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ABSTRACT

This paper describes the results of a study that
investigated the nature and consequences of a unique set of
university-sponsored school leadership preparation programs. Begun in
1987, the Danforth Foundation Program for the Preparation of School
Principals (DPPSP) was part of a two-pronged effort to more fully
develop the potential of school leaders to contribute to school
reform. Three groups at each of the 11 program sites completed
surveys: the site coordinators, program graduates in each site, and
teachers or "colleagues" currently werking with the program
graduates. Overall response rates were 44 percent for graduates and
30 percent for teacher-colleagues. The two survey instruments
included: (1) The Principal Preparation Programs Survey (PPPS), which
assessed leaders' perceptions of the value of the preparation
program: and (2) The Survey of Leadership Practices (SLP), which
asked program graduates' colleagues about the effectiveness of their
principals' leadership. Findings indicate that formal
school-leadership preparation makes a significant difference in
leadership effectiveness and that good theory is of considerable
value to school leaders. Regarding the forms of instruction used in
the p:ogram, the graduates assigned highest ratings to participation
in seminars, reflection, and problems-based learning. Colleagues
generally perceived program graduates as demonstrating effective
leadership. While there was very little variation in respondents'’
ratings of program characteristics, these small amounts of variation
had important consequences for leader effectiveness. Finally,
effective leadership programs provide authentic experiences,
stimulate the development of "situated cognition," and foster
real-life problem-solving skills. Contains 17 references. (LMD
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Preparing School Leaders: What Works?

by Kenneth Leithwood, Doris Jantzl and George Coffin

Ceontre for Leadership Development
Ontario institute for Studies in Education
Toronto, Omario M58 1vVé

introduciion
This paper aescrines me resulfs of
a study inquiring aoout the nature
ang consequences of a unique
set of university-sponscred school
leadership preparation programs.
Begunin 1987, the Dantforth
Foundation Program for the
Preparation of School Principals
{DPPSP) was part of a two-pronged
effort to more fully develop the
potential of school leaders to
contiibute to school reform
(Griffith, Stout & Forsyth, 1988).
These programs aimed to sub-
stantially improve me quality of
the initial, formai preparation
expernences typically received by
men and women aspiring to the

‘principalship.

Participating university depart-
ments of educational administra-
fion were to incorporate into their
programs some common fea-
fures, for example: a careful
screening of canaidates. a search
for ethnic minority and female
candidates; specific curricular
themes; more authentic forms of
instruction; internships; and
mentoring. These depariments,
selected according to nine
explicit criteria (see Gresso, 1993).
received support from the
Dantorth Foundanon in “cycles.”
with three to six deparments
added every 18 months over five
cycles between 1987 and 1991
This support ranged up to about

DANFORTH PRINCIPAL
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540,000 in each of the sites over
the duranon ot the program.
From the outset, the Founda-
fion and paricipating universities
engaged in systematic inquiry
about the nature and conse-
quences of programs developed
with Foundation support. Cordeiro
etal (1993) conducted a survey
study of ali sites (22} based or
data collected from site coording-
tors. Milstein (1993) carried out
week-long case studies in five sites
using observations, documents,
and interviews with a wide range
of stakeholders. Reflections ond
local evaiuation data about nine
programs were reported by those
cenfral to those programs in an
edited text which examined the
Danforth inifigtives from both
historical and broader national
perspectives (Murphy, 1993).
Individual reports aiso have been

Contnued on page 2
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:nm W What Works?
pubiished which describe the work
entailed for a universitv in mount-
ing significant alternatives 1o its
fraditional preparation program
(e.g.. Daresh, 1994), and some of
the outcomes of such alternatives
(e.g.. Pounder, 1995).

These programs aimed
to substantially Improve
the quality of the Initial,
tormal preparation ex-
periences typically re-
celved by men and
women asplring to the
principalship.

The present study extended
these earlief efforts but with a
decidedly “summative” focus.
Coming at the end of the
Danforth Foundation's funding
commitment to the DPPSP pro-
gram, its purpose was fo provide a
synoptic perspective on the
outcomes of the prog.ram.  As
well, the study was to contribute o
a general understanding of those
teatures of administrator prepara-
fion programs that have the
greatest effect on the develop-
ment of school leadership.

To what extent are pro-
gram graduates who
have entered adminls-
trative roles perceived
by their colieagues fo be
demonstrating eftective
leadership In their
schools?

To accomplish these general
purposes, information was col-
iected In response 10 @ number of
more specific questions, of which
five are addressed in the paper:

1. Towhat extent are each of the
characteristics of the

Danforth-sponsored programs
considered a vaiuable
confribution 1o the develop-
ment of leadership capacities
ty those who have experi-
enced them?

. 2. s there signiticant variation

across preparation program
sites in the extent to which
program features are consid-
ered valuable in the develop-
ment of leadership capaci-
fes?

. 3. Towhat extent are program

graduates who have entered
adminishclive roles perceived
by their colleagues to be
demonstrating effeciive
leadership in their schools?

. 4. How strong are the relation-

ships between the vaiue that
graduates ascribe to those
program features which they
experienced and the extent to
which teacher-colleagues
perceive graduates to be
demonstrating elements of
eftective leadership in their
schools?

5. what proportion of variation in
perceived leader eftective-
ness is explained by variation
in the value atributed to
features of the preparation
programs considered indi-
vidually and collectively?

Framework
Conceptually, the starting points
tor the study consisted of two sets
of variabies, one consisting of
potential program features, the
other potential elements of
effective ieadership

Program Features
The Danforth Foundation’s spon-
sorship of administrator prepara-
fion programs depended on thei
retiection of a number of features
that were associated with exem-
piary administrative preparation
programs when such sponsorship
began. The full range of these
characteristics has been de-
scribed in @ number of souices:
for exampie, Giiffith, Stout and
Forsyth (1988), Gresso (1993).
Wilson (1993), Murphy {1992). and
Achilles (1994). There are several
categories of such program
charactetistics: methods used tor
recruitment and selection of
students; the nature of the process
used fo plan the program:; the
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structure of the program:; the use
of cohort groups, infemships, and
mentors; program content; the
nature of insfruction; and methods
and uses of evaluation. Staring
with these sefs of characteristics,
one task ir the initial stage of the
study was to clarify the specific
teatures actugily incorporated into
the programs of participating
university sites. Based on reviews
of literature and advice from
participating sites, a set of criteria
of what constitutes adequate
implementation of each of these
program features was also devel-
oped. This information served Qs
the basis for developing one of
the two survey Instuments used in
the study. Specific items in the
survey defined the meaning of
each of the maijor categories of
feqtures.

School Leadership
Elements of effective leadership
serving @s starting points for the
study were identified from a review
of four distinct and recent sefs of
literatures by Duke & Leithwood
(1994). These literatures included:
a selected set of writings (12
books) reflecting the "new man-
agement” literature: an exhaustive
sample of empirical research on
“ranstormational” literature in
schools (26 studies. reviewed by
Leithwood, Tomlinson & Genge, in
press); a set of recently reported
empiricai studies (21) on the
consequences for sSchool adminis-
trators of teir involvement in
various types of school restructur-
ing initiatives: and a body of
research conducted since 1982
concerned with an eciectic
assoriment of school leadership
practices and the effects of such
practices (19 studies). These four
sets of literature touch on virtually
all aspects of what practicing
school administrators actually do.
from initiatives which clearly refiect
commonly held meanings ©of
“leadership” to the *nuts and boifs”
of routine administration.

The tour sefs of literature refer
to management and leadership
initiatives in varied and sometimes
inconsistent ways,; for example, as
1asks, activiies, behaviors, prac-
tices and dimensions. For pur-
poses of consistency, Duke and
Leithwood {1994) converted
findings from this literature into

. “functions’. This conversion

required no substantive change o
the iniatives, whatever they were

. labeled in their original source.

Seven primary functions were
identifled by the review, each
encompassing “sub-functions” (@
total of 40) and “specific activities”
{a fotal of 219). The functions and

© sub-functions served as the basis

for the survey developed to

' measure schocl leadership In the

study. included as functions were:

m Developing @ mission and
vision for the schoo! and
maintaining ifs televance for
all stakeholders.

m Developing and maintaining
a school culture supportive of
the school's mission and the
work required to achieve that
mission,

® Nurturing the capacity and
commitment of staff.

A Stucturing the school to
tacilitate achieving ifs mission
and goals. .

B Ensuring the continuou
improvement of programs
and instruction.

m Building and maintaining high
levels of support for the school
among its immediate clienfs
and the wider community.

® Providing administrative
support for achieving the
school's vision, mission and
goals.

Graduates were askec
to rate the value which
they ascribed to each of
the components of the
program from which they
graduated in the devei-
opment of their leader-
ship capacities.

Method
Design
informaton was collected from
three sources in each of 11
program sites: the university
taculty member primarily respon-
sible for coordinating the prepara-
fion program in each of the 11
sites; @ sample of graduates of
Danforth-sponsored programs in

*4

eqach site {in the case of one
program site, graduates of the
“radifona! program, as well): and

. teachets or “colieagues” currently

working with program graduates.
for the most part in the graduates’
schools.

Teacher-colleagues
were asked ‘o rate the
effectiveness of the
leadership demon-
strated by the graduates
in their schools.

Graduates were asked to rate
the value which they ascribed to
each of the components of the
program from which they gradu-
ated, in the development of their
leadership capacities. Teacher-
colleagues were asked fo rate the
effectiveness of the leadership
demonstrated by the graduates in
their schools, Site coordinators
provided information about site-
specific program features and
elements of leadership consid-
ered important to develop.

instruments

Two survey insfruments were
developed for the study. One
survey, The Principal Preparation
Programs Survey (PPPS), was to
assess ieaders perceptions of the
value of those characteristics of
the preparation program from
which they graduated. in most
cases a Danforth Foundation-
sponsored program. This Instru-
ment included 75 iterms making
up 6 scaies with 10 items request-
ing demographic intormation.
The second survey, The Survey of
Leadership Practices (SLP), was to
coliect opinions from collieagues
of program graduates about he
effectiveness of the graduates’
leadership: itincluded 52 items
making up 7 scales.

A three-stage process was
used 1o develop both In. ruments,
The first stage entalled identifying,
from relevant literatures {those
referred to in the Framework
above), a comprehensive set of
program features and leadership
functions. As g second step. lists
of these teatures and functions




were sent 1o program coordinators
. in each site with a request to rate

theit importance or cenfrality in

thelr prograrns. Using the features non-respondents.

and functions rated highly in each ! bined eftect of all nine program

site (not always the same), draft ' Data Analysls . features (Question 5).

instruments were developed (with i The unit of analysis for this report !

sorne varigtion across sites) and 1 was the Individual respondent. For

returned to the stte coordinators for : analyses of graduates only, the full

final revision or approval. This . 126 gradugtes in the achieved

three-stoged process, with the site  sample were Included. Responses | the five specific qQuestions guiding

coordinators acting as a panel of ¢ from all 681 teacher colieagues in | the study.

experts, served as the primary ! the achieved sample ate provided |

and a stamped, addressed
return envelope. Two follow-up
reminders were carried out with

I ratings of specific program fea-

I tures (that differ from the other

1 program features) on the percep-
! fion of ieadership as well as com-

‘ Results
| This section summarizes evidence
i coliected in reference 1o each of

method for validating the two
instruments.

Sample

The selected sample consisted of
ali graduates of 11 of the 22
Danforth-sponsored programs
identified to the researchers by the
site coordinators. Site coordinators
also provided mailing addresses
tor each of these peopie. There
was considerabie cross-site vario-
fion in numbers of program gradu-
ates (ranging from a high of 51 to
a low of 9}. There was consider-
able variation in response rates, as
well {from 29% to 89%). Response
rates of teacher-colieogues invited
by graduates to participate in the
study ranged from 20% to 69%.
This is likely an underestimate,
however, since it is based on the
number of SLP's sent fo each
graduate by the researchers, not
the number that graduates actu-
ally distributed.

Overall tesponse rates, ot the
time this report was prepared, were
44% tor graduates and 30% (as
qualified above) for teacher-
colieagues. The final report of he
study will be based on somewhat
higher response rates since ques-
fionnaires were still being returned
as this paper was being written
(early Aprli, 1995).

Data Collection
Each graduate was maiied a
package which included:

B aletter from the site coording-
for expressing support tor the
study and encouraging
paricipation;

@ a survey (PPPS) for the graduate
fo complete along with
stamped, addressed return
envelope;

B eight surveys (SLS) to be distib-
uted to teacher colieagues.
along with a letter of expiana-
ton, guarantee of anonymity,

on the teacher survey. For answers

. to questions related to graduates in

adminishative roles (Questions 3

* through 5). analyses were limited to
. responses from ihe 585 teacher-

colleagues of graduates who were

. in rolas of responsibility other than

classroom feacher (e.g., assistant
principal, principal, deparfment
head). Aithough analyses were
done on data aggregated at the
level of the graduate, this report is
based on the individuai analyses
because the data are perceptions
of individuai colieagues. The
sample was not designed to be
representative of the whoie school.
nor even necessarily of ail relevant
coileagues.

Graduates generally
considered thelr pro-
grams to have been
valuable to their devel-
opment as school lecd-

The ratings provided by the site
coordinators in order to consfruct
the surveys were entered on a PC
spreadsheet and means calcu-
iated using Lotus software. SPSS
was used to caiculate means
(Questions 1 & 3). standard devia-
fions, scale refiabiiities (Cronbach's
alpha). and Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficients

(Question 4). A one-way analysis of -

variance (ANOVA) was performed
on graduate ratngs preparation of
program features fo determine
whether varlation in ratings across
progrom sites was significantly
greater than that among gradu-
ates within the sites (Question 2).
Standard muitiple regression was
used to defermine the effect of

| Question 1: To what extent are

| each of the characteristics of

| Dantorth-sponséited programs

i considered a valuable contribu-
' tion to the development of

i loadership capacities by those

i who have experienced them?

Graduates generally considered
heir programs 10 have been
vaiuable to their development as
school ieaders. Their overail rating
of program features was 3.46 on

* the four-point scale, midway
between “somewhat’ and “ex-
fremely valuable.” They athibuted

* the highest value (M = 3.81) to the
opporunities provided by their
program for participation within

~ their cohort group, particularly
activities such as engaging In
group ieaming and developing
and sharing a common purpose.
Two other features vaiued highty
were their internship (M = 3.64)
and menforing (M = 3.59) experi-
encas, although there was consid-
erable more variation in the ratings
of the |atter (standaid deviutions of
.66 vs. .45). The four features
ranking fourth 1o seventh were
program evaiuation, program
stucture, instructional shrategies.
and program confent. Recrult-
ment and seiection was ranked
eighth (M = 3.34) and program
pianning was the feature valued
ieast (M = 3.22), although still
perceived to have been somewhat
vaiuable.

Of those forms of Instruc-
tion used In the pro-

. grams, highest grades
went to participation In

. seminars, reflection, and
problem-based learning.




Wthin each category of
program characteristic, some
features were considered by
graduates fo have been particu-
larly valuable. With respect to
recruifiment and selection pro-
cesses, most valued was reiease
fime from one’s job to participate
in the program (M = 3.76} and the
careful screening of appiicants
that provided “high quality” col-
leagues from whom one could
leamn (M = 3.61). In terms of
prograrm pianning, most valued
was systemaftic pianning of the
entire program by the university (M
= 3.34) and provision of a pro-
gram directly responsive to one’s
needs (M = 3.30). Pan-fime study
(M = 3.76) and the availability of
evening courses (M = 3.74) were
the most appreciated aspects of
pbrogram stucture. The cohort
group, where it was used, was
valued most for the group learning
opporunifies it provided (M = 3.86)
and for the individual iearning
stimuiated by one's colleagues (M
= 3.81). Internships were consid-
ered to be vaiuable, especially
because of the problem solving
capacities they developed (2
itens: M = 3.76, 3.71) and the
opportunites to integrate theory
and practice (M = 3.71). The
relafionship developed with one’s
mentorwas the most vaiuable part
of that experience (M = 3.69).

| considered valuable In the
- development of leadership

. among the program sites in the
, extent fo which program features

Ratings provided by
colleagues ... indicated
that these administrators
were generally perceived
to be demonstrating
effective leadership In
their schools.

in tferms of prograrn content,
graduates rated as by far e most
important the emphasis on instruc-
tional leadership skills (M = 3.74).
Of those forms of instrucfion used in
the programs, highest grades went
to participation in seminars (M =
3.53), reflection sessions (M = 3.47)
and problem-based learning (M =
3.41). Opportunities for self-
evaluation (M = 3.62) were the
most valued aspects of progrom
evoluation.

- eumleulumn and instrucfion (M =

- Question 2: s there signiilcant
! variation across preparation !
; program sites In the extent to ‘

which program features are

capabllities?

A one-way analysis of variance
found no significant differences

wefe considered valuable by the
graduates. Because one site
deleted the mentoring feature
from its questionnaire, it was not
inciuded In the anaiysis for that
feature. Mean ratings of all
program feqtures ranged from
3.22 to 3.64, indicating ratings
from “somewhat” 10 "extremely
valuabie”.

Question 3: To what extent are
program graduates who have
entered administrative roles
perceived by their colieagues to
be demonstrating effective
leadership in thelr schools?

which feacher-colieagues
perceive graduates to be dem-
onstrating elements of etfective
leadership In their schools?

Relationships between values
ascribed by graduates to features
of their preparaton programs and
thelr colleagues’ perceptions of
effective leadership were signiti-
cant, although of moderate
strength. The mean value attrib-
uted to preparation programs was
significantly related to the overail

- mean rating for leadership (r = .18,

p<.01), suggesting that graduates

. who felt more shongly that thelr
I programs had prepared them for

leadership were qiso perceived by
their colleagues to be providing
eftective ieadership. The value

i placed on the instructionai strate-

gies had the strongest relationship
with the overall ieadership mean (r
= .20, p<.01) as well as having a
significant reiationship with each of
the seven ieadership practices. Of
aimost equai strength were the
relafionships between effective

. leadership and the vaiue attrib-

Ratings provided by colleagues cf
graduates who were in administra-
five roles indicated that these
administrators were generqily
perceived to be demonstrating
effective ieadership in their
schools. The overall mean rating
for ieadership was 3.47, which was
between "agresment’ and “strong
agreement” that graduates used
effective leadership pracrices.
With respect to the seven catego-
ries of leadership functions, foster-
ing staff development(M = 3.57)
was given the highest rating,
followed by sefing school direc-
flons (M = 3.54). Ranked third to
sixth were bullding school-commu-
nity relafions (M = 3.49), alfering
school structures (M = 3.44),
providing administrative support (M
= 3,44), and buiiding school

culture (M = 3.42). Supporing

3.39) was given the lowest rating, a
notable confrast to the reiatively
high value graduates placed on
the emp:hasis on developing
insfructional ieadership skiils within
thelr programs.

Question 4: How strong are the
reiationships between the vaiue
that graduates ascribe to pro-
gram features and the extent to

' uted to their cohort experience (1 =

18, p<.01}, leadership and the
value given program evaluation (r

. =.17 p<.01), and between

leadership and program planning |
r=.16 p<.01). Of the nine pro-
gram features, cnly mentoring and
program content were not signifl-

- cantly reiated with effective leadetr-

ship practices.

The leadership eiement with
the strongest reiationship with the
overall mean for program features

- was building school-community

relafons(t = .22, p<.01). The
weakest relgtionship was with
sefing directionsr = .10<.05).

Question 8: What proportion of
the variation perceived In leader
effeciiveness Is explained by the
value attributed to teatures of
the preparation programs,

, considered individually and

collectively?

Overail, regression analysis Indi-
cated that about 8 percent of the
variation in perceptions of effective
leadership Is accounted for by the
nine features of preparation
programs included in the study (p
< .001, OF = 9,475) Only three
program features, instructional
strategies, cohort membership,

e ___________________________________________________________________________________________ ]
Q
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and program content, made
significant unique contributions of
3%. 1% and 2%, respeciively.

—

With these data, it Is
possible to answer with
more confidence than
before, the two most
basic questions about
formal school leader
preparation: Does it
make a significant dif-
ference, and if it does,
how should It be de-
signed?

Discussion and Conclusions
Undertaken as a summative study
of the Danforth Foundation's
Program tor the Preparation of
School Leaders, this research
follows a relatively intense series of
previous studies also concermned
with the nature and impact of this
initative. Most of those studies (ali
but Cordeiro et al, 1993) were
primarily qualitative, providing
relatively rich Information about
the nature of individual programs,
chaillenges associated with their
development, and perceptions of
some of their effects, The study
described In this paper was a
quantiiative effort fo weigh the
contibution, tc the development of
school ieadership, of those features
which have been viewed as the
halimark of Danforth-sponsored
programs. This was done In two
ways: directty, by asking the
opinion of graduates; and indi-
recty, by searching for correiational
evidence,

Why, you might ask, do
we feel unequivocal
about the contribution fo
school leadership or
formal programs based
on this study?

The study retiects the usual
limitations associated with correla-
fional designs. And while the
response rates were accepiable for
survey research, they were siill iow --
a challenge to the representative-
nass of the data. Nevertheless, the
study adds an imporkant
perspectve fo the accumulating
evidences about these school
leader preparation intiatives,
independent samples of data were
avdiioble 1o estimate the status of
program characteristics and
leadership praciices. Furthermore,
while the response rates were

- modest, the sample sizes were

reiatively large and pemnitted us o
consider common program

' intflatives across sites. With these

- data, Itis possible o answer with

© more confidence than before, the
* two most basic questions about

. formal school leader preparation:

Does it make a significant differ-

. ence, and if it does, how shouid It

be designed?

" What Is compelling about

the results Is the modest
but significant amount of

- variation In leader effec-

tiveness explained by
program characferistics.

The answer 1o the first and
especially crifical question is yes -
indeed an unequivocalyes! Wny,
vou might ask, do we feel un-
equivocal about the contibution 1o
school ieadership of formal pro-
grams based on this study? ttis not
Just that most graduates still highly
valued these programs several
vears affer faking them and with
the benefit of experience in school
ieader roles, Nor Is It only because

 there were many significant

conelatfions between the value
attached to program characteris-

- Hics by the graduates and feachers’

perceptions of the effectiveness of
the graduates’ leadership. What
also is compelling about the resuits
is the modest but significant
amount of variation in leader
effectiveness explained by pro-
gram characteristics. This means

' that, while there was actually very
. litte variation in respondents’ ratngs

of program characteristics, even
these small amaounts of variation
had important consequences
(explained about B percent of the

- vaigtion) tor ieager effectiveness
i @s it was conceptualized and

measured in this study. These

1 consequences are on bp of some
i basic contibution to leadership of

pariicipation in a formal prepara-
fion program vs. no such paricipa-
fion. So the fokal contribution of a
high quallty, formal, leadership
program is more than 8 percent,

- perfhaps much more. Given all of
+ the other infiuences on a leacter's

(The resulis) aiso corrobo-

. rate prior evidence sug-

~ gesting that formal

. preparation programs are
- elther quite useful or

largely without value
depending on ’ elr qual-

- Ry.

development (family experiences,
on-the-job fraining. and the like),
this is clearly of educational, not just
statistical, significance. These
resulits offer independent support
for the results of the prior case
studies of Danforth-sponsored
programs,; they aiso cormoborate
prior evidence suggesting that
formal preparation programs are
elither quite useful or largely without
value depending on their quaiity
(Lefthwood, Steinbach & Begley,

1992; Leithwood, Begley & Cousins.
1992).

Effective programs pro-
vide authentic experi-
ences, stimulate the
deveiopment of “situated
cognition,” and foster the
real iife problem-solving

. skills of thelr participants.

i tormal preparation programs
can be effective in developing
school ieadership, what features
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must they possess? Not surprisingly,
the answet o this question seens fo
be much the same as would be
the case for other practice-oriented
occupations. Effective programs
provide authentic experiences
(Rogoftf & Lave, 1984), stimulate the
development of "situated cogni-
fion” (Brown, Collins & Duguid,
1989), and foster the redl life
problem-sotng skills of their
participants, These qualities were
most evident fo Danforth progrom
graduates in the context of their
cohort groups, internships, mentor
relafions and probiem-based
learning activiies. Each of these
instructional attematives. in its own
way, avoids the development of
knowledge which is "inart’ o
unable to be used by ifs possesor
(Branstord, 1993); they assist
participants, in confrast, to acquire
‘proceduralized” knowledge
iknowing how). This is @ more
functioncl way to define what is
usually characterized as @ “theory-
practice problem. Results of this
study impily that good theory is of
considerabie value to school
leaders. Butnot whenitis leftin
‘declarctive” or inert form (knowing
aboutl, We think that when prepa-
rafion programs are crificized as
“too theoretical,” it actually means
either that such programs are
based on bad theory or that an
applicafion of the theory in real
school contexts has been senously
neglected--with the knowledge of
neory remaining inert, even thougn
its potential use might be quite
substannal.

Results of this study imply
that good theory is of
considerable value to
school leaders.

The challenge for developing
fruly effective leqder preparation
programs is fo build them arouna
robust theones relevant to the
curnent ang future work of school
leqders and to offer forms of
instruchon hat lead to
proceduralized knowledge
consistent with such theories.
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THE FINAL ISSUE OF CONNECTIONS!

The eight years between 1987, when the Dantorth Foundation initiated its Program for the
Preparation of School Principals, and 1995, the program's final officlal year, have also been
years of ferment and reform focusiry on how school administrators can be better prepared.

For the past three years, CONNECT /5! has been part of that discussion by examining Issues
of principal preparation.

It Is fitting that this -- the fincl issue of CONNECTIONS! -- should feature a summutive study of
the Danforth Program for the Preparation of School Principals (DPPSP) by Kenneth Letthwood,
Dorls Jantzi and George Coffin of the Centre for Leadership Development, Ontario Institute for
Studies of Education. The study addresses five research questions regarding outcomes of the
Danforth programs and the etfects of Danforth program features on the development of
school leadership. In the authors’ discussion, you will find answers to two basic questions:

Does formal school ieader preparation make a significant difference? If so, how should that
preparation be designed?

These and other issues of adminishator preparation will confinue to be explored on the pages
of the bulletin of The National Policy Boaid for Educational Administration, DESIGN FOR LEADER-
SHIP. which will subsume the issues orientation of CONNECTIONS! As a final note, the edttorlal
board of CONNECTIONS! expresses its deep appreciation to its readers, to those who contrib-
uted: articles for publication, and to the Danforth Foundation for ifs sponsorship.
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