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Background

Graduate education programs, which dominate the leadership preparation field, need to learn more about how different leadership preparation programs and approaches contribute to the quality and effectiveness of leadership and the school improvement work of graduates who become educational leaders. Moreover, programs are under tremendous political pressure to demonstrate their value and impact on the leaders they prepare and ultimately the schools that they lead. Yet, leadership preparation programs, despite their prevalence (almost 500 nationwide) and importance for school improvement, have rarely been evaluated in a systemic and comparative manner, nor have their long-range impacts been measured.

The UCEA/TEA-SIG Taskforce on Evaluating Leadership Preparation Programs (Taskforce) was formed in 2001 to address these dilemmas and gaps in evaluation research. An informal work group was formed as the taskforce to study these issues and develop a collaborative, comparative evaluation study. Out of this work grew three purposes: 

(1) To conduct comparative evaluation of evaluate leadership preparation programs’ impact on their graduates and the PreK – 12 schools that they lead;

(2) to develop research designs, methods, and instruments that can be replicated and refined through study in multiple institutions and settings to facilitate on-going knowledge development on leadership preparation both nationally and internationally; and

 (3) To engage the leadership preparation field more broadly in the individual and comparative study of their programs’ effectiveness and impact. 

Over the past eight years, the Taskforce has made significant progress on all three goals, generating significant research findings, methodology and instrumentation and greatly broadening the participation of researchers and evaluators in the study of leadership preparation and its effectiveness. The most significant has been the develop of a follow-up survey of graduates and alumni and a shared survey administration process that allows us to aggregate data for benchmarking and program evaluation purposes.
Survey development

The conceptual foundation for the survey research uses Kirkpatrick’s four-level program evaluation outcome model (Kirkpatrick, 1998) to cluster measures. Kirkpatrick proposed that the four levels of program evaluation are reaction to the experience, learning gains, the application or transfer or learning to practice, and organizational impact. Consequently, the leadership preparation outcomes to be measured for all graduates are 1) quality ratings of the program, 2) reported learning about leadership learning, 3) leadership career intentions, 4) advancement into leadership positions, 5) leadership practices, 6) school improvement work, and 7) improved school climate and student, parent and teacher engagement (a summary of current measures is included in Appendix A).
The survey was developed through an iterative process beginning with a review of research literature (M. T. Orr, 2003) and pilot research (M.T. Orr & Hung, 2002). A survey instrument was constructed pairing research on leadership preparation and research on leadership practices and school improvement, and then piloted again (M. T. Orr & Barber, 2007). The resulting conceptual model is included in Appendix B. The survey instrument was refined further when used as the basis of research on innovative leadership preparation programs for the Wallace Foundation (Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, LaPointe, & Orr, 2007). In that study, 200 graduates of innovative preparation programs were compared with a national sample of 571 principals on their preparation experiences, learning outcomes (and for those who were principals) their leadership practices and school improvement work. The research findings from this study and another piloting of the survey by the Evaluation Taskforce (M. T. Orr, Silverberg, & LeTendre, 2006) lead to further survey refinement and administration (by reducing redundancy, sharpening and clarifying survey items and adding measures). The survey was then administered to more programs and the results compared and presented at national conferences (M. T. Orr & Pounder, 2007). Using the study findings, the survey was refined again, adding more measures on principals’ leadership practices.
Currently, almost all survey items have proven to be robust (the exception is reports on the number of hours and weeks of an internship or field experience, which we still include despite these weaknesses). Survey items aggregate well into conceptually guided scales, showing strong factor loadings and reliability coefficients (see Orr & Pounder, forthcoming for scale statistics).

Survey administration process development

During its on-going development, fielding and evaluation process, the survey has been reviewed by the 20-30 members of the Evaluation Taskforce. This oversight has helped to strengthen the survey quality, both conceptually and methodologically. It has also enabled us to collectively share in survey fielding and to develop a process for groups of programs to field the survey as well.
Throughout the survey development process, Evaluation Taskforce members have made the survey available to the leadership preparation field generally through conference presentations on research findings and training sessions on evaluation research at the UCEA and AERA conferences (2003-present), and news updates through the LTEL-SIG semi-annual newsletters. The taskforce provides several resources for evaluation support—participation letter for sites; generic information for IRB applications; the survey; an SPSS codebook; background information on scale attributes and item loading. The taskforce also experimented with making the survey available through an on-line survey hosting service, but it proved to be expensive and cumbersome to analyze the results and aggregate across institutions.

Alignment with ELCC standards and national research on leader effects

The Evaluation Taskforce designed its follow up survey of graduates and alumni to enable individual programs to use the results for multiple purposes, including meeting national and state program accreditation evaluation research expectations. To that end, the survey provides ELCC-related feedback in several critical areas:
· The extent to which graduates’ internship meets the criteria outlined in ELCC standard #7

· The extent to which graduates’ learned leadership knowledge and skills as aligned to the ELCC standards 1-6 (and several sub-standards, specifically)

· The school leadership career advancement outcomes of graduates

· The extent to which graduates’ leadership practices are aligned with the ELCC standards

· The extent to which graduates’ school improvement work is aligned with the ELCC standards.

Appendix C provides a cross-walk between the ELCC standards and the survey items. 

The Evaluation Taskforce did not strive to make the survey 100% comprehensive in alignment with all ELCC standards and substandards, but to align with the most essential features and ones that could be most aptly measured through survey feedback. The methodological reasons for this choice are that some ELCC sub-standards are not easy to measure and there is significant overlap among some sub-standards. Inclusion of all sub-standards would make the survey too long and unwieldy, reducing completion rates and answer quality. Most important, our research showed that programs that are strong in some areas are also strong in other areas. This confirmed for us the importance of sampling from among the ELCC standards across the survey measures, rather than striving for 100% coverage.

In addition, the Evaluation Taskforce recommends that programs use the graduate/alumni survey feedback as one of several evaluation sources for accreditation purposes.

The Evaluation Taskforce also aligned the survey questions with new and existing research on leader knowledge, practices and school improvement work [see for example, (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003)]. As new research becomes available, taskforce members review the quality of critical measures that might be incorporated. For example, based on more recent work, the taskforce added measures on parental involvement in schools and more items on the use of data in school improvement and leadership work. By aligning the survey research with existing leadership research, the Evaluation Taskforce strives to build on a foundation of prior research, and to be able to test out already proven relationships between leadership practice and school improvement work and extend this line of research to include leadership preparation.
Individual institution use of the survey for program evaluation 

Presently, 25 institutions have fielded the Evaluation Taskforce survey since 2004. Typically, institutions have surveyed one or more cohorts of recent program graduates. Some limited their survey administration to only recent graduates and used only the first half the survey items. Others surveyed all graduates up to 10 years prior and used the whole survey. The scope of the survey administration influences analyses. Some institutions have multiple programs and have compared results between the two programs; others have compared graduates cross multiple years to determine whether program changes influence graduate outcomes.

Informal reports from faculty who used the survey with their graduates have shown significant benefits in having the survey results for their institution and comparison results from other institutions:
· it highlights areas for program improvement, particularly in program areas and in areas of graduate learning that are rated lower that other areas and than exists in other institutions;

· it highlights how differences (within an institution)  in program delivery (such as district partnerships, cohort structures, and theory to practice connections in program content) relate to differences in program outcomes;
· It illustrates how program changes over time (particularly pre- and post-program redesign to meet ELCC standards) are observable in differences in graduates’ ratings of their program experiences and their learning and career advancement outcomes.

In informal reports to the taskforce, individual researchers explained how they and their institution’s faculty discussed the survey results and used the findings to guide program improvement.

As shown in Table 1 below, 9 institutions have used the survey on their own for program improvement purposes, with one or more programs and one or more cohorts of graduates.

Table 1:

Programs that have completed the UCEA/LTEL-SIG Survey of Leadership Preparation and Practice (A Follow-up Survey of Graduates and Alumni) (2003-present)

	State
	Program
	Number of respondents

	Individual programs (n=9)
	
	

	California
	St. Mary’s College
	8

	Colorado
	University of Denver
	75

	Kansas
	Pittsburg State University
	154

	New Jersey
	Rowan University
	45

	New Mexico
	University of New Mexico
	36

	New York
	Future Schools Administrators Academy, Teachers College (now at Bank Street College)
	28

	New York
	Hofstra University
	48

	New York
	College of Staten Island
	61

	Texas
	Stephen F. Austin University
	258

	
	TOTAL
	713

	Statewide efforts
	
	

	Utah (n=4)
	Brigham Young University
	19

	
	University of Southern Utah
	18

	
	University of Utah
	15

	
	Utah State University
	35

	
	TOTAL
	87

	Missouri (n=12)
	Lindenwood University
	21

	
	Maryville University
	2

	
	Missouri State University
	22

	
	NW Missouri State University
	11

	
	Park University
	24

	
	St. Louis University
	1

	
	University of Central Missouri
	8

	
	University of Missouri
	11

	
	University of Missouri, Columbia
	18

	
	University of Missouri, Kansas City
	20

	
	University of Missouri, St. Louis
	33

	
	Webster University
	29

	
	TOTAL
	200

	TOTAL (n=25)
	
	1,000


Collaborative state program evaluation
In recent years, many states have pressed programs to provide evidence of their effectiveness in producing graduates who advance to school leadership positions and are effective leaders. Similarly, many state-based groups of programs have discussed the need for common evaluation research approaches in order to meet state and national accreditation expectations and inform them about how differences in program delivery relate to graduate outcomes. Finally, several state-based groups of programs are concerned about the emergence of “store-front” programs that provide quick, accessible degree options to increasingly large numbers of candidates. For these groups, evaluation research might provide evidence of the benefits of more rigorous programs.

The Evaluation Taskforce and its resources became a model for state-based groups of programs to undertake evaluation research together. In the past few years, Evaluation Taskforce members either guided their own states’ groups through consideration of collaborative evaluation work or served as consultants (often pro bono) to state groups. Such technical assistance has included discussions of the benefits of collaborative program evaluation, strategies on survey administration, and support in survey fielding and data analysis. Other support has been to provide guidance on how to gain state agency support (for those seeking funding and contact information for current principals) and steps to engaging all programs in the state to negotiate terms of shared confidentiality, an to agree to adopt the survey and the collaborative approach to program evaluation. Typical concerns about collaborating on program evaluation are worries that the evaluation results will be used by the state education agency to penalize programs or that confidentiality will be violated.

Evaluation Taskforce members have assisted programs in their evaluation research either voluntary (as a service to the field) or for a small fee-for service. Much of this support has been provided to pilot methods for collaborative evaluation research, particularly to learn how to manage multi-institution IRB applications and confidentiality agreements and how to set up a shared on-line survey mechanism. 

Presently, two states’ leadership preparation programs have jointly surveyed all their graduates of one cohort (2003 or 2004) and are beginning to discuss the findings together. In Utah, faculty from different institutions have already used the comparative results to identify areas for program improvement. In Missouri, the results are just beginning to be shared with faculty representatives from different institutions.
Further state-level replication of the collaborative evaluation research work 

Several other states are poised to replicate the collaborative evaluation process, greatly expanding the opportunity for program improvement in 10 states, affecting 198 institutions, as shown in Table 2. This includes new survey administrations in the two initial states and in at least eight more states, based on reports at the 2008 UCEA convention. In several states, programs are required to redesign themselves to meet new standards and expectations. Program faculty are eager to solicit graduate feedback to inform this redesign process and to use the evaluation results as a baseline for comparing to graduates of their post-redesign programs. A few of these states have Wallace Foundation funding to help support the survey fielding costs.

Representatives from these states reported at a 2008 UCEA Convention session that their state colleagues are currently discussing or are already eager to participate in fielding the UCEA/LTEL-SIG survey to benefit from its design and quality, the ease in using a hosted survey administration process, and access to benchmarking information from other programs nationally.

Evaluation Taskforce members have made a formal request to UCEA to host the survey and provide basic data analysis reports for institutions (and groups of institutions) using a small fee-for-service process to cover basic costs, with added options (also fee-for-service) for technical assistance in launching the survey or in analyzing the results in depth. Through this shared hosting process, institutions will be able to share in a joint inquiry on leadership preparation program improvement and effectiveness. 
Table 2:
States in which leadership preparation programs are strongly considering or actively planning to field the UCEA/LTEL-SIG Survey of Leadership Preparation and Practice (A follow-up Survey of Graduates and Alumni among all graduates of all program programs

	State
	Number of programs
	Wallace funding
	Redesign status

	Alabama
	13
	
	Currently underway; all programs are shut down and must reapply. Only four are piloting newly redesigned programs presently

	Illinois
	32
	SAELP
	Redesign process is underway; all programs must reapply based on new design

	Indiana
	17
	SAELP
	

	Kentucky
	11
	SAELP
	Redesign underway using state prescribed guidelines for program content, field work and delivery

	Missouri
	17
	SAELP
	

	New Jersey
	17
	SAELP 
	

	North Carolina
	17
	
	Undergoing redesign

	Texas
	53
	Wallace funding


	Former Texas Lighthouse Initiative for program improvement for a subset of institutions

	Utah
	5
	None
	

	Virginia
	18
	
	

	Total
	198
	
	


Demonstrating the relationship between preparation and leader outcomes

Only recently, has the Evaluation Taskforce been able to generate findings to its most essential question: How and in what was does preparation matter for graduates’ leadership work? The collaborative work of multiple institutions and their faculty researchers have enabled the taskforce to finally aggregate results across institutions with sufficient numbers to statistically evaluate the relationship between program-level differences in program features and graduates’ outcomes. 

The results of these analyses have been quite positive and presented at UCEA and AERA conferences (M. T. Orr & Pounder, 2007), and are being revised for publication in a special issue of Educational Administration Quarterly. They show that programs differ on graduates’ ratings across features and attributes, with a few programs rated highly on most features and a few programs rated highly on few or no features. These differences are positively correlated with graduate outcomes on what they learn and their career advancement outcomes (Orr & Pounder, forthcoming).

Analyses of the Stanford University data for graduates of four innovative preparation programs and comparison principals showed further results. Using structural equation modeling (SEM), researchers demonstrated that innovative preparation program participation was associated with better program and internship quality, which in turn was associated with more leadership learning, more frequent effective leadership practices and more school improvement work underway in schools (even when school context was taken into account) (M. T. Orr & Orphanos, 2008 forthcoming). 
As larger program samples are pooled among participating institutions, the Evaluation Taskforce plans to replicate this research.
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Appendix B: Conceptual Model
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Appendix C: Crosswalk of the UCEA/LTEL-SIG Survey of Leadership Preparation and Practice (A follow-up survey of graduates and alumni) items with the 2008 ISLLC Standards, November 2008
	Standard

	Program experience
	Program experience-2
	What was learned
	Career advance-ment
	Leadership practices-1
	Leadership practices-2
	School improvement work-1
	School improvement outcomes-1
	School improve-ment outcomes-2

	(Survey Questions)
	7. To what extent were the following qualities true of your educational leadership preparation program: 
	15. During your graduate studies, to what extent did you have opportunities to explore or learn about the following topics and issues? 
	19. How effectively did your educational leadership program prepare you to do the following? (select one answer for each item below)
	
	54. In the last month, approximately how often did you engage in the following activities in your role as school leader of this school?
	58. In your current role as school leader, how well do you do the following? 
	55. Please indicate to what extent do you believe there has there been an increase or decrease in these over the last year  in your school: 
	56. To what extent do you agree with the following about your school
	61. How true are each of the following a positive quality of students in this school? (across standards) 

	1-Facilitating  the development, articulation, implementation and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by all stakeholders
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1-a
	
	
	Build and sustain an educational vision for a school
	
	
	Generate enthusiasm among staff and community for a shared vision for the school
	There is a clear sense of purpose in the school about what we want our students to accomplish
	Teachers hold high expectations for student learning
	

	1-b
	
	Using data to inform curriculum and instructional practices
	
	 
	
	
	Teachers collect and use data to improve their teaching 
	
	

	1-c
	The program content emphasized leadership for school improvement
	
	
	
	
	
	The school has a well developed process for facilitating ongoing school-wide improvement and long range planning.
	
	

	1-d
	
	
	
	
	
	Manage change in your school
	Teachers strongly support the changes we have undertaken at this school. 
	
	

	1-d
	
	
	 Encourage staff initiative and innovative efforts 
	
	 Encourage staff initiative and innovative efforts 
	
	Staff take calculated risks to improve their work
	
	

	1-e
	
	
	
	
	Use data to monitor school progress, identify problems and propose solutions
	
	
	
	

	Developing a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2-a
	
	
	Promote an atmosphere of caring and trust among teachers and other staff
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2-a
	
	
	 Support professional collaboration among teachers   
	
	 Support professional collaboration among teachers   
	
	There is a positive sense of community in the school
	
	

	2-b
	The program content emphasized instructional leadership
	Instructional and school reform strategies
	Create a coherent educational program across the school  
	
	 
	
	Once we start a new program, we follow up to make sure that it’s working
	
	

	2-b
	
	
	Redesign the school’s organization to enhance teaching and learning
	
	
	
	Curriculum, instruction, and learning materials are well coordinated across the different grade levels at this school
	
	

	2-c
	
	
	Understand how to teach different types of learners effectively
	
	
	Create a positive learning environment for students and staff
	Teachers discuss how to help students who are having problems
	Students who struggle or fall behind academically get needed support.
	

	2-d
	
	
	
	
	Evaluate and provide instructional feedback to teachers  and other staff
	
	
	
	

	2-e
	
	
	
	
	
	Raise student achievement on standardized tests
	We use performance data to assess and adjust the support for low-performing students
	
	

	2-f
	
	Conflict resolution
	 Work with staff to solve school or department problems 
	
	 Work with staff to solve school or department problems 
	
	We take steps to solve problems, we don’t just talk about them.
	
	

	2-f
	
	Teacher selection
	Provide and engage teachers in professional development activities
	
	Provide and engage teachers in professional development activities
	Support new teachers in becoming instructionally effective
	Teachers in this school are continually learning and seeking new ideas
	
	

	2-f
	
	
	Work with teachers to change content and instructional methods if students are not doing well
	
	Work with teachers to change content and instructional methods if students are not doing well
	Engage teachers to improve their instruction
	Teachers use planning time together to discuss teaching and learning
	Teachers effectively differentiate instruction to serve all students well
	

	2-h
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Students have access to a variety of resources to help them succeed in their learning, such as technology, media centers, and library
	

	2-i
	
	
	Evaluate curriculum for its use and effectiveness
	
	Evaluate curriculum for its use and effectiveness
	Identify appropriate instructional or school improvement strategies for adoption and use
	Staff give open and honest feedback to each other
	
	

	Ensuring effective management of the organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning organization
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3-a
	
	
	Manage school resources and procedures (e.g. budgets, schedules) to optimize teaching and learning
	
	Manage school resources and procedures (e.g. budgets, schedules) to optimize teaching and learning
	
	
	
	

	3-b

 
	
	Budget development and fiscal management
	Analyze budgets and reallocate resources to achieve critical objectives
	
	 Analyze budgets and reallocate resources to achieve critical objectives
	
	Necessary materials such as textbooks, supplies, and copy machines are available as needed by staff.
	
	

	3-b
	
	
	Manage facilities and their maintenance
	
	Manage facilities and their maintenance
	
	
	
	

	3-c
	
	
	Manage discipline, classroom management and support services to support learning for all students
	
	Manage discipline, classroom management and support services to support learning for all students
	Reduce student misbehavior and violence
	
	School staff consistently enforce school rules
	60. To what extent is each of the following a problem in this school? 

	3-c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	The variety of student activities available for students is excellent
	

	3-c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Students are treated well by counselors and other school support personnel
	

	3-d
	
	
	 Engage staff in comprehensive planning for school improvement  
	
	 Engage staff in shared decision making and responsibility taking  
	
	
	
	62. How much actual influence do teachers have over school policy AT THIS SCHOOL in? 

	3-e
	
	
	Facilitate student learning by eliminating barriers and establishing high expectations
	
	
	
	
	All students have access to expert teaching and high-quality curriculum
	

	3-e
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Teachers are available to give students the assistance they need with the assignments
	

	4- Collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs and mobilizing community resources
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4-c
	
	
	Work with parents to support their students’ learning
	
	Work with parents to support their students’ learning
	
	
	
	57. For the students in your school, how many parents

	4-c
	
	
	Communicate effectively with parents about the school mission and grade-level performance expectations
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4-d
	
	
	Collaborate with others outside the school for assistance and partnership 
	
	Collaborate with others outside the school for assistance and partnership 
	
	
	
	

	5- Acting with integrity, fairness and in an ethical manner
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5-a
	
	
	Foster staff sensitivity to diversity and effectiveness in serving all students well
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5-b
	
	
	21. I believe being a principal can (or does)

Provide opportunities for one’s professional growth
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5-c
	
	Creating democratic schools
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5-d
	
	
	Use clear ethical principles to guide decision making and problem solving
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5-e
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Teachers treat students equitably and fairly
	

	6-Understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, legal and cultural context
	Leading for social justice
	
	21. I believe being a principal can (or does)

Make a difference in the lives of students and staff;  

Enable me to influence school change


	
	
	
	
	Our school is preparing students to deal with issues and problems they will face in the future
	

	7-internship
	18. To what extent did your educational leadership internship experience reflect the following attributes? (select one answer for each item below)
	17. How did you manage the time for your educational leadership internship/field experience? (e.g. release time)
	13. How many hours was your internship/field experience? (Please give total number of hours that you completed in all your internship or field experiences)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	I worked in one or more schools serving students with a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds. 
	
	
	
	________ (as a free-standing internship or practicum)
	
	
	
	

	
	I was supervised by knowledgeable school leaders.
	
	
	
	________ (as embedded in coursework)
	
	
	
	

	
	I had responsibilities for leading, facilitating, and making decisions typical of an educational leader 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	My internship achievements were regularly evaluated by program faculty 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	I was able to develop an educational leader’s perspective on school improvement 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	My internship experience was an excellent learning experience for becoming a principal 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Enabled me to develop the practice of engaging peers and colleagues in shared problem solving and collaboration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Careers
	The program gave me a strong orientation to the principalship as a career.
	
	38. What license for building level/school leader do you hold? (check all that apply
	34. What is your CURRENT position and when did you start it?
	
	
	
	
	

	
	The program provided a strong orientation to education leadership careers, including the superintendency
	
	41. Did you take a state test for school building leadership/principalship certification after completing your leadership preparation program?  
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