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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The History of School Administration

School administration first became a component of the educational system shortly after the Civil War with the development of the superintendency, the first administrative position in education (Gregg, 1960). During this time administrator preparation and credentialing were not required. Murphy (1998) refers to this time as the "ideological era." Gregg (1960) notes:

Under the circumstances, the administrator could learn his profession effectively on the job by trial-and-error processes. Little, if any, formal specialized preparation was needed, and none was provided. The minimal formal education which was designed for teachers was deemed sufficient for those who would become administrators. (pp. 993-994)

Starting in the first half of 20th century began the "prescriptive era" and the emergence of the school principal. Initially, no formal certification was required but by the 1940s, 125 institutions actively engaged in preparing school administrators (Murphy, 1998). At this same time, many states were requiring formal coursework in educational leadership for administrative positions and were certifying graduates of preparation programs for employment. During this period, most school administrators were White males holding full-time positions as school administrators while attending school on a part time basis (Campbell, Fleming, Newell & Bennion, 1987). 

The third era known as the "scientific era" took place from 1947-1985 (Murphy, 1998). It was during this era that universities and emerging professional organizations sought to fully professionalize school administration (Goldhammer, 1983). In 1947, the National Conference of Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA) was formed and had tremendous influence over emerging preparation programs. During this time the number of preparation programs also expanded to over 500 (National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration [NCEEA], 1987). A shift from a practical approach to theoretically based instruction also occurred. School administration students during this time tended to score in the bottom quartile on national entrance exams, were self-selected, and attended part time (Murphy, 1992). 

The "dialectic era" started in the late 1980s and is considered the current era of school administration (Murphy, 1998). In 1983, A Nation at Risk was released demanding standards-based curriculum, school accountability, and effective leadership (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). This led to further scrutiny of preparation programs and, as far back as 1987, the education administration profession self-identified key trouble spots published in a report titled Leaders for America's Schools (NCEEA, 1987). The report identified several problem areas including:

1. The lack of definition of good educational leadership.

2. An absence of collaboration between school districts and colleges and universities.

3. The low number of minorities and females in the field.

4. A lack of systematic professional development.

5. The poor quality of candidates for preparation programs.

6. The irrelevance of preparation programs; programs devoid of sequence, modern content and clinical experiences.

7. The need for licensure systems that promote excellence.

8. An absence of a national sense of cooperation in preparing school leaders. 

Although the recommendations failed to prompt action at the time, it was the first step to improvement of the profession. 

The Role of School Administrators

With the reauthorization of the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2002 and the creation of the ISLLC Standards for School Leaders, the role of school administrators has become increasingly more complex and critical. As Bottoms and O'Neill (2001) state: 

There was a time when principals were expected to do little more than "hold" school. . . . so long as discipline and order prevailed and buses ran on time, a principal's job was secure. But now it's gotten personal. The principal's job description has expanded to perform in the role of "chief learning officer," with the ultimate responsibility and success or failure of the enterprise. (p. 5)

Much of the focus of school administrators has shifted toward the goal of 100% proficiency in English/language arts and mathematics by 2013-2014 as mandated by NCLB. This, factored with the addition of a growing number of state regulations, has expanded the roles of school administrators to include a larger focus on the performance of students and teachers, professional development, and data-driven decision making (Institute for Educational Leadership, 2000; USBLS, 2004). A meta-analysis conducted by Waters et al. (2003) demonstrates that there is a substantial relationship between leadership and student achievement. The USBLS (2008) describes the role and duties of school administrators as the following:

Education administrators set educational standards and goals and establish policies and procedures to carry them out. They also supervise managers, support staff, teachers, counselors, librarians, coaches and others. They develop academic programs; monitor students' educational progress; train and motivate teachers and other staff; manage career counseling and other student services; administer recordkeeping; prepare budgets; handle relations with parents, prospective and current students; employers, and the community; and perform many other duties. (p. 1)

Further, The Thomas B. Fordham Institute (2003) outlined a variety of qualities and skills that matter most when serving in the role of school administrator:

1. Leadership. A [school administrator] must take charge of inspiring and directing a team of diverse people and solving institutional problems to ensure student learning.

2. Focus. The [school administrator] must take steps to ensure that the school's curriculum and teaching are aligned with state expectations.

3. Political savvy. For [school administrators], all politics are local. They must operate in a political environment, advancing the interests of their schools while maintaining the trust and respect of teachers, students, parents, and community. 

4. Sense of urgency. A [school administrator] must create and sustain a sense of mission for the school, including high expectations for every student. 

5. Managerial competence. The [school administrator] runs what is, in effect, a midsized business. The typical [school administrator] manages 30 professionals, 14 support staffers, and a variety of outside vendors that provide services to the school, as well as a multimillion dollar budget and the care of hundreds, even thousands of students and parents. 

6. Resourcefulness. A [school administrator] must be able to accomplish goals while staying within budget and, when necessary, raise additional funds or leverage other resources. 

7. Energy, resilience, and dedication. A [school administrator] has to work long hours, attend to myriad of details, make important decisions on the spot, and withstand pressures from above and below. Without commitment, anybody's spirit would flag under the constant demands.

8. Effective use of data. According to National Association of Elementary School Principal (NAESP) (2001), "effective principals use multiple sources of data diagnostic tools to assess, identify and apply instructional improvement." (p. 2) 

The sharp increase in responsibilities and the dramatic change in the role of school administrators in recent years make the position of school administrator less desirable and have discouraged some school administrator candidates from assuming these positions. This is an unfortunate consequence given the ever-urgent need for effective school administrators to lead America's schools.

National School Administrator Shortage
Rural, suburban, and urban districts across the United States are finding it increasingly difficult to recruit highly qualified school administrators, while, at the same time, record numbers are reaching retirement age (Cooley & Shen, 1999; Fenwick & Collins-Pierce, 2001; Groff, 2001). According to the USBLS (2004), a large proportion of current school administrators will be eligible to retire over the next 10 years. Specifically, the number of principals needed to fill new positions is expected to increase up to 20% by this year alone (Copland, 2001; Groff, 2003). The reasons for the administrator shortage are complex. Factors such as attrition through retirement, increased accountability, disincentives associated with the position, and cumbersome certification requirements contribute to the current national administrator shortage. 

According to Beem (2003), 

The Chicago Public Schools began the 2002-2003 school year with approximately 43 interim principals and another 154 principals with contracts set to expire at years end despite the fact that many certified individuals exists in the education labor pool, but are simply not choosing to enter school administration. (p. 26)

Although, approximately 47% of the nation's public school teachers have a master's degree, but many teachers prefer to acquire seniority in the classroom rather than move into the ranks of school administration (Blackman & Fenwick, 2000). Jensen (2002) conducted a statewide survey of administrative credential holders in California and found over one-third of program graduates never activated their certificates. Papa and Baxter (2005) report of 7,000 people certified to be principals in the state of New York in the year 2000, only 4,200 worked in the school system; 2,000 as lower level administrators and 2,000 as teachers.  

A study by Cooley and Shen (1999) of 189 students in educational leadership at a Midwestern university uncovered the top ten factors that influence teachers when applying for an administrative position. The factors included: 
1. The relationship among the board, administration and teachers
2. Salary commensurate with responsibility
3. Community support
4. Quality of life in the community
5. Impact of the administrative position on home life
6. Reputation of the superintendent
7. Location of the district
8. Emotional aspects
9. Evidence of poor working conditions
10. Nature of the work
In a more recent study, Mulford (2003) asserts there are several primary reasons for the decline in interest in school leadership including:

1. Job-related stress from the pressure of long hours, budget cuts, overcrowding and shortage of qualified teachers.

2. Time fragmentation- the way time, space, and communication patterns are structured often results in administrators having virtually no time for reflection or talk with trusted colleagues about concerns and fears-a leader can easily be isolated and many have to bear the burden of leadership alone.

3. An unsupportive external environment including the growing pressure of high-stakes testing and accountability-a set of local, state, and federal mandates, many of which are seen by school leaders as unfounded.

4. Social problems that schools are assuming in trying to instruct students-the harsh realities from the outside, such as poverty, inadequate health care, and unemployment.

5. The pressures of unrelenting change which are not necessarily to education's advantage.

6. The perception that education has become economic/political football in which the principalship is not valued.

7. Family and personal life.

8. Inadequate remuneration for the increased responsibility and workload.

9. A lack of feedback on their performance.

10. A selection process that can be too complex and intrusive. (p. 30)

The issue of salary presents itself consistently in the literature and appears to both deter and attract candidates to the field of school administration (Cooley & Shen, 1999; Mulford, 2003; Pounder & Merrill, 2001). School administration salaries are often greater than teachers' on a yearly basis; however, when beginning administrators compare their administrative and teaching per diem rates they often find that their administrative per diem is as much as $40 less (see Table 1) (EdSource, 2001).
In New York, the average adjusted principal salary was $65,500, $2,000 less than the average teacher salary of $67,500 in 1999-2000 (Papa & Baxter, 2005). This discrepancy is in large part to the number of days worked per year. Most teaching contracts require approximately 185 days of service with school administrators providing service anywhere between 200 and 225 days per year. Further, according to information collected by NAESP (1998), the typical school administrator works on average 9-hour days and 54-hour work weeks, much more than a typical teacher.

Table 1 

A Comparison of Average per Diem Rates of Veteran Teachers and Beginning Administrators in Santa Clara County

	Position
	Elem. school dist.

per diem rate
	H.S. dist.

per diem rate
	Unified school dist.

per diem rate

	Teacher (highest salary)
	$364
	$394
	$364

	Elementary school principal (base minimum)
	$339
	N/A
	$345

	Middle asst. school principal (base minimum)
	$323
	N/A
	$324

	Middle school principal (base minimum)
	$350
	N/A
	$355

	High school asst. principal (base minimum)
	N/A
	$368
	$337

	School principal (base minimum)
	n/a
	$429
	$381


Note: Adapted from Monthly Compensation Reporter for Santa Clara County, December 2000, as cited in EdSource, 2001.
In order to combat the perceived disincentives of a position in school administration, Papa and Baxter (2005) found that school districts have started to introduce incentives to make the position more appealing, such as additional administrative support staff in order to decrease the workload, adding co-administrators and vice principals, and allocating "principal support money." Lankford, O'Connell, and Wyckoff (2003) report that it would take an additional $10,000 or more to entice individuals certified to be school administrators to move into an administrative role; even though 85% of participants report that they pursued administrative certification because they planned to serve as administrators. 

A report by the ACSA Task Force on Administrator Shortage (2001) suggests that districts consider compensation other than salary to entice individuals to enter administration, which could include: 
1. Paid sabbaticals.

2. Multi-year agreements based on the successful evaluation between the evaluator and the school leader.

3. Enhancing the portability of years served in other districts/states as well as portability of retirement (STRS).

4. Signing bonuses.

5. Relocation assistance.

6. Deferred compensation.

7. Accruable vacation time.

8. Professional learning incentives, including reimbursement for the completion of advanced higher education courses.

9. Providing memberships in professional organizations.

10. Providing technological support. (p. 10)
Howley, Andrianaivo, and Perry (2005) found that "teachers with fewer years of experience and those who value career advancement, and have taken the initiative to pursue administrative licensure seem to be the most likely pool of school administrator candidates" (p. 772).

California School Administrator Shortage

California's student population has grown significantly within the last 10 years. Enrollment has increased by 559,649 students since 1997-1998 and has now reached an enrollment of 6,276,486 in 2006-2007 (CDE, 2008a). With this increase, California now has approximately 1,052 school districts and county offices of education and 8,000 schools, all in need of skilled, knowledgeable, and committed leaders (ACSA, 2001; CDE, 2008a). School administration has seen rapid growth as well, with an increase of 5,030 administrator positions across the state in the last 10 years from 22,799 administrators in 1997-1998 to 28,655 in 2007-2008 (CDE, 2008b). This amounts to an average of 500 administrative positions yearly due to growth alone left to be filled across the state. 

In addition to the more than 27,000 administrators who now serve in California schools and central as well as county offices, another 11,000 educators possess the necessary certification to serve in an administrative role (ACSA, 2001). For example, "between 1997 and 1999 the number of administrative credentials issued was 5,508, enough to fill approximately 65% of the school principal positions in the state at the time" (Kerrins, Johnstone, & Cushing, 2001, p. 1). Despite this pool of potential administrator candidates, many do not enter the ranks of assistant principal or principal. California superintendents and human resource directors report what is found nationally, that poor working conditions, low pay (especially when compared to career teacher salaries), long hours, and stress discourage potential applicants from applying. This has created a shortage of candidates for administrative positions in California. In 1999, an ACSA survey of 376 superintendents around the state, 90% reported a shortage in the pool of candidates for the last high school principal opening, 84% reported a shortage of middle school candidates, and 73% reported a shortage of elementary school principal candidates (Adams, 1999). In 2000-2001, Roy Romer, then superintendent of Los Angeles Unified School District, reported 40 unfilled principal positions at the start of the school year (Kerrins et al., 2001). 

In 2000, ACSA and the California Association of Professors of Educational Administration (CAPEA) conducted a statewide survey to investigate the nature of the principal shortage in California. Half of the districts that reported stated that it was difficult to find the candidate they wanted to hire (i.e., they hired, but were less than pleased or they reopened the position). Kerrins et al. (2001) states that "another 17% reported they hired from within and therefore did not worry about the quality of the candidates who applied for principalships; 2% of the districts indicated they had to offer incentives in order to hire the candidate they wanted" (p. 2).

At the Interstate Consortium on School Leadership meeting to address problems of administrator supply, participants agreed that the overall supply of certified applicants is not the real issue since the current number of certified professionals is adequate to fill vacancies (CDE, 2006). They concluded that the main problems in relation to recruitment and retention are:

1. Applicant quality, meaning that although there are adequate numbers of people with required administrative certification in some areas, most applicants are not well prepared to meet professional standards or the requirements of NCLB.

2. Applicant distribution, meaning that the numbers of certified and qualified applicants are not adequate to fill vacancies in specific geographic areas or in specific positions, such as secondary principals, principals in rural areas and high-needs schools, and superintendents in rural and urban districts.

3. Adequate data for planning, meaning that data need to be more specific about quality, location, reasons for turnover, and the impact of state efforts to recruit and retain qualified administrators. (p. 13)

The California Department of Education (CDE, 2006) proposed several next steps for recruiting highly qualified administrators in California:

1. Develop new approaches to recruit administrators, including modifying the credentialing requirements to attract potential administrators from beyond the traditional pipeline of experienced teachers who self-select into the profession through university-based course work.

2. Provide funds for incentives for district recruitment of highly qualified administrators who have the knowledge, skills, and experience to support teaching and learning.

3. Develop programs to recruit and support aspiring administrators. (p. 14)

In 2001, ACSA President Lillie Campbell created the Administrator Shortage Task Force to address the "administrative shortage" facing California. The task force sought to describe the nature of the problem, share exemplary practices, study the issues of recruitment and retention, recommend changes in preparation programs, and to offer suggestions for both short- and long-term solutions (ACSA, 2001). Their recommendations focus on recruitment and retention of school administrators and include: increase compensation, develop leadership within districts, partner with colleges or external agencies, redesign the administrative certification system, and improve working conditions. 

Administrator Preparation

One major issue that may be contributing to the shortage of school administrators is linked to school administrator preparation and certification requirements. The requirements for seeking an administrative position can seem overwhelming and discourage candidates from seeking school leadership positions. The relevancy of school administration programs has also been called into question. 

Much research has been conducted on the relevance, student satisfaction, and impact of educational leadership programs on administrative preparation. In a study by Heller, Conway, and Jacobson (1988), study participants reported that their programs were impractical. In a 1988 Executive Educator study involving 1,123 practicing school administrators, 44.6% of rural administrators, 47% suburban administrators, and 48.3% of urban administrators believed graduate programs failed to provide adequate preparation for administrative positions. These findings contributed to a school reform movement in the 1980s and impacted the way universities prepare prospective administrators. A growing trend to base educational leadership programs on a "practice-based, practice-driven" curriculum rather than social science theory ensued (NAESP, 1990; National Commission for the Principalship, 1990). However, despite this shift, Tucker and Codding (2002) argue that, even at elite educational administration programs, "there is typically very little connection between the curriculum taught and actual demands, conditions, and problems of everyday practice" (p. 13). University programs for educational leaders overwhelmingly emphasize traditional school administration, with most attention focused on financial management, labor negotiations, school law, and facilities planning (Sykes, 2000). Many leaders reported taking these courses several years before they actually had a position; therefore, it was a waste of time as the information was either forgotten or outdated (Bottoms & O'Neill, (2001). In fact, only 4% of principals cited their university training as the most valuable source of preparation for their current position (Farkas et al., 2003). 

A survey of 417 students enrolled in an educational leadership program found that there was a strong feeling that it was possible to be a reasonably good administrator without participating in an administrative preparation program (Shen, Cooley,                Ruhl-Smith, & Keiser, 1999). This is supported by an earlier study conducted by the NASSP, which concluded that formal education appeared to have no bearing on principal effectiveness (Bauck, 1987). Further, Haller, Brent, and McNamara (1997) evaluated data collected using the School Administrator Survey portion of the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and claim that "graduate programs in educational administration seem to have little or no influence on the attributes that characterize effective schools" (p. 5).  

Alternative Certification

With a national shortage of school administrators, many states have turned to alternative certification as a way to open more gates, welcome people from many different directions to enter them, minimize the hoops and hurdles and regulatory hassles, and look for talent rather than certification. Various forms of alternative certification for teachers have existed for years. This too, was in response to a national shortage. ACSA (2001), California's leading administrator organization recommends that states consider providing a variety of alternative certification options to administrators entering the profession from colleges, industry, government, and the military. 

Alternative certification is gaining popularity. A 2003 report by the NCEI conducted a survey of state officials regarding certification of principals and superintendents and found that 11 states offered an alternate route to licensure. These states included California, Idaho, Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Ohio, Tennessee, and Texas. New Jersey, New York, and Oregon don't currently have an alternate route but do have programs for nontraditional candidates to get into administrative jobs. Four states, Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, and Kansas, have alternate routes for superintendents, but not for principals. Hawaii has an alternate certification route for principals, but not for its superintendent. Only two states do not require certification of either principals or superintendents, Michigan and South Dakota (until Spring 2008). 

Alternative certification can take various forms. New Jersey allows an individual with a master's degree or the equivalent in a recognized field of leadership and management to obtain a provisional license. Further, participants then must pass a test and serve a year in the Principal Residency Program conducted under the direction of a state-approved mentor. Texas now has six different alternative leadership preparation programs in place. The Texas requirements for leadership certification focus on meeting standards, not completing coursework (Bottoms & O'Neill, 2001). 

Few studies have attempted to compare alternatively certified school administrators to those traditionally trained. Pawlitschek (1986) compared uncertified to certified building-level public school administrators in Minnesota and found no significant difference in their effectiveness levels as rated in seven areas by teachers from their site. The only difference noted was that certified administrators reported spending 16.81 hours more on the job in a 2-week period than did uncertified administrators.
A recent study by Bradley (2006) compared the characteristics and preparation of alternatively and traditionally certified Oklahoma school principals and concluded: 
1. Traditional principals have more experience than do alternative principals.

2. Traditional principals' schools have a larger percentage of passing scores on all performance standards than do alternative principals' schools.

3. Alternative principals on average are older than traditional principals.

4. Alternative principals are more likely to work in larger school districts than traditional principals.

5. Alternative principals are more likely to work in schools with higher poverty level than traditional principals.

6. There were more minorities from the alternatively certified group of participants than from the traditionally certified group of participants when analyzing by gender and ethnicity. 
California School Administrator Certification

California has a two-tier certification structure. On August, 16, 2002, Senate Bill 1655 (Scott) was enacted; it made modifications to the existing requirements by establishing alternatives for satisfying both the preliminary and professional clear levels of the administrative credential, including examination alternatives. Prior to 2002, California certification requirements for school administrators were based on regulations mandated by legislation in 1995 (NCEI, 2003). In order for a candidate to receive initial certification, the CCTC (2003c) reports the following requirements: 
1. A candidate for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential must complete one of the following:

a. A valid Clear Teaching Credential requiring a baccalaureate degree and a program of professional preparation, student teaching;

b. A California Designated Subjects Teaching Credential; or

c. A California Services Credential in Pupil Personnel Service, Health Services, Library Media Teaching services, or Clinical or Rehabilitative Services which requires a bachelor's degree and preparation with field practice.

2. The candidate must also:

a. Achieve a passing score on the California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST); and

3. Have a minimum of 3 years of successful, full-time experience in public schools, nonpublic schools, or private schools of equivalent status.

4. Preparation program requirements include the candidate completing one of the following: 

a. A Commission-approved college or university program of specialized and professional preparation in administrative services which results in the formal recommendation of the program sponsor.

b. Complete a one-year administrative services internship, consisting of supervised in-service training through a California college or university with an approved internship program. 

c. Achieve a passing score of 173 on the School Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) administered by Educational Testing Service (ETS). 

5. Have an offer of employment as a school administrator from a school district. (An individual who has completed requirements one through four but does not have an offer of employment may apply for a Certificate of Eligibility which verifies completion of all requirements for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential and authorizes the holder to seek employment). (pp. 1-2)

The current options for certification specified above include traditional preparation, an internship, or examination via the SLLA. Table 2 illustrates the number of individuals certified by each of the three certification options available in California from 
Table 2

Totals for Each Certification Route 2001-2006: California 

	Certification routes 
	2001-02 
	2002-03 
	2003-04 
	2004-05 
	2005-06 

	Approved program 
	Traditional 
	2,152
	2,526
	2,825
	2,785 
	2,908 

	
	Internship 
	   371
	   303
	   206
	   273 
	   254 

	
	Total 
	2,523
	2,829
	3,031
	3,058 
	3,162 

	Examination: SLLA 
	N/A
	     29
	   304
	   413 
	   526 

	Total 
	2,523
	2,858
	3,335
	3,471 
	3,688 


Note. From Service Credentials Issued in California 2001-2006. California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC, 2008), retrieved July 10, 2008, from http://www.ctc.ca.gov/ reports/Service-Credentials-FY-2001-2006.pdf
2001 through 2006. The number of individuals who obtained certification increased each year. Although traditional and internship routes continue to be the most frequent choice, certification via examination experienced a 73% increase in the number of individuals certified via this route over the last five years (CCTC, 2008).

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards

In 1996, the CCSSO in conjunction with the ISLLC developed the first set of universal standards for school leaders entitled the Standards for School Leaders (Appendix A). These standards have been adopted in at least 35 states and are used to guide policy and practice related to school administrator preparation (Hale & Moorman, 2003). Specifically, the six standards served as the basis for the SLLA. In December 2007, the NPBEA updated and revised the original ISLLC Standards for School Leaders (Appendix B). The updated standards were released in the spring of 2008. 
Critics of the standards do exist. According to Achilles and Price (2001), the standards are not anchored in a rigorous research or knowledge base, they unduly reinforce the status quo, and they lack sufficient specificity or operational guidance to help school leaders figure out what to do. English (2006) asserts:

The standards have not only proven detrimental to the profession generally, and the professoriate specifically, but that it has actually lowered the standards for leadership preparation. Instead of being the antidote to the proliferation of weak programs that offer advanced degrees, the standards have encouraged their proliferation. (p. 461)

Despite these criticisms, the ISLLC standards have been an important development in the field of educational leadership (Hale & Moorman, 2003). Many states and institutions have utilized the ISLLC standards as a means to revising school administration programs and in-service professional development activities. The six standards are as follows:

Standard 1—Shared Vision

"A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school community" (ISLLC, 1996, p. 12). According to Standard 1, the school leader is responsible for developing a vision with and among stakeholders and modeling the core beliefs. The vision should be related to assessment data and support student learning. Throughout implementation, the vision and mission are regularly monitored, evaluated, and revised. Barriers to achieving the vision are also identified, clarified, and addressed. 

According to researchers within and outside education, developing a compelling shared vision is critical for organizational success (Autry, 2001; Kotter, 1996; Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Senge, 2006). The school leader should play a major role in transforming the values and beliefs of the school into a vision. In fact, Barth (2001) defines leadership as "making happen what you believe in" (p. 446). Leaders are responsible for spreading the vision through a "reinforcing process of increasing clarity, enthusiasm, communication, and commitment" (Senge, 2006, p. 211). Lickona and Davidson (2005) found that:

Great schools "row as one"; they are quite clearly in the same boat, pulling in the same direction in unison. The best schools we visited were tightly aligned communities marked by a palpable sense of common purpose and shared identity among staff - a clear sense of "we." By contrast, struggling schools feel fractured; there is a sense that people work in the same school but not towards the same goals. (p. 65)

Standard 2—School Culture

"A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth" (ISLLC, 1996, p. 14). Standard 2 focuses on creating school culture. Specifically, leaders treat all individuals with fairness, dignity, and respect while nurturing a culture of high expectations. Student and staff accomplishments are recognized and celebrated. Professional development promotes a focus on student learning consistent with the school vision and goals. The leader uses a variety of sources of information to make decisions. 

Organizational culture is fundamentally related to the beliefs of an organization as reflected in the values and norms displayed to stakeholders. Organizational cultures are created, maintained, or transformed by people. An organization's culture is, in part, also created and maintained by the organization's leadership. Effective organizations "create results driven improvement processes" that focus on achieving specific, measurable improvement goals (Schaffer & Thompson, 1998, p. 193). Leaders of these organizations are "fanatically driven, infected with an incurable desire to produce results" (Collins, 2001, p. 30) because results are what leadership is all about (Hesselbein, Goldsmith, & Beckhard, 1996). 

In a community of learners, learning is valued and celebrated publicly. Celebrations put the school's values on display. Effective leaders make student and staff recognition a priority. Kouzes and Posner (2007) state, "It's part of a leader's job to show appreciation for people's contributions and to create a culture of celebrating values and victories" (p. 22). Examples may include staff recognition for obtaining an advanced degree and student recognition for achievement (honor roll), behavior, or attendance.

Standard 3—Management

"A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment" (ISLLC, 1996, p. 16). According to Standard 3, a leader must have knowledge of learning, teaching, and student development in order to inform management decisions. Stakeholders are empowered and involved in decisions affecting schools, and responsibility is shared to maximize ownership and accountability. Problems are confronted and resolved in a timely manner and effective communication skills are used.

Within organizations, leaders must design communication systems and infrastructures to develop trust and safety. Bolman and Deal (2003) assert, "Progressive organizations implement a variety of high involvement strategies for improving human resource management" (p. 159). Without such strategies, individuals and groups within organizations will be unwilling to operate because of decreased communication, less cooperation, and more conflicts that are harder to resolve (Levi, 2001). When organizational systems promote a climate of trust, individuals are more willing to effectively communicate, open up, and state their beliefs about issues. 

Schwarz (2002) defines decision making as the process of reaching a conclusion or making a choice. Harvey, Bearley, and Corkum (2002) assert that "making decisions is the reason for leadership" (p. 5). However, most leaders do not go about the process of facilitating or making decisions in a manner that inspires confidence from stakeholders around them. Leaders must be able to employ a variety of decision-making methods effectively depending on the circumstances, including consultation, command, consensus, and convenience (Jones & Bearley, 1994). 

According to Ginnodo (1997), empowerment is a feeling of job ownership and commitment brought about through the ability to be involved in decision making, responsible, measured by results, and recognized as a thoughtful, contributing human being. Empowerment requires both leaders who are willing to let go of power and stakeholders who have the knowledge, tools, and skills to assume responsibilities. School leaders who empower their teacher build capacity in their organizations.

Standard 4—Collaboration

"A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources" (ISLLC, 1996, p. 18). Standard 4 focuses primarily on community collaboration. High visibility, active involvement, and communication with the larger community are a priority for effective leaders. Partnerships and community resources are secured to help the school solve problems and achieve school goals. Diversity is recognized and valued and staff are provided opportunities to develop collaborative skills. 

Creating a collaborative culture has been described as "the single most important factor" for successful school improvement initiatives (Newmann & Wehlage, 1995). Dufour (2001) suggests that effective leaders transform their school into a professional learning community as characterized by an environment that fosters mutual cooperation, emotional support, and personal growth, and creates a synergy of efforts.
Effective leaders must also communicate and collaborate with the larger community. Alvy and Robbins (2003) suggest the following guidelines when communicating with the community and media:

1. Focus on the school mission and vision.

2. Build a reputation based on honesty and trust.

3. Seize opportunities to showcase the students.

4. Serve as an educational resource.

5. Be accessible and visible.

6. Approach news proactively- good or bad.

7. Respect deadlines.

8. Build relationships with key media players.

9. Respect the legal and moral privacy of your students.

10. Keep the superintendent informed. (pp. 237-242)

Standard 5—Professional Ethics

"A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner" (ISLLC, 1996, p.20). Standard 5 focuses primarily on developing a personal and professional code of ethics. This includes treating people fairly, equitably, and with dignity and respect. The rights and confidentiality of students and staff should always be protected. Further, an effective leader demonstrates values, beliefs, and attitudes that inspire others to higher levels of performance. Lastly, the legitimate authority of others is recognized and respected.

Thomas Sergiovanni (1992) in Moral Leadership: Getting to the Heart of School Leadership asserts that truly effective schools are those with a shared vision clearly articulating the school's core values and providing a standard by which actions will be judged. Leaders must not only take the lead in formulating the vision but actively support and enforce it. When a vital standard is ignored, principals should hold others accountable.

The American Association for School Administrators (AASA) recently adopted The AASA Statement of Ethics for Educational Leaders in March 2007. 

School leaders are required to face varied pressures as never before while staying focused on the crucial mission of improving student learning. The AASA Statement of Ethics for Educational Leaders is a critically important document that will serve as a guidepost for school leaders navigating the changing education landscape. (p. 1)

The document affirms that the educational leader:

1. Makes the education and well-being of students the fundamental value of all decision making. 

2. Fulfills all professional duties with honesty and integrity and always acts in a trustworthy and responsible manner. 

3. Supports the principle of due process and protects the civil and human rights of all individuals. 

4. Implements local, state and national laws. 

5. Advises the school board and implements the board's policies and administrative rules and regulations. 

6. Pursues appropriate measures to correct those laws, policies and regulations that are not consistent with sound educational goals or that are not in the best interest of children. 

7. Avoids using his or her position for personal gain through political, social, religious, economic or other influences. 

8. Accepts academic degrees or professional certification only from accredited institutions. 

9. Maintains the standards and seeks to improve the effectiveness of the profession through research and continuing professional development. 

10. Honors all contracts until fulfillment, release or dissolution mutually agreed upon by all parties. 

11. Accepts responsibility and accountability for one's own actions and behaviors 

12. Commits to serving others above self. (p. 1)
Standard 6—Community Advocating

"A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, social, economic, legal and cultural context" (ISLLC, 1996, p. 22). According to Standard 6, the environment in which schools operate is influenced on behalf of students and their families. Communication occurs among the school community concerning trends, issues, and potential changes in the environment in which schools operate and there is ongoing dialogue with representatives of diverse community groups and decision makers. Lastly, the school community works within the framework of policies, laws, and regulations enacted by local, state, and federal authorities. 

White, Harvey, and Kemper (2007) state that leaders must be cognizant that the organizations they lead are constantly changing. The politically intelligent leader knows how to continuously assess "how the organization is changing" in an effort to ensure the success of the organizations they serve (p. 115). School leaders who are responsive to and anticipate change are better prepared for the dynamic conditions that exist within the communities they serve. 

According to Bottoms and O'Neill (2001), "Leaders need to understand how to develop key 'champions' for their improvement agenda" (p. 16). Financial support in an era when school funding is being drastically reduced is becoming increasingly important. Tapping into community resources is important for obtaining necessary funding for the operation of much-needed programs in schools. Levenson (2006) notes the difficulty of school principals to raise money needed for programs and other school needs. He cites corporate giving, foundation giving, and government grants as the best ways for principals to find needed resources within their community. 
School Leaders Licensure Assessment

The SLLA, a set of performance-based assessments founded on the ISLLC standards, is part of the School Leadership Series (SLS) offered by ETS. ETS first pilot tested the first form of the SLLA in December 1996 (Livingston, 1998). In the spring of 1997, Mississippi became the first state to mandate the SLLA as part of its principal certification requirements (Lewis, 1997). The SLLA is currently administrated by 15 states, the District of Columbia and the U.S. Virgin Islands as either a culminating activity following the completion of a university-based school administration program, an entrance examination, or certification via examination (ETS, 2006; Jensen, 2005). The SLLA is a performance-based assessment that consists of 25 constructed response items based on a series of vignettes and complex case studies and takes the candidate 6 hours to complete (see Appendix C). Education practitioners and education leadership preparation program professors designed the items to be relevant and authentic and to assess the candidate's awareness of the standards to real-life situations (Holloway, 2002). 

Between September 1, 2003, and August 30, 2006, 17,103 examinees attempted the SLLA nationwide with a median score of 177. The average performance range for all examinees was 171 to 183 (ETS, 2006). Passing scores on the SLLA range from a low of 148 in New Jersey to a high of 173 in California and vary by state. In the District of Columbia, the test is required, but no qualifying score has been set. Kentucky increased their previously set qualifying score from 155 to 165 effective September 2006 (ETS, 2006). 

Although the SLLA is gaining popularity, Hess (2003) argues that the SLLA does not assess legal, budgetary, management, research, curricular, or pedagogical knowledge but fidelity to ISLLC values, "Of the four sample situations and 25 sample questions in the online SLLA preparation materials, not one asks a candidate to exhibit an understanding of specific scholarly research, empirical evidence, legal statute, or budgetary concepts" (Appendix C; Hess, 2003, p. 15). Bob Wells, who sits on ACSA's board, expressed concerns over using the SLLA certification option in California by stating, "The board strongly believes that all pathways leading to the preliminary administrative credential should include some level of formal preparation" (EdCal, 2003, p. 1). Actual efforts to examine if demonstrated knowledge of the ISLLC standards predicts future performance are sparse. Results of a survey examining Missouri superintendents' perceptions of successful beginning principals, based on ratings on the six ISLLC standards, were compared with another study rating unsuccessful Indiana principals by the same standards. No correlation between job performance and ratings on the ISLLC standards was found (McCowan, Arnold, Miles, & Hargadine, 2000).

A study by Bryant, Isernhagen, LeTendre, and Neu (2003) attempted to determine if administrative aspirants from preparation programs, experienced school administrators, and individual groups of individuals with no connection to education would perform differently on a short vignette discontinued by ETS but still used as a sample of the SLLA. The authors found that the SLLA does not stamp a person as administrative material, in that a number of successful school superintendents performed poorly on the vignette. Further, the findings suggested a state that adopts the SLLA as a screen for administrators may be narrowing its pool of administrators. 

Since California introduced the examination alternative for the Preliminary Services Credential, numerous potential administrator candidates have attempted the SLLA. On January, 11, 2003, the SLLA was administered for the first time in California. Sixty-one examinees took the test the first time it was offered (CCTC, 2003b). In the year 2003-2004, the first full year the test was offered, 679 examinees in California took the test which resulted in 304 individuals applying for a Certificate of Eligibility or a Preliminary Administrative Services Credential. In 2004-2005, almost 962 individuals took the exam, which resulted in 413 individuals applying for a Certificate of Eligibility (CCTC, 2006, 2008). Passing rates in 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 were 78% and 83%, respectively (CCTC, 2006). For both years, females passed at a higher rate than males and Whites passed at a higher rate than other ethnic groups (see Table 3). In 2005-2006 the CCTC reported that 526 individuals became eligible for certification via examination. Between the years 2003-2006, CCTC (2008) reported that a total of 1,272 individuals became eligible and applied for a Certificate of Eligibility or Administrative Services Credential via examination. Although the SLLA has created a pool of potential administrator candidates, it is unknown which of these candidates have secured administrative employment. Of those who have secured employment as a site administrator, very little is known about this group of school administrators including their personal characteristics, years of teaching experience, and years of administrative experience. A noticeable gap in the literature currently exists.
Table 3

SLLA Annual Pass Rate by Gender and Ethnicity in California, 2003-2005

	
	2003-2004
	2004-2005

	
	Examinees
	# Passed
	% Passed
	Examinees
	# Passed
	% Passed

	Total
	679
	530
	78%
	962
	798
	83%

	Female
	445
	364
	82%
	563
	477
	85%

	Male
	233
	165
	71%
	347
	281
	81%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	African American
	  60
	  34
	57%
	  67
	  36
	54%

	Asian American
	  20
	  15
	75%
	  34
	  28
	82%

	Hispanic
	  60
	  47
	78%
	  99
	  78
	79%

	Native American
	  10
	    7
	70%
	    9
	    6
	-

	Pacific Islander
	    2
	    2
	-
	    7
	     5
	-

	White
	456
	368
	81%
	544
	483
	89%


Note. From Report on Passing Rates of Commission-Approved Exams for 2004-05. California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC, 2006). Retrieved July 3, 2006, from http://www.ctc.ca.gov/reports/Exam-Pass-Rate-RPT-Apr-2006.pdf 

In 2005, Jensen attempted to explore the employability of the administrator candidates who obtained certification by examination and found that the results were mixed. Superintendents across the state of California were surveyed and nearly half, 48%, stated they would not hire candidates certified via examination. Many expressed concern that a credential earned through a single examination is a shortcut that degrades the profession. Jensen also suggests that new administrators certified via examination "should be encouraged to: (1) seek varied quasi-administrative experiences, (2) secure ongoing mentoring and support from their employing districts or from outside sources, and (3) enroll in coursework that supports identified areas of professional growth" (Jensen, 2005, p. 10).  

California Administrator Profile

In early 2000, ACSA and CAPEA conducted a statewide survey to reveal insight into the characteristics of California school administration candidates and recent hires (Kerrins et al., 2001). The researchers found that the candidate pool in California constitutes about half male, half female. Further, districts reported low numbers of minority candidates in the applicant pool; which inevitably results in few minority hires. The CDE (2008) reports that approximately 30% of California's school administrators are minority (see Table 5). As a group, recent principal hires are well educated: approximately 90% have master's degrees, and another 4 to 5% are "all but dissertation" (ABD) or already have their doctoral degrees. According to Kerrins et al. (2001), 

Women tend to spend more years in the classroom before entering administration, with Superintendents and Human Resource Directors reporting that more than 84% of female hires have six or more years of teaching experience, 75% for males, and 68% of minority hires. (p. 2)

Surprisingly, 9% of new hires between 1997 and 2000 were reported to have less than the minimum requirement of 3 years teaching experience. Often districts prefer to hire candidates with previous principalship experience; however, this is increasingly hard to find (Kerrins et al., 2001). More women (42%) and minority (46%) hires have 2 or fewer years of administrative experience. At the other end of the continuum, 6.5% of male hires, 1.5% of female hires, and 2% of minority hires have 11 or more years of administrative experience. Table 7 also supports this finding by illustrating the average years of education service for all administrators in the state of California decreased over the last 10 years (CDE, 2008).

The following tables are adapted from the CDE demographic data files and describe the characteristics of California school administrators, including the percentage of male versus female, average years of service, racial and ethnic distribution, and level of education. Much of the data corroborate the findings of ACSA/CAPEA survey. Although the candidate pool is evenly divided by male and female, current statistics indicate that 59% of California school administrators are female and 41% male. 

Gender
Over the 10-year period of 1997 through 2008, the number of administrators in California increased by 5,030 to 28,655 (see Table 4). This amounts to an average of 500 more administrators needed per year due to growth. This does not include positions that need to be filled due to attrition. In the last 10 years, women have held a higher percentage of the administrator positions in California consistently and this number continues to grow. In 1997-1998, females held slightly over half, 54.3%, of all school administration positions. Currently, in 2008, females represent 59% and males 41% of all administrators. This is consistent with national data that report women have been earning 
Insert Table 4 here – Tami, it will fit much better landscape—see landscape table file 

half or more of the graduate degrees and school administrative certifications for the past 20 years (National Center for Educational Statistics, 1986). However, women still are seemingly invisible in "high profile" administrative positions (e.g., high-school principalships and superintendencies) (Pounder et al., 2003). Crow, Mecklowitz, and Weekes (1992) suggest, instead of waiting for individuals to self-select administration, educational leaders must be identified and groomed in a systematic way that facilitates the recruitment of potential leaders among women. 
Ethnicity

According to Table 5, the ethnicity of California school administrators has seen a change in demographics over the last 10 years. Currently, 68% of administrators are White; this represents a decline of 7.1% from a high of 75.1% in 1997-1998. African Americans have remained constant representing 8.1% of all school administrators from 1997-1998 to 2007-2008. Hispanics/Latinos currently represent 17.7% of school administrators; a 5.5% increase in the last 10 years. Although some diversity exists within the ranks of school administrators, the diversity is not reflective of the student population they serve. In 2006-2007, the K-12 enrollment in California was 6,286,952, of this number, Whites, Hispanics/Latinos, African Americans, and Asians represented 29.41%, 48.14%, 7.59%, and 8.12% of the population, respectively. Kerrins et al. (2001) report:

Districts continue to report low numbers of minority candidates in the applicant pool; if there aren't many minority applicants there won't be many minority hires. At the time when the state population is increasingly composed of non-whites, the need to plan to increase their representation in the applicant pool is paramount. (p. 2)

Insert Table 5 here – Tami, it will fit much better landscape—see landscape table file

Experience

The administrators of California as a whole are a highly experienced group of professionals. In 1997-1998, the average years of education experience of school administrators were 21.8 years of service (see Table 6). This average has declined by 2.6 years over the last 10 years to an average of 19.2 years of service in 2008-2009. School administrators in California also tend to stay in their district of employment for many years. In 1997-1998 administrators averaged 15.3 years in the district in which they served. In 2007-2008, the average has dropped by 2 years to an average of 13.3 years of service in their district of employment. The declines observed in average years of education service and average years of service in the district may be due, in part, to the retirements of older, more experienced administrators who are often replaced with younger administrators with fewer years of experience. 

Education Level

Table 7 represents the education level of California administrators. Although California administrators have extensive education with 76.3% holding a master's degree or above, there has been a shift in the number of administrators achieving the highest level of education. Between 1997 and 2008 the number of administrators earning a doctorate decreased by 2%. Additionally, the number of administrators who pursued additional units after earning their master's degree decreased by 8.5%. Concurrently, a slight increase of administrators who hold a bachelor's degree only was observed. 

Insert Table 6 here –

Insert Table 7 here –

Summary

The position of school administrator is a complex one with ever-increasing job responsibilities. With the accountability measures created by NCLB and state regulations, many teachers are choosing to stay in the classroom. Long work hours, low pay, and emotional stress also contribute to the lack of available administrators to lead America's schools. Recent retirements and growth in school administration positions are also contributing to a national shortage. 

The effectiveness of preparation programs for school administrators has gained much criticism. Many school administrators report that their preparation did little to prepare them for the positions they now hold. The criticism sparked has led to the creation of the ISLLC Standards for School Leaders which now serve as the bases for preparation programs across the country. 

School administrator certification is required in 47 states and also serves as the "gatekeeper" to those entering the profession. Many states have turned to alternative certification as a means to address the school administrator shortage. California, as part of their alternative certification permits candidates to "test out" of formal preparation by earning a passing score on the school SLLA. Although additional candidates have been generated through this certification route, little is known about this group of school administrators in comparison with their traditionally trained counterparts. 

The next chapter discusses the research methodology for the study, population and sample, process for instrument development, and procedures for data collection.
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