “hands-on” 

experience as the primary component missing in their preparation. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS FROM THE RESEARCH 

The findings from this study identified several important characteristics of 

principal preparation that invite attention. Because of the need to attract, train, and 

employ qualified candidates for the principal’s role, it is important to gather information 

about factors of program design that influence student experiences and outcomes. 

Attempting to assess program impact is difficult under the most ideal situation; however, 

if programs are to improve, the challenge must be taken on. Moreover, there have been 

strident calls for improving preparation programs for educational leaders (Daresh, 1997; 

NASSP, 1992). Despite efforts to institute reform measures, the structure of educational 

leadership preparation has remained generally unaffected and unchanged (McCarthy, 

1999). McCarthy (1999) asserted that most preparation programs rely on a traditional 

model of preparation. Many researchers have alleged that university-based preparation 

programs founded on traditional models are inadequate for training principals, typically 

due to failure to integrate theory and practice and to provide a holistic view of school 

leadership. Keller (2000) noted, “While traditional courses still characterize most 

programs, twenty years of unrelenting criticism about the dismal state of administrator 

preparations has made some inroads” (p.2). These inroads are supported by increasing 
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numbers of redesigned programs, such as those in universities receiving grants from the 

Danforth Foundation and innovative programs in other institutions of higher education, 

such as the one selected for this study. 

The following discussion and subsequent conclusions are derived from this 

comparative case study of two principal preparation programs. While self-report data 

from interviews cannot be generalized, it is clear that the participants in this study were 

thoughtful people who are familiar with the demands of the principalship. They were able 

to reflect on what they learned and how they may have changed or benefited from their 

respective preparation programs. Also, graduates of the programs who became school 

principals are able to reflect on their program experiences differently than those who 

have not obtained principalships. In the opinion of this researcher, the reflections of 

graduates who now serve in principal roles provide an informed perspective on the 

quality of their preparation programs and the impact of those programs on their 

preparedness for the principalship.  

Previous studies revealed that students from traditional preparation programs 

were not as satisfied with their experiences as students of redesigned programs (Davis, 

1997; McCarthy, 1999). With respect to program experiences, graduates from the two 

programs studied in the present research echoed these findings. Graduates from the 

Innovative Program (Program A) spoke highly of the coursework, the cohort model, the 

internship, and the faculty; while graduates from the Traditional Program (Program B) 

expressed wide-ranging and contradictory opinions regarding coursework and faculty. 
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Further, all graduates of Program B cited limitations of the part-time internship as an area 

of weakness within the program.  

When asked about program quality, Program A graduates repeatedly used terms 

such as “outstanding,” “great,” and “excellent;” whereas, Program B graduates’ indicated 

that program quality was “so-so,” “okay,” “good,” “fairly good,” and “very good.” 

Furthermore, when the topic of leadership preparedness was discussed, Program A 

responses were emphatically positive and articulated by 100 percent of the participants 

interviewed. Only 60 percent of Program B participants gave positive responses, and 

these responses were lacking the unwavering certainly found in Program A responses. 

Overall, these findings provide insight consistent with the literature, revealing that 

graduates from Program A (Innovative Program) were more satisfied with their 

preparation and level of preparedness than graduates from Program B (Traditional 

Program).  

One of the strengths of Program A identified by graduates was the cohort 

component. In fact, the interviewed graduates viewed the cohort component as a 

significant and beneficial aspect of the program that influenced their learning while in the 

program and, further, provided a means of collaboration and support in their future 

careers. Previous studies (Davis, 1997, Leithwood, Jantze, & Cofffin, 1995) and the 

corresponding findings from this study indicate that graduates value “group learning 

opportunities” and reciprocal relationships developed while in a program—many of 

which endure over time as graduates become colleagues in school administration. 

Nonetheless, graduates of Program B (which did not provide a cohort structure) discussed 
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the positive aspects of going through a program that provided the flexibility necessary to 

accommodate their work schedules. Furthermore, a few of Program B graduates indicated 

that being in a program requiring full-time participation, such as a cohort model, would 

not have been possible for them given their situation at the time.  

One of the primary components cited as lacking in Program B was a full-time, 

paid internship. As Program B graduates discussed their internships, the flexibility that 

allowed interns to maintain their teaching positions and fulfill their internship 

requirements was considered a program strength. However, these same graduates also 

discussed the need for more hands-on training and practical application of coursework. 

One Program B graduate stated: 

Thinking back, I believe the biggest limitation would be that the practical 
experience of application was absent. I think that was the number one item where 
improvement should be made in the program. This may be difficult since most 
people are teaching, but I think more field experiences would greatly improve the 
program. 

Conversely, by participating in a paid, full-time internship with experienced principals, 

Program A graduates felt better prepared and more confident to assume leadership.  

White and Crow (1993) assert that interns “evolve into enthusiastic aspirants, 

imbued with new visions, and a new appreciation of the challenges and opportunities that 

confront principals in running schools” (p.64). Daresh (1997) recommended that 

preparation programs emphasize reflective skills along with increased opportunities for 

clinical learning. Findings from this study indicate that all graduates from Program A 

viewed the full-time, paid internship as an extremely important part of their preparation; 

additionally, these graduates unanimously considered the weekly reflective seminars to 
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be one of the most significant aspects of the internship. For example, one graduate said, 

“being able to meet weekly and discuss issues and problems encountered while 

completing our assignments made all the difference.” Another Program A graduate 

asserted, “the reflective activities help you to grow as a person. During the internship, our 

learning and growth increased exponentially due to the reflective seminars.” On the 

whole, the experiences of Program A graduates correspond to findings in the literature 

indicating that graduates who participated in full-time internships, particularly when 

combined with reflective opportunities, held higher opinions of program quality and 

viewed themselves as better prepared to assume leadership positions (Davis, 1997; 

Nevill, 1998; Schmuck, 1993).  

With respect to program participant characteristics, findings from this study 

indicated that recruitment efforts by Program A enhanced the racial configuration of 

program participants, while the self-selection of participants into Program B might have 

contributed to a disproportionate number of minority participants. As far back as 1987, 

the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (NCEEA) 

recommended the recruitment of more minorities and females into the field. In fact, the 

under representation of minorities in educational administration employment had been 

thoroughly documented (Glass, 1992, U.S. Department of Education [USDE], 1997, 

2004).  

During an interview with a Program A faculty member on the program’s 

recruitment practice, he indicated that, when faculty redesigned the program, specific 

attention was directed toward recruitment of a diversified group of candidates to enter the 
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admissions and selection process. As a result of this approach to recruitment, only 50 

percent of Program A’s participants were White; while 85 percent of Program B’s 

participants were White. Moreover, while the programs had similar, although low, 

percentages of Hispanic and Asian participants, Program B’s African American 

participants were vastly underrepresented (6% of enrolled students) when compared to 

Program A’s African American participants (40% of the total group).  

Therefore, the programs differed with respect to the racial configuration of 

participants, which this researcher attributes to the recruitment process integrated into 

Program A. Even more, the disparate racial configuration of Program B participants 

transcended the program boundaries to influence the entry of minorities into school 

leadership positions. Of those graduates obtaining positions as principals, a much smaller 

proportion of minority graduates from Program B (20%) obtained positions as principals 

as compared to minority graduates from Program A (67%).  

Interestingly, both programs had higher female participation rates than male 

participation rates. One conclusion could be that these figures mirror a national trend 

toward equal representation of females in principal positions (USDE 1997, 2004). 

Examination of the data, however, reveals that the end results were not equally favorable 

for female graduates of the two programs studied in this research. Of those graduates 

obtaining positions as principals, a smaller proportion of females from Program B (35%) 

obtained positions as principals as compared to females from Program A (65%). One 

might speculate that a portion of the females participating in Program B did not intend to 

seek an administrative position immediately; instead, they might have obtained the 
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degree to advance on the teacher pay scale or perhaps to have the option of leaving the 

classroom later in their careers. One might also hypothesize that the higher rate of 

placement among Program A’s females could be due to the degree of expectation from 

districts partnering with universities that those individuals nominated, selected, and 

supported in the program would receive administrator placement assistance after 

graduation. 

 The findings with regard to placement rates of all graduates into administrative 

positions (assistant principal, principal, and district office) revealed other differences 

between Program A and Program B graduates. As of 2004, Program A graduates’ 

placement into administrative positions (92%) notably exceeds that of Program B 

graduates’ comparative placement (70%). One could speculate that the placement rates of 

Program A graduates were positively influenced by university-district relationships 

developed due to the redesign of Program A and, of course, the financial support of the 

districts for nominees’ pursuit of the degree and administrative credentials. From another 

perspective, a higher level of commitment to career advancement among Program A 

participants themselves could have existed due to the recruitment and support provided 

by their own local districts. Individuals were self-selected into Program B and, as such, 

may not have been as committed to acquiring an administrative position upon program 

completion. Also, those in positions to impact the placement of graduates, e.g., area 

superintendents, may not have viewed Program B graduates as quality candidates for 

leadership roles. This speculation seems viable given the lack of preparedness cited in 

interviews by Program B’s graduates. 
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IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH RESULTS 

Findings from the present research offer some important implications for 

weighing potential changes in administrator preparation programs against maintaining 

traditional approaches to preparation. First, data consistently indicated that the 

experiences and outcomes for graduates of the innovative program were regarded as more 

beneficial than those for the graduates of the traditional program. Graduates from the 

innovative program seemed more confident and perceived themselves as more prepared 

to assume leadership roles upon completing the program than those graduating from the 

traditional program. These findings confirm those from previous studies indicating that 

students from traditional preparation programs are not as satisfied with their experiences 

as students of redesigned programs (Davis, 1997; McCarthy, 1999). We might ask, what 

are the barriers that impede restructuring of traditional programs? Are those that sit at the 

highest levels of education actively recognizing and weighing the evidence research 

places before them? It will be the height of irony if those responsible for improving our 

public education system by producing effective school leaders fail to improve the systems 

they themselves lead. 

Second, data from this study indicate that participants in the innovative program 

felt that the cohort component was a key factor in their learning. The cohort structure 

provided stronger linkages for them to faculty members and administrators, as well as 

significant support systems and professional networks to provide assistance in the early 

stages of their administrative careers. One of the key ways for people to feel safe and 

secure is to be connected to others. Silberman (1998) claims that this feeling of belonging 
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enables students to face challenges, take risks, and explore new ideas. In the present 

study, an important factor for the graduates of Program A was that they were released 

from working in their former school positions and provided financial support from their 

districts while participating in the program. And yet, without district support or 

alternative program funding, individuals finding it necessary to work while seeking a 

master’s degree and principal certification are unlikely to have the advantage of 

participating in innovative programs that offer a cohort component. Should the fact that 

individuals have to work while pursuing administrative credentials prevent them from 

receiving the best preparation available? Or is a traditional model that allows them to 

complete the coursework at an individual pace the best that most universities can offer? Is 

it inevitable that educators with enormous leadership potential must receive inferior 

preparation which, in turn, might severely impede his or her capacity to improve the 

education received by hundreds of children. 

Third, it is evident that a well-designed, year long, internship is required to 

prepare future school leaders for the role of principal. Skills that are directly related to 

leadership preparedness are best developed under conditions where practice in realistic 

situations is constant or, at a minimum, frequent. Data from this study consistently 

indicated that the most beneficial internship was full-time, paid by a supporting district, 

and one-year in duration. Graduates from the innovative program valued their internship 

and felt their time in the field was a meaningful part of the program. Other research has 

revealed that there is a scarcity of purposeful “hands-on” experiences in traditional 

programs. Since the quality of leadership preparedness appears to be related, in part, to 
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the amount of “hands on training” that occurs in the field, it seems crucial that principal 

preparation programs employing a traditional model restructure, expand, and improve 

their internship components.  

Once again, though, without district support or alternative program funding, a 

full-time, paid internship will not be possible for many graduate students seeking school 

administrator preparation. Meanwhile, educators and policy makers have articulated 

growing concerns over university programs that stress theory, but offer limited 

opportunities to put the theory into practice (Smith & Piele, 1997). Moreover, the 

Southern Regional Education Board (2005) implores universities to “make field 

experiences a high priority” (p. 9), otherwise, it contented, “if adequate funding to 

support a quality internship for all participants cannot be provided, then program 

enrollment should be reduced or the program discontinued” (p. 9). The question becomes, 

should programs be allowed to provide mediocre preparation for future school leaders, 

given that they are unable or refuse to restructure the internship component?  

Fourth, innovative programs employ recruitment and selection practices that 

facilitate more minority involvement than traditional programs’ self-selection practices. 

In the present research, 50 percent of the innovative program’s participants were 

minorities, whereas, only 15 percent of the traditional program’s participants were 

minorities. The under representation of minorities in public school leadership positions 

has been thoroughly documented over the years (Montenegro, 1993; USDE, 1997, 2004). 

Changing demographics of the K-12 student population in the U.S. warrant similar 

representation in public school administration. However, if minorities are not nominated 
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or recruited into educational leadership programs, there is a high probability that they will 

remain under represented in public school leadership positions, since the diversity of the 

applicant pool cannot be expected to expand through self-selection processes typically 

employed by traditional preparation programs.  

Fifth, graduates of the innovative program, which incorporated such program 

components as recruitment and selection; a cohort component; relevant course work; a 

problem-based learning instructional strategy; a full-time, one-year long, paid internship; 

visionary faculty; and support from districts obtained positions as principals at a higher 

rate than graduates of the traditional program. Not much, if any, research is available in 

the literature regarding placement rates of graduates by program type. Studies of the 

relationship between models of preparation programs and outcomes for students are 

critical; examinations over time are particularly needed. This component of the present 

study takes research on program outcomes to a new level.  

Of all graduates employed within Texas’ (K-12) public education system as of 

2004, 92 percent of the Innovative program graduates gained administrative positions, 

while only 70 percent of the Traditional program graduates obtained administrative 

placements. Also, of those placed in administrative positions, a larger proportion of 

minorities (67%) and females (65%) from the Innovative program were placed as 

compared to the much smaller percentages of minorities (20%) and females (35%) from 

the Traditional program. 

Analysis of the data did not indicate the specific factor(s) in the Innovative 

program that contributed to higher rates of placement of its graduates. Conducting a study 
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to determine the factors significantly contributing to higher placement rates would add 

even more meaning to the results of the present study in this area. A likely factor in the 

higher minority and female placement rates may be the recruitment of minorities and 

females by districts and the administrators of the Innovative program itself. It follows that 

minorities and females cannot be placed into school leadership positions if steps are not 

taken to make certain they are represented in the applicant pool.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings from this study point to potential action in the areas of both future 

principal preparation and school leadership practice. The following recommendations are 

made in light of the research conclusions and implications just discussed. The 

recommendations are not intended to be all-inclusive or exhaustive; they are suggestive 

in nature for state policy, university principal preparation programs, and further research.  

State Policy Recommendations 

The Texas legislature and State Board of Educator Certification must develop strong 

policies for school leadership preparation and licensure. State policies should make it 

impossible for inadequately designed preparation programs to attain accreditation. 

Concomitantly, the state should restructure licensing and certification requirements to 

ensure that principal preparation programs provide adequate internships. State policy is a 

potentially powerful lever for initiating widespread change, such as the improvement and 

expansion of internship requirements in all state-supported administrator preparation 

programs.  
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State policies also should be developed to ensure that preparation programs recruit a 

diverse group of individuals into their programs. Programs should receive monetary 

incentives or sanctions based on compliance with recruitment requirements. 

Finally, the state should set policies that require districts and universities to build 

partnerships that develop effective school leaders. For example, state policies could 

require preparation programs to submit plans for working with school districts to actively 

recruit and select a diverse group of individuals to enter the public school administrator 

pipeline. 

University Recommendations 

Universities must find a way to restructure, move away from the “publish or perish” 

mode of thinking, and emphasize clinical or internship experiences provided by faculty. 

University and college of education administrations must develop a structure such that a 

portion of tenure track requirements involves monitoring or supervising interns. 

Moreover, universities should take an active role in securing the funding necessary for 

providing a full-time, year long, paid internship. In conjunction with the internship, the 

university should incorporate reflection opportunities that encourage interns to reflect on 

problem solving strategies appropriate to application in schools and district settings and 

to discuss issues and concerns with other interns. College of education faculty 

responsible for facilitating principal preparation must sincerely reflect upon their own 

knowledge of current school leadership. They must take measures to stay abreast of 

current school “realities,” so as to ensure curriculum and instruction are highly relevant 

and applicable in the real world of public school administration. 
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Universities, in partnership with school districts, should intensify efforts to take an 

active role in recruiting a diverse group of applicants for principal preparation programs. 

In addition to ensuring a diverse group of applicants, universities must establish and 

maintain cohort groups that enable program participants to not only gain support for 

completing program requirements, but also foster a network of professional peers on 

whom to rely as practicing administrators. Finally, universities should conduct self-

evaluation to determine if their principal preparation programs are producing graduates 

who are effective school leaders.  

Further Research Recommendations 

First, the present study could use a larger sample to identify and describe in-depth the 

components of the innovative program that were most beneficial in preparing graduates 

for the role of principal. Additionally, the present study could be replicated when 

examining other innovative and/or traditional programs, which would provide more data 

for comparison. 

Next, further study is recommended to determine specific areas for change and 

improvement in current programs that are preparing tomorrow’s public school principals. 

For instance, study is recommended to determine why minorities do not appear to self-

select at higher frequencies into principal preparation programs. In fact, an exploration of 

various barriers that minorities face moving from the classroom to school level 

administration seems warranted. 

Finally, further study is recommended to determine what external and internal factors 

enable or inhibit program restructuring for improved principal preparation. 
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CONCLUDING STATEMENT 

It is said that effective educational leadership programs must be based on what 

people need (Sweetland & Cybulski, 2000). Today’s principals must be able to respond 

to mounting demands from various stakeholders; ultimately, they must be capable of 

creating school environments that result in continuous improvement in student learning. 

Furthermore, developers in the field have not been able to reach a consensus on what 

constitutes the ideal leadership preparation program for principals, so a multitude of 

issues and concerns remain about the quality and effectiveness of the leadership 

preparation provided by university-based programs. Essentially, the argument is made 

that too many graduates are certified, yet not enough are qualified to successfully lead 

today’s schools. Bottoms and O’Neal (2001) wrote: 

Personnel shortages in education never last long. We can be sure that school 
boards will find someone to fill every principal vacancy. The real “emergency” 
we face is the prospect that, unless we identify and train school leaders who have 
deep knowledge about how to improve the instructional functions of a school, we 
will do little to resolve spotty leadership, low advancing schools, and under-
served students. (p. 7) 

What is desperately needed is continuous analysis of the strengths and weaknesses in 

principal preparation programs, while at the same time encouragement of university 

efforts to redesign their programs to produce more successful school leaders.  

This comparative study provides insight into the impact of two types of 

preparation programs on graduates’ leadership attainment and sense of preparedness. In 

effect, it explores evidence of program design in relation to program experience and 

outcomes. Importantly, this study provides data on school leadership attainment rates 
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over time, which is a focus seriously lacking in the literature. In fact, this study provides 

meaningful data that could prove useful to principal preparation programs in the process 

of considering and actually implementing program improvements.  

McCarthy (1999) notes that students from traditional educational leadership 

programs are not as satisfied with their experiences as students of redesigned programs. 

Correspondingly, the comparative data from this study reveals that participants of the 

Innovative program considered their experience to be much more positive and influential 

in preparing them for their role as principals when compared to the data provided by the 

Traditional program’s participants. Thus, while there may not be a “one-perfect model” 

for principal preparation, data from this study suggest that some universities are 

attempting to invest a significant amount of time and resources into developing high-

quality principal preparation programs, as evidenced by Program A. In effect, the 

Innovative program provided better administrator preparation, its participants were more 

satisfied and, ultimately, graduates were more successful in obtaining leadership 

positions.  

This researcher feels that perhaps the most significant findings from this study 

concern the leadership attainment rates of program participants. The data reveal that 

participants of the innovative program obtained leadership positions at a higher rate than 

the participants of the traditional program. Moreover, the placement rates of females and 

minorities into leadership positions were much higher for the innovative program than the 

traditional program. Notably, data indicate that the innovative program provided a high-

quality program leading to better preparation for the participants followed by outcomes of 
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higher leadership attainment overall, but particularly for females and minorities. These 

data provide another linkage in the ongoing research efforts of the educational 

administration field by providing evidence that significant investments of resources, time, 

and energy to restructure university programs preparing future school leaders are 

necessary and worthwhile. There is cause to act on the evidence that meaningful change 

is tied to the quality of efforts that take place over time, coupled with ongoing research 

and assessment of program outcomes.  
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Informed Consent Agreement 
Title: Exploratory Comparative Case Studies of Two 

Principal Preparation Programs 
Principal Investigator: Sandra H. Franklin 

 
Please read this consent agreement before you decide to participate in this study. 
Purpose of the research: The purpose of this study is to describe two principal 
preparation programs and explore the influence these programs had on their graduates’ 
ability to successfully obtain a position as a principal and the result impact, if any the 
graduates had on student achievement at their schools. This study involves about 350 
subjects. 

 
What you will be asked to do in the study: 
You will be asked to spend approximately 1 hour participating in an interview. An 
interview protocol will be sent to you approximately one week prior to the interview so 
that you may review the questions and reflect upon your experiences. Your interview will 
be tape recorded. 
 
Time Required: 
You will be asked to spend one hour and thirty minutes participating in this study. The 
interview will take approximately one hour. The remainder of the time will be spent in 
reflection prior to the interview, and in verification of your responses to the interview 
questions through review of the interview transcript. 
 
Risks / Benefits:  
There are not anticipated risks associated with your participation in this study. 
There are no direct benefits associated with your participation in this study. The study 
may, however, contribute to the understanding of the influence principal preparation has 
in facilitating the development of effective school leadership. 
  
Confidentiality:  
The information that you give in the study will be handled confidentially. Your 
information will be assigned a code number. The list connecting your name to this 
number will be in a secure file. For instance, the interviews or sessions for this study will 
be audio taped. The researcher will code the tapes so that no personally identifying 
information is visible on them. Moreover; the tapes will be kept in a secure place (e.g., a 
locked file cabinet in the researcher’s office) and the tapes will be heard or viewed only 
for research purposes by the researcher and his or her associates. Finally, the tapes will 
retained in the secure place for possible future analysis. When this study is completed and 
the data analyzed this list will be destroyed, and all tape recordings will be erased. Your 
name, school, and school division will not be used in any report.  
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Voluntary participation: 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. 
 
 
Right to withdraw from the study: 
You have the right to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
 
How to withdraw from the study: 
If you want to withdraw from the study, please notify the researcher or the faculty 
sponsor at any time at the address and phone number provided below. Any data and tape 
collected will be discarded. 
 
Payment: 
You will receive no payment for participating in the study. 
 
Who to contact if you have questions about the study: 
If you have any questions about the study please ask now. If you have questions later or want  
additional information, call the researcher conducting the study or the faculty sponsor. 
Dr. J. Scribner, Faculty Sponsor 
Department of Educational Administration 
University of Texas at Austin 
512-471-7551 
Or 
Sandra H. Franklin 
8304 Cardiff Circle 
Plano, TX 75025 
214-547-9712 
Email: sandyfranklin@sbcglobal.net 
 
Who to contact about your rights in the study:  
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact Clarke A. 
Burnham, Ph.D., Chair, The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for 
the Protection of Human Subjects, (512) 232-4383. 
 
 Statement of Consent: 
I have read the above information and have sufficient information to make a decision about  
participating in this study. I consent to participate in the study. 
 
Signature:___________________________________________ Date: __________________ 
 
Signature of Investigator:__________________________Date: __________________ 
 
You will be given a copy of this form for your records. 
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[Faculty Member]:  

My name is Sandra Franklin and I am in the process of completing my doctorate 
(Educational Policy and Planning) at UT Austin. I am just beginning the data collection 
phase of my dissertation. My research is focusing on principal preparation. The purpose 
of this study was to describe and compare two principal preparation programs and 
explore two types of program outcomes: (1) graduates’ school leadership job attainment 
and (2) graduates’ perceptions of their preparation and it’s impact on their leadership 
preparedness.  
 
You were selected to ask to participate in this research because you were a major 
contributor to the principalship program at [university name] during the years 1995-1997. 
I am hoping to interview 3-5 instructors/professors over the next month. I anticipate that 
the interview will last approximately 1 to 1.5 hours. My purpose is to try to describe the 
goals, processes, and various components of the principal preparation program in place 
for graduates of 1996 and 1997.  
 

I would like to audio-record the interview. After the interview the tape will be transcribed 
at which time I will assign a pseudonym to you and others mentioned in your interview 
so that no one will be able to identify you, the university, or any individuals involved 
with the university. The audio-tapes and transcripts will be destroyed at the end of the 
study. 
 

 Would you be willing to participate in this study? I will attempt to contact you by phone 
within the next few days to discuss any questions you may have about the research. Also, 
please feel free to email me at sandyfranklin@sbcglobal.net or contact me by phone at 
214-547-9712 to indicate if you are willing to participate and to set up a day and time for 
the interview. I will bring a consent form to the interview for your signature.  

 I appreciate your time and consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra Franklin  

8304 Cardiff Circle 

Plano, TX 75025 

214-547-9712 

sandyfranklin@sbcglobal.net 
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[Graduate]: 

My name is Sandra Franklin and I am in the process of completing my doctorate 
(Educational Policy and Planning) at UT Austin. I am in the data collection phase of my 
dissertation. My research is focusing on principal preparation. The purpose of this study 
was to describe and compare two principal preparation programs and explore two types 
of program outcomes: (1) graduates’ school leadership job attainment and (2) graduates’ 
perceptions of their preparation and it’s impact on their leadership preparedness.  
 
You were selected to ask to participate in this research because you were a participant in 
the principal preparation program at [university name] during the years 1995-1997. I am 
hoping to interview 5-7 graduates over the next month. I anticipate that the interview will 
last approximately 30 to 45 minutes. My purpose is to try to describe the goals, processes, 
and various components of the principal preparation program in place for graduates from 
1996 and 1997. 
 

I would like to audio-record the interview. After the interview the tape will be transcribed 
at which time I will assign a pseudonym to you and others mentioned in your interview 
so that no one will be able to identify you, the university, or any individuals involved 
with the university. The audio-tapes and transcripts will be destroyed at the end of the 
study. 
 

Would you be willing to participate in this study? I will attempt to contact you by phone 
within the next few days to discuss any questions you may have about the research. Also, 
please feel free to email me at sandyfranklin@sbcglobal.net or contact me by phone at 
214-547-9712 to indicate if you are willing to participate and to set up a day and time for 
the phone interview.  

 I appreciate your time and consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra Franklin  

8304 Cardiff Circle 

Plano, TX 75025 

214-547-9712 

sandyfranklin@sbcglobal.net  
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Semi-Structured Interview Protocol for Program Staff 
Project: Exploratory Comparative Case Studies of  

   Two Principal Preparation Programs 
 
Time of Interview: 
Date: 
Place: 
Interviewee: 
 
Introductions, Friendly Greetings 

Good afternoon, thank you for taking the time to meet with me to talk about the principal 
preparation program here at [university name]. 
 
Explanation of the interview is needed to put the interviewee at ease. 
As you know, I am gathering data concerning the 1995-1997 principal preparation 
program here at [university name]. It is important to document the process of data 
collection. In order to do so, I would like to tape record this session. Please let me know 
if you mind the recorder. If not, here is an agreement form for you to read and sign. As is 
stated in the agreement your anonymity will be maintained and respected. 
 
Warm up, set tone and climate of the interview. 
I am going to ask you questions concerning your participation and knowledge of the 
principal preparation program here at [university name] that was in place for students 
graduating in 1996 and 1997. Speak freely, and take as much time as you wish. 
 
First Topic Domain: Goals, Objective, and Focus 

  
The first topic I would like for us to talk about concerns your knowledge of the  
program.  

1) Could you describe the principal preparation program in place for students  
  graduating in 1996 and 1997.  

 
• Thinking back on the program what were the most important goals or 

objectives? 
• Can you recall any particular focus within the program?  

 Moral/Ethical leadership, transformational, instructional? 
 
 Follow up Questions: Can we go back to your initial impressions of the program?  

What did you mean when you said….Can you elaborate…, Earlier you  
mentioned. 
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Second Topic Domain: Recruitment process, Eligibility, Selection 

Next I would like focus on the recruitment process, eligibility requirements, and the 
selection process. 
 

1) Can you recall what strategies, if any, were used to recruit students to this 
program? 
• Nominations, site visits, etc. 

 
2) What was the most important admission requirement prospective students had 
to meet in order to qualify for admission to the program? 
• GRE scores, demonstrate teaching excellence, evidence of leadership 
 
• Could you describe the admissions process? 

 
3) What were the most important aspects of the selection process in place for the 
students aspiring to enter the program?  

Recommendations? Interviews? Portfolios? In Basket?  
 
 
 

Third Topic Domain: Program Features- Cohort Model, Internship, Clinical 
Experiences 
 Lets talk a little bit about some program features. 

 
1) Tell me about the cohort and/or noncohort structure established within the 
program? 

• Benefits for participants? Disadvantages of a cohort structure? 
  

2) Thinking back tell me about the internship process for students within this 
program.  

Length 
Mentor selection 
Site selection 

 
Follow-up Questions: Can we go back to your initial description of the  
internship? What did you mean when you said…Can you elaborate about…,  
Earlier you mentioned… 

  
 3) Within the program describe the type of Clinical Experiences the students were  

expected to participate in ? 
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4) Describe the primary methods of instruction utilized within the program. 
 
 
 
 
 

Forth topic of Domain: Strengths/Weaknesses of the Program 

 
1) What aspects of the program do you believe were most effective in preparing 
successful school leaders? 

 
  Focus areas: faculty, special features and unique aspects 

University assist in the placement of graduates into administrative 
positions? 

 
2) In what ways did outside groups cooperate and contribute to this program? 

 Any collaboration with area districts? How?  
 

3) What aspects of the program do you feel needed to be changed or modified? 
And why? Have these changes already taken place? If not, why?  

 
End Interview 

We are at the end of the interview. Would you like to add anything else? Thank you for 
taking the time to meet with me today. This concludes our session. 
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Semi-Structured Interview Protocol for Program Graduates 
Project: Exploratory Comparative Case Studies of 

Two Principal Preparation Programs 
 

Time of Interview: 
Date: 
Place: 
Interviewee:  
 
The purpose of this study was to describe and compare two principal preparation 
programs and explore two types of program outcomes: (1) graduates’ school leadership 
job attainment and (2) graduates’ perceptions of their preparation and it’s impact on their 
leadership preparedness. (See informed consent) 
 

Introductions, Friendly Greetings 

Good afternoon, thank you for taking the time to meet with me to talk about your 
experiences while in the principal preparation program at [university name], and later 
experiences and feelings upon graduation from the program.   
 
Warm up, set tone and climate of the interview. 
I am going to ask you questions concerning your participation in the principal preparation 
program at [university name], and subsequently your experiences in obtaining and 
fulfilling an administrative position. Speak freely, and take as much time as you wish. 
 

Questions: 
Warm-Up  

1) How did you get started in a career as an educator? 
 
2) What led you to seek administrative credentials? 
 
3) What led you to choose [university name] principal preparation program over others? 
 
Overview of the Program 

1) Thinking back, could you describe the principal preparation program at [university 
name] from which you graduated? 
 

Specifically ask the following, if the graduate does not include in the description 
above  
• Think back about the program and describe the coursework  
• What type of instructional methods utilized within the program. 
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• Could you describe the internship component of this program. 
How did your relationship with supervisor/mentor assist in enhancing your  
internship experience. 

• Were you part of a cohort?  
If so, describe how this impacted your experience while in this program.  

 
2) In your opinion how would you rate the quality of the program?  
 Please elaborate and/or give examples. 
 Ask for examples of why the graduate feels the program quality was good or  
 lacking. 

 
3) How would you rate the overall design of the program? 
 Ask for examples of why the graduate feels the program design was good or  

lacking. 
 

4) What do consider the strongest features of the program?  
Will you elaborate on the reasons for your answer?  
 

5) What aspects of the program do you feel needed to be changed or modified?  
Will you elaborate on the reasons for your answer? 
 

6) Would you recommend this program to others? 
 
Leadership Success 

1) When you initially began the program, were you committed to obtaining a 
principalship position?  
 
2) Upon graduation from the program, did you feel confident in your ability to obtain and 
fulfill an administrative position?  
 Specifically ask: Did you feel prepared for the reality of the principalship? 
 
3) In what ways, if any, do you feel this program provided you with preparation to 
become an effective leader? 
 
4)What aspects of your preparation at [university name] contributed most to your 
leadership success? 

Ask the following, if the graduate does not elaborate 
Thinking back, what courses have you found to be valuable in leading your 
school?  
Could you describe 3 or 4 aspects of the program that have been beneficial to you 
in leading your school? 
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Conclusion 

Thank you and before we end this interview, would you like to add anything else? Your 
comments have been invaluable. Thank you for your participation. This concludes our 
session. 
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