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Demographic Forecasts
By 2042, racial minority groups will make up most of  the U.S. population 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2013). Because they have high percentages of  mi-
nority students, unprecedented changes are expected for minority-serving 
institutions (MSIs). According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s projection, 
upon which Taylor and the Pew Research Center (2014) built, Hispanic 
and Black Americans will have grown substantially, comprising 45% of  
the 2060 population. 

Within a century (from 1960 to 2060), the White American popula-
tion will have decreased from 85% to 43%. Immigration and intermar-
riage account for much of  this change. Americans must not only embrace 
diversity and reexamine how we think about race, but also educators must 
prepare for these shifting demographics, including within our White-
centric professional organizations. U.S.-based demographic shifts inform 
what we share here in our growing pains as culturally competent leaders.

Genesis and Purpose
Organizational diversity is one major focus of  social justice advocacy that 
can propel racial justice and human rights. Professional associations with 
this vision can spark much-needed cultural transformation and reinven-
tion. Organizational renewal is similar to self-renewal, but it is played out 
on a systemic scale involving complex power dynamics. Our thesis herein 
is twofold: 

1. Professional organizations should include MSIs in their mission, 
leadership, and change efforts. 

2. Organizational diversity led by professional organizations could 
make educational culture more inclusive. 

Revitalizing professional organizations has long been on the radar 
of  educational associations, such as the National Council of  Professors 
of  Educational Administration (NCPEA) and University Council for 
Educational Administration (UCEA). Both are committed to the mission 
of  supporting the preparation of  school leaders. They offer professional 
development trainings (e.g., webinars) on leadership for the 21st century 
and, importantly, catalyze university-school-community partnerships that 
foster and select generations of  leaders who are social justice minded 
and thus more competent to lead schools (Gooden, 2015; Mullen, 2011; 
Mullen, Rodriguez, & Allen, 2015). 
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Contributing to the Review
The content of  the UCEA Review is not peer re-
viewed, and any opinions printed in the Review should 
not be viewed as a statement by UCEA, UCEA Ex-
ecutive Board members, UCEA member institutions, 
or UCEA faculty. The opinions expressed are those 
of  the authors alone. The UCEA Review serves as a 
source of  information and news and a place where 
program innovations are shared and critical ques-
tions are raised. Members use the review for debate, 
to share opinions, and to engage the educational ad-
ministration community in conversation and debate. 
If  you have ideas concerning substantive feature ar-
ticles, interviews, point/counterpoints, or innovative 
programs, UCEA Review editors would be happy to 
hear from you. The Editorial Team (see back page of  
the Review) meets twice a year. One to two features 
appear in each issue of  the Review, which is published 
three times a year.

UCEA Past President Mark Gooden (2015) captured the grow-
ing pains of  this organization’s leadership as it tackled the moral prob-
lem of  “societal discrimination against women and people of  color” 
(p. 10). Grappling with resistance to make an organization or institu-
tion more inclusive takes courage. Learners who come to think and 
learn differently, including those in governance roles, can bring about 
organizational renewal that simultaneously renews leaders themselves 
(Mullen et al., 2015).

Organizational capacity involves a wide range of  capabilities, knowl-
edge, and resources (Malen et al., 2014). Of  primary importance, in our 
mind, are the rallying, empowerment, and mobilization of  underserved 
populations in creating a boundary spanning socially just culture. Lead-
ers who experiment with peer-led interventions can raise the caliber of  
justice and thereby change their learning environments.

Mature organizations fade away, granting to members the chal-
lenge of  reinventing them (Mullen, 2011). Social justice interventions 
are vital for organizational renewal, in the process disrupting the sta-
tus quo of  White leadership. Female leaders and nondominant groups 
are at the fore in the struggle to educate for racial justice and human 
rights while educating forward, diversifying institutionally, and extend-
ing globally.

About the 2014 UCEA conference theme of  educating for ra-
cial justice and human rights, professional organizations in educational 
leadership and education more generally rally around this vision. Peer 
leaders who work intentionally and interdependently have a greater 
threshold for diversifying the membership and leadership of  predomi-
nantly White institutions (PWIs) that perpetuate business-as-usual.

One initial step depends on the willingness of  the executive 
leadership of  PWIs to reach out to MSIs, with a vision and flexible 
planning. Such outreach reflects a commitment on the part of  organi-
zational leaders to think, operate, and partner in new ways. Arriving at 
mutually agreed-upon expectations with MSI partners can spark new 
synergies and frameworks and provide momentum for inclusion and 
change. 

As an example, we have grown from the leadership opportu-
nity to help diversify NCPEA’s governance and membership to include 
MSIs, over the years benefiting from the talent and expertise from 
within these institutions (Mullen, 2011). More than 4 years ago, un-
der then-incoming President Fenwick English’s leadership, NCPEA’s 
Executive Board decided to move in the direction of  developing the 
organization’s capacity for renewal and inclusion, specifically in part-
nership with MSIs. A takeaway is that new leadership may rally with 
institutions that are not predominantly White or privileged, or at the 
center of  influence.

Putting pen to paper around this initiative, we have published 
our own stories as diverse female leaders, two of  whom are faculty at 
MSIs—Mariela Rodriguez and, formerly, Tawannah Allen—and one 
who participated in the initiative to include racial minority scholars 
from MSIs in NCPEA’s governance body—then incoming NCPEA 
President Carol Mullen, who joined President Fenwick English and the 
Executive Board (Mullen et al., 2015). 

Organizational Diversity by Design
When diversity is construed as an ecosystem going beyond a person, 
group, or program, the field of  educational leadership is broader and 
it can have more impact. We operationalize organizational diversity as a 
construct associated with cultural transformation, social networks, and 
peer learning.

http://twitter.com/UCEA
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To make a difference at the level to which we aspire, we have 
had to reeducate ourselves as learning partners who think differently 
and act deliberately. Intentionality is “an important element of  de-
signing for leadership,” yet this intent must be combined with other 
elements, such as “interdependence” (Young, 2013, pp. 5-6). When 
intentional, organizations become active agents that diversify by de-
sign, beyond individual and group levels. By interdependence, we mean 
that organizational members partner to build capacity for school 
communities and preparation programs. 

In our scholarship, we depict how diversity can be a dynamic 
human enterprise working on behalf  of  an organization to identify 
its weaknesses, synergize its causes, and broaden its reach. Our re-
search focuses on (a) diversifying professional organizations to ben-
efit the educational leadership field and renew mature organizations 
and (b) preparing future principals from educational leadership pro-
grams in MSIs to create equitable and just schools for traditionally 
marginalized student populations (Mullen et al., 2015; Rodríguez, 
Mullen, & Allen, in press).

Change can be initiated by leaders from PWIs who hold lead-
ership positions in professional associations and from and on behalf  
of  MSIs. Because peers in governance roles have leverage to “in-
duct” new, diverse institutional members, they are in a position to 
renew organizations. Identifying unexplored pathways necessitates 
an entirely new way of  approaching and conducting business. For 
us, diversification refers to the building of  communities by partnering 
with MSIs, such as Hispanic-serving institutions (HSIs) and histori-
cally Black colleges and universities (HBCUs), through such means 
as mutually beneficial agreements and research that incorporates ad-
vocacy. Involving members of  disenfranchised groups and prepar-
ing leaders for demographically changing school communities are 
related goals.

NCPEA’s partnership with MSIs is resulting in gains: a diver-
sified Executive Board, new collegial relationships, original schol-
arship with scholars of  color, leadership and journal editorship of  
faculty representatives from MSIs, and the creation of  a directory 
of  HSIs and HBCUs listing over 100 MSIs offering degrees in edu-
cational leadership. By including stakeholders from MSIs in its gov-
ernance structure, policy initiatives, and scholarly profile, NCPEA 
is not only increasing participation within the organization but also 
broadening the impact of  MSIs in education. 

Uniting the policy, research, and practice of  scholar-practi-
tioners supports the future work within principal preparation. The 
diversification of  professional organizations in educational leader-
ship and education more broadly is necessary. First, today’s graduate 
students are tomorrow’s faculty members who will be a more diverse 
teaching body. Second, PWIs must transform if  they are to reflect 
changing demographics in schools and the professions and there-
by benefit from the capital associated with faculty from MSIs. The 
leadership of  professional organizations should be intentional about 
including disenfranchised people, some of  whom come from MSIs. 

MSIs that have principal preparation programs are tasked with 
the important work of  cultivating and harnessing student diversity 
in the schools that their graduate students, aspiring principals and 
district leaders, will serve. Perhaps a MSI partner of  UCEA, such as 
Howard University, an HBCU and recent full institutional member, 
can provide a laser focus on the challenging problem of  preparing 
education leaders for student and family income and health dispari-
ties in high-poverty areas, as but one outlet of  social justice advo-
cacy. 

Given our research about the geographic location of  the 
MSIs with HSIs along the southwest states and HBCUs along 
the east coast of  the United States (Rodríguez et al., in press), 
these are areas near large urban school districts that host cultur-
ally and linguistically diverse students. Thus, principal preparation 
programs in MSIs in these regions have responsibility for prepar-
ing future school leaders who will keep the needs of  culturally and 
linguistically diverse students at the forefront of  their decision 
making regarding curricular and instructional programming, as 
well as resource allocation.

Literature Touchstones
Faculty of  color effect change through their diverse research 
topics, teaching practices, and student advising (Laden, 2009). 
However, in 2011, only 947 Black men and 1,524 Latinos earned 
doctorates, compared with 14,000 White male counterparts (Sur-
vey of  Earned Doctorates, 2011). Saenz and Ponjuan’s (2009) re-
search confirmed the worrisome vanishing of  Latino males from 
postsecondary education. 

The struggle of  Black males and Latinos includes access 
to higher education and visibility within the academy. According 
to the National Center for Education Statistics (2012), in 2011 
Black males and Latinos held fewer than 5,000 professorships and 
assistant professorships. For Black women and Latinas, the num-
bers were even lower, with less than 3,000 professors and 4,000 
associate professors. Interestingly, at the assistant professor rank, 
Black women held about 6,500 of  those positions, and Latinas 
only around 3,700.

Mentors have been identified as critical for assisting Lati-
na students in the navigation of  doctoral programs (González, 
2006). Similarly, a study of  Latina junior professors by Ek, Qui-
jada, Alanís, and Rodríguez (2010) highlighted the need for pro-
fessional development (e.g., mentoring) beyond the degree, given 
their low representation in the faculty ranks. Diverse graduate 
students need better guidance within the academy and, we add, 
disciplinary organizations.

Professional organizations that are places of  renewal influ-
ence the communities they lead. This view of  community differs 
from that of  faith-based or neighborhood organizations (e.g., Big 
Brother–Big Sister program; State of  New Jersey Department 
of  Education, 2013). Community herein references action learn-
ing (e.g., see Raelin, 2006), whereby members value teaching and 
learning from one another and confronting the status quo. Part-
nering organizations can adopt this model and benefit from ex-
ploring social (e.g., peer) learning for the purpose of  organizing 
for social justice (Mullen, 2011; Mullen et al., 2015). 

Our scholarship as a query concerns what social learning 
can facilitate for established associations that have diversity goals 
(Mullen et al., 2015). Included in our area of  study are learning-
oriented leaders, salient problems, reflective inquiry, tasks, agree-
ments, actions, and coaches (Marquardt & Waddill, 2004), but 
with the goal of  diversifying professional organizations by learn-
ing from MSIs and their contributions.

Strategies for Organizational Renewal
Strategies for revitalizing a professional association to diversify its 
governance structure and membership include an interrogative 
mindset, collaboration among learning-oriented leaders, partner-
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UCEA Has Gone Digital!
The UCEA Review has gone digital. If  you would like to continue 
to receive paper copies, please specify your preference by going 
to the UCEA website (www.ucea.org) and logging into your 
account. Maintaining your online UCEA contact information 
is the best way to make sure you always get the latest UCEA 
news, no matter what format you choose. If  you don’t have 
an account, creating one is easy. Just visit ucea.org and click 
on “Account Access” in the top right hand corner. Join us in 
reducing our carbon footprint and be UCEAwesome!

ship outreach, and executive contributions from MSIs. However, 
as with any process of  change, there will be tough challenges. 
Stagnant governance practices and the way decisions get made 
may be more obvious than notions of  who or what “belongs” 
within the changing structure or community. 

We have been developing frameworks of  organizational re-
newal based on our research, reading, and leadership experiences. 
Insights are that particular strategies (e.g., social networking, peer 
relationships, diversity goals) help in the transformation of  ma-
ture organizations. From our practical research we recognize 

• the commitment to establish new diversity goals that can 
benefit all learners and fulfill outreach efforts;

• the importance of  networking as faculty leaders across dif-
ferent types of  institutions that prepare prospective leaders 
of  schools and districts;

• the value of  cultivating relationships with mentors, col-
leagues, and friends to forward social justice agendas; and

• the richness of  knowledge provided in socially oriented per-
spectives and methodologies.

Social networking. To understand how social networking 
can occur in an organization, let’s consider our experience as lead-
ers and members of  NCPEA. First, the annual convention is an 
excellent opportunity for collegial interactions. We, the represen-
tatives of  the MSIs (and PWIs), described such interactions in a 
scholarly account (Mullen et al., 2015). Second, social networking 
is very beneficial and rewarding. We each have specific persons 
with whom we have networked through NCPEA and UCEA. 

Such fortuitous networks have led to connections with 
people who reinvent the organization and turn possibility into 
reality through their vision, work, and leadership. As studied, NC-
PEA leaders believe social networking to be vital to the work and 
growth of  the Executive Board and its interactions.

Peer relationships. Another commonality in our stories 
is the value of  cultivating peer relationships. By our definition, 
a peer relationship includes caring, invested people with shared 
goals. Such a mentor and friend is Fenwick English of  the Uni-
versity of  North Carolina at Chapel Hill, former president of  
NCPEA and UCEA. His encouragement, cultivation, and influ-
ence, and specifically his belief  in our effectiveness and talent as 
organizational leaders with knowledge capital, are prevalent in 
our account (Mullen et al., 2015). English’s expressed intention 

of  reinventing mature organizations through diversity initiatives, 
combined with cultivating diverse relationships as an integral part of  
this vision, influenced a particular professional association’s change 
process (Mullen, 2011).

This theme also reflects NCPEA’s mission to reach out to 
scholars and students in educational leadership programs to encour-
age participation, service, and publication, as well as attendance at 
the annual conference. All conference attendees gather at a sched-
uled social. Such a simple way to connect is an anticipated event 
grounded in custom and tradition that elicits a communal sense of  
belonging.

Diversity goals. A last theme gleaned from our published sto-
ries is the organization’s commitment to fulfill outreach goals through 
diversity commitments (Mullen et al., 2015). The HBCU faculty rep-
resentative, explaining her goals in this capacity, described outreach 
efforts with colleagues as she investigated possibilities for a two-way 
relationship with new faculty members from MSIs and the changing 
professional organization. The HSI representative, in her vignette, 
referred to a project of  hers with the HBCU representative—a direc-
tory listing all HSIs and HBCUs in the United States with programs 
in educational leadership. On behalf  of  the professional organiza-
tion, they worked to raise awareness of  MSIs; to recruit from these 
institutions to strengthen the organization and principal pipeline; 
and to diversify, often by reinventing older associations.

Roles and responsibilities specifically for these representatives 
from MSIs were developed by two NCPEA presidents, in consulta-
tion with the Executive Board. In this particular case, a memoran-
dum of  understanding was reviewed and accepted by the two MSI 
faculty representatives. The agreement that followed incorporated 
such organizational task items as these: 

• Prepare a database of  HSIs and HBCUs that offer educa-
tional leadership graduate programs.

• Turn the database into a directory, with contact information 
for each institution identified.

• Prepare an outreach plan to contact these institutions and 
give them information about the professional organization.

• Carry out the outreach plan by contacting institutions regard-
ing membership and participation in this association.

The three of  us can see more clearly now how we are con-
nected through common purpose and at the organizational level. In 
retrospect, our stories speak to a shared commitment to organiza-
tional diversity and renewal through outreach.
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Outreach Developments
MSIs with educational leadership programs, particularly HSIs and 
HBCUs, total 100 4-year universities. Our current steps include en-
gaging in outreach efforts to attract faculty members from these 
universities to join NCPEA. Faculty from MSIs who become in-
volved in this organization, like faculty from non-MSIs, will likely 
want to involve their graduate students in networking opportuni-
ties, as well as publication venues, conferences, webinars, and pro-
liferating (inter)national agendas. 

This infusion of  new members should amplify networking 
efforts across institutions and beyond this association, the pur-
poses of  which are to provide opportunities for success to faculty 
of  color and educate school leaders to advocate for all students. 
NCPEA currently has the involvement of  MSIs at the level of  
individual faculty and leaders, not as institutional members. This is 
most definitely an area of  growth. 

Questions Prompted
Questions arising through these efforts to diversify mature orga-
nizations are intended in part to bring awareness to the need for 
recruiting more graduate students and faculty from HSIs and HB-
CUs into the educational leadership fold. We share five prompts 
for organizational development and diversification.

1. What are the federal definitions and designations of  HSIs 
and HBCUs? 

2. Where are HSIs and HBCUs located in the United States?

3. How does their geographic location connect to problems 
of  practice faced by public schools in those regions (such as 
the influx of  English language learners, high student mobil-
ity rates, and graduation completion)?

4. What types of  educational leadership degree programs do 
these postsecondary institutions offer?

5. What recruitment strategies can be applied toward engaging 
more graduate students and faculty members from these 
types of  postsecondary institutions?

Partnering Beyond our Borders
Ideas and information from our outreach to graduate students and 
faculty from HSIs and HBCUs support Hackman and McCarthy’s 
(2011) finding that more ethnic minorities are comprising educa-
tional leadership faculty positions nationwide. We wonder how 
many of  these ethnic minorities have the opportunity to partner 
with different institutions and contribute to the renewal of  their 
disciplinary organizations and of  society. 

Stakeholders in HSIs and HBCUs can seek out opportunities 
offered by NCPEA, UCEA, and other professional organizations 
and education entities, helping to cement justice and human rights 
as core values. This topic of  organizational diversity is relevant for 
faculty in principal preparation programs seeking to build a diverse 
network of  scholar-practitioners. 

We also wonder about the national and global implications of  
revitalizing professional organizations relative to MSIs. As Gasman 
(Gasman, 2013; Gasman, Baez, & Turner, 2008) has declared, it 
is time for the United States to think globally. Considering demo-
graphic shifts, most children in the nation are racial minorities (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2013), which is expected to have an unprecedented 

effect on MSIs that enroll high percentages of  ethnic-minority stu-
dents.

Educational leadership organizations can more vigorously 
improve the future of  marginalized groups by expanding the dia-
logue taking place in education. And faculty members in MSIs can 
contribute to and gain from a global conversation about improving 
educational opportunities for children and youth (Gasman, 2013; 
Gasman et al., 2008). 

In the United States, HBCUs have “improv[ed] the lives 
of  Black Americans since their inception during a time of  racial 
segregation” (Gasman, 2013, para. 3). These institutions play a 
crucial role in the socialization and promotion of  ethnic-minority 
students, including Latino/as and Asian Americans, offering part-
nering benefits for professional associations and higher education 
institutions beyond faculty–faculty synergies and cultivation.

Professional associations can serve as a platform for under-
taking the work that may educate through learning-oriented leader-
ship and institutional diversification (see Gooden’s 2015 account 
of  UCEA’s process of  revitalization around equity values). Global 
conversations advance “the important work achieved by MSIs” 
and, perhaps more importantly, foster “solidarity and collabora-
tion across them” (Gasman, 2013, para. 6) in an effort to create 
socially just learning environments with a diversity-oriented out-
reach mission. 

Thus it is timely for peer networks to revitalize their profes-
sional organizations by supporting the leadership of  MSIs. Faculty 
members in professional organizations and preparation programs 
that educate future leaders and educators (e.g., principals, teachers) 
can benefit from outreach programs to build a larger, more diverse 
network. Our hope is that readers find something worthwhile and 
useful here. 

Finally, we call for executive leaders to facilitate the develop-
ment or renewal of  professional associations through peer learn-
ing with diverse partners. As UCEA Executive Director Michelle 
Young (2014) has expressed in the UCEA Review, the complexity 
of  the times speaks to the need for an entirely “different kind of  
collaboration. In the past, the approach of  the UCEA consortium 
has been to find solutions primarily within the higher education 
community. . . . Complex problems require cross-sectional coali-
tions” (p. 5). Cross-sectional coalitions that include MSIs will pen-
etrate often unfamiliar territory while questioning the biases and 
assumptions encountered in problem solving. We cannot assume 
that our professional associations are already working with MSIs 
in meaningful ways or even have basic knowledge of  them (Mullen 
et al., 2015).

Call to Action
Do we have work to do? Yes. Will we meet challenges? Most assur-
edly. Is the mission of  this organization worth the risk? Definitely. 
If  diversification of  our professional associations is to take place 
on a large scale, it will begin here and now. It will begin with us, 
with the people, entities, and organizations that embody UCEA’s 
goals and philosophies about change and leadership. By develop-
ing leaders with a passion for diversifying at organizational levels 
and through social networking and partnering with MSIs, we will 
not only be including a group of  educators who will be enriched by 
their opportunity to serve but also be able to see our own organi-
zation reinvented, or at least enriched, by the work we find so im-
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New Strategies Issue
Strategies for School System Leaders on District-
Level Change is an annual publication 
that highlights promising practices in 
the systemic improvement of  U.S. K-12 
school systems, with a particular focus on 
the system-level leadership implications 
of  this work. Each issue explores a 
particular theme and includes one or 
more case studies, illustrating how the 
theme plays out systemically in a real-
world context. Strategies is developed and 
published by Panasonic Foundation in 
cooperation with UCEA and AASA. The 
2015 issue is available at UCEA.org. 

portant to the educational leadership of  tomorrow. As one starting 
point, organizational processes that recognize the diversity expertise 
of  MSIs could offer a powerful way forward.
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From the Director:  Developing Future University Faculty for the 
Educational Leadership Field

Michelle D. Young
UCEA Executive Director

What They Didn’t Teach You in Graduate 
School, Advice for New Faculty Members, 
and other books of  this nature are 
designed to fill in preparation gaps 
for graduates of  PhD programs who 
plan on entering academe (Boice, 
2000; Gray & Drew, 2008). The 
transition from student to novice 
professor can certainly be a jarring 
one, particularly if  the transition 

involves moving from one institutional type to another (e.g., from 
a research institution to a teaching college or from a large public 
to a small private) or if  the graduate program from which the 
novice professor graduated involved little more than coursework 
and the dissertation.  

Over the years, the UCEA Review has hosted discussions 
about the quality of  preparation provided to educational 
leadership graduate students (Perry, 2011; Young, 2006). For the 
most part these discussions have focused on the development 
of  those planning to work as educational leaders within schools 
and school systems in the United States. For example, in 2006, 
Young suggested a model for how the MEd, EdD, and PhD 
are distinguishable with regard to a number of  key program 
components, “such as degree objective, primary career intention, 
knowledge base, research methods, internship, and the capstone 
experience” (p. 6). In 2011, the Fall issue of  the UCEA Review was 
focused on the educational doctorate, including a piece by Jill Perry, 
the director of  the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate 
initiative, in which she provided a historical overview of  the EdD 
and the importance of  aligning the degree to development of  
scholar-practitioners as well as a Point-Counterpoint by Chris 
Golde and David Imig concerning the EdD dissertation (Byrne-
Jimenez, 2011; Golde, 2011; Imig, 2011; Perry, 2011).

Less attention within these pages has been dedicated 
to the development of  those who will some day enter higher 
education as faculty. Although important exceptions have 
contributed to thinking and practice around the development 
of  future educational leadership faculty, UCEA would welcome 
a contemporary conversation on this issue. Is there a set of  
signature experiences essential for future educational leadership 
faculty members, particularly those entering research institutions?

The shifting expectations for faculty within higher education 
(McCarthy & Hackmann, 2009) indicate that current and future 
faculty members will be expected to teach, advise, research, attain 
grant funding, publish, and serve their departments, institutions, 
and the field with both greater intensity and in different ways than 
was previously the case. These trends have significant implications 
for faculty in many fields, particularly when paired with trends in 
the educational leadership faculty pipeline.

What are some of  those trends? In their most recent 
study of  the educational leadership professoriate, McCarthy 

and Hackmann (2009) found that a larger percentage of  faculty 
remain untenured as compared to previous cohorts, that a larger 
number of  faculty lines are not tenure eligible, and that the size 
of  the typical educational leadership faculty had shrunk. These 
trends existed in both UCEA and non-UCEA institutions, 
though the trend was harder felt in non-UCEA institutions. 
Furthermore, significant faculty turnover has occurred, with 60% 
of  the educational leadership faculty hired within the past decade, 
meaning that leadership faculties are much smaller, more junior, 
and less protected than in previous decades. Such trends warrant a 
consideration and conversation around how and how well we are 
preparing doctoral students for their future roles in the academy.

The Typical PhD Program in Educational 
Leadership
Although programs differ depending upon their focus, PhD 
programs typically require 66–90 credit hours of  coursework. 
PhD students are often supported through grants, fellowships, 
and research/graduate assistantships, allowing them to enroll 
full time. However, in some places full-time students are self-
supporting. PhD coursework is often divided into five curricular 
blocks: a Core, a Concentration, a Research, Cognate, and a 
Dissertation Block. Below, I have outlined an example PhD 
curriculum with an educational leadership focus. The example 
is provided for the purpose of  discussion and should not be 
interpreted as a recommended UCEA curriculum.

PhD Foundational Core Block. For those programs that 
utilize a core, this usually consists of  four or five classes that serve 
as a foundation for the PhD program. The core often represents 
a focus that is broader than the program area, emphasizes 
educational and theoretical issues that the faculty members 
consider to be foundational, and encourages different levels of  
analysis in the formulation and consideration of  educational 
issues and problems. The following courses might be found in 
the core of  an educational leadership PhD program:

• Theoretical and Ethical Foundations of  Education and 
Leadership

• Foundations of  Educational Research and Theory
• Educational Policy in the U.S. and Abroad: Current Issues
• Diversity and Equity in Education: Current Issues
• The Laws and Politics of  Education
• Education and the Economy

Concentration Course Block. The Concentration Course 
Block is linked to a program’s focal area of  study, in this case 
leadership. It typically consists of  five or six courses. Some 
leadership programs may schedule students from PhD and EdD 
programs to take courses together, whereas others may shape the 
courses specifically for PhD students:
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• Leadership, Learning, and Instruction
• Culturally Responsive Leadership
• Public School Finance 
• Human Resource Development
• Organizational Theory and Behavior in Education
• Educational Change and Improvement
• School–Community Relations

Research Core Block. The Research Core typically consists 
of  five or more courses and provides students with the tools to 
pursue systematic, programmatic, and empirical investigations. 
As Golde (2011) noted, students do not enter doctoral programs 
knowing how to ask a research question, particularly one of  
appropriate scope and scale, nor do they automatically understand 
how to engage in systematic reviews of  the literature. Rather, 
these and other skills must be developed within the research core. 
The following list is typical of  required research core courses:

• Research Methods and Design
• Epistemology
• Qualitative Research
• Statistical Analysis
• Advanced Qualitative or Quantitative Analysis Courses
• Research Apprenticeship

Cognate Block. The Cognate consists of  four or more 
courses and reflects the specific interest of  the student as they 
work toward defining and shaping their dissertation research. The 
Cognate may include courses inside or outside of  departments 
and colleges of  education. The specific courses are generally 
chosen in advisement with the faculty advisor. 

The above blocks are generally distributed over 4, and in 
some cases 5, years, with the 1st year focused on developing a 
foundational understanding of  research methods and educational 
issues. The 2nd year shifts to emphasize core knowledge and 
advanced research methods. The 3rd year generally focuses on 
student cognates and the opportunity to develop research skills 
through apprenticeships or mentoring relationships. The final 
years are usually dedicated to the dissertation. By the end of  the 
program, a PhD graduate should have developed the content 
area knowledge and research expertise necessary for a university 
faculty position.

What’s Missing?
According to Boice (2000), few new faculty members falter due 
to lack of  ability or desire; rather, “the most telling mistakes” 
include time management, scholarly productivity, teaching 
effectiveness, and learning “to elicit effective collegial support” 
(p. 1). Furthermore, the focus of  faculty transition books tends 
to be on elements like teaching and service, time management, 
publishing, grant writing, service in and outside the university, and 
work–life balance. It would seem that strong content knowledge 
and research expertise is necessary but not necessarily sufficient 
for success in academe. 

The above example, which may poorly depict the efforts of  
some programs, doesn’t take into account the learning experiences 
fostered through student–faculty projects and mentoring, 
professional development seminars offered by universities 

(e.g., Preparing Future Faculty Program), or collaborations with 
peers. It also doesn’t take into consideration the innovations 
introduced within university programs to build out different skill 
sets. Take the dissertation, for example. Whereas many programs 
still use the traditional five-chapter dissertation, which includes 
the introduction, literature review, methodology, findings, and 
discussion, some are introducing new models. Pedagogically the 
traditional dissertation format walks a student through the process 
of  research, from design, through data collection and analysis, to 
writing up the results; however, it is a format that often proves 
difficult to transform into publications. Given that it is the most 
significant research experience for most doctoral students, it may 
not be the best model for developing a strong publication record. 
Furthermore, the transformation process is often left to the 
graduate to figure out alone.  

One alternative to the traditional five-chapter dissertation is 
the three-article dissertation. This model, first introduced by Reid 
(1978), is used by a growing number of  disciplines (e.g., biology 
and natural sciences, economics, psychology) and universities.  
Instead of  one study, the student engages in several, preferably 
interrelated, studies and develops three or more publications from 
this work.  The publications may be single authored or may have 
multiple authors. The “defense” of  the dissertation generally 
involves the review of  an introductory paper that outlines the 
overall research program, the relationship among the articles, 
as well as the role the student played with regard to research 
contribution and authorship. 

Although there are drawbacks, the advantages of  the three-
article dissertation are obvious. The research process reflects 
the work and expectations of  the field at large, rather than the 
expectations for student work. Thus, the student is provided with 
authentic opportunities to develop research expertise as well as 
hone scholarly writing skills. Through this model, the student is 
also likely to be mentored through the process of  submitting a 
manuscript for publication, making sense of  reviewer and editor 
comments and suggestions, and revising and resubmitting. 
Additionally, the research will be available to the scientific 
community much more quickly, and because it moves beyond 
dissertation abstracts, is likely to be more widely read. 

But what of  the trends I mentioned previously: shrinking 
numbers of  faculty, fewer tenure lines, and higher percentages of  
junior faculty?  What are the implications of  these trends for PhD 
preparation experiences? Coupled with changing budget models, 
shifting requirements for promotion and tenure, and calls for 
stronger partnerships with the field, these trends will translate into 
faculty work lives that are very different from those we recognize 
today.  

UCEA’s Jackson Scholars Program, Graduate Student 
Summit, and graduate student convention strand take up some of  
these issues, such as the job search, planning a research agenda, 
grant writing, teaching, and working towards tenure. We have 
learned from alumni of  these programs that these programs are 
valuable for many students and junior faculty members. For many, 
the learning experiences that take place outside of  coursework can 
be as important to career success as the official PhD curriculum.  
Be that as it may, it seems that UCEA, as a community of  research 
institutions, should consider taking a more intentional approach to 
identifying the implications of  new higher education realities for 
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the preparation of  future educational leadership faculty.  I’ll be 
interested in hearing your thoughts.
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Analysis of  the Educational Leadership Faculty Job Market

This study focuses on exploring the current job market for aca-
demic faculty members in the field of  educational leadership. We 
analyzed all faculty job advertisements (N = 173) in this field for 
the 2012-2013 academic year. Among other things, this article de-
tails materials needed, skills required, qualifications required, need-
ed responsibilities and experiences, as well content areas required.

As institutions attempt to hire the strongest faculty members 
who are the best fit, it is essential to understand “that the relation-
ship between a person and an organization begins prior to the per-
son’s first day on the job” (Reeve & Schultz, 2004, p. 351). Reeves 
and Schultz (2004) posited that the relationship begins at the first 
point of  contact between the person and the organization, which 
is commonly through a posted job advertisement. Institutions thus 
should explicitly express their employment needs through job ad-
vertisements to attract the right applicants. 

The goal of  this study was to explore the current demands, 
duties, and qualifications of  faculty members in the field of  educa-
tional leadership. We address this goal by analyzing job advertise-
ments for educational leadership faculty members. What follows 
is a review of  the literature where we explore themes that include 
preparation for pillars of  the academic career and recruitment of  
faculty members.

Preparation for Academia: The Pillars
Both Atwell (1996) and Berelson (1960) maintained that there has 
been an ongoing debate over the importance of  university teaching 
versus university research since the start of  graduate education in 
the United States. This debate is evident in the work of  Gardner 
(2005), who noted, “Some critics of  traditional graduate education 
have even gone so far as suggest separate degrees: the Doctor of  
Philosophy degree for researchers and the Doctor of  Arts degree 
for college teachers” (p. 162). Thus, there is often friction between 
where a professor’s efforts should be placed. These two pillars, 
teaching and research, often make up the core of  an academic’s 
focus. 

Service is the third traditional pillar in an academic’s distribu-
tion of  effort equation (Adams, 2002; Gardner, 2005; Scott, 2006; 
Wade & Demb, 2009; Ward, 2003). To complicate the equation, 
engaging in administration duties is often expected of  most faculty 
members (Arreola, 2000; Flaherty, 2014; Scott, 2006; Theall, 2014). 
Administrative duties are often seen as an additional hidden pillar 
of  the professoriate, although this aspect is much less discussed. In 
many of  today’s universities, faculty members are expected to mas-
ter all aspects of  the faculty role: teaching, research, service, and 
at times administration (Adams, 2002; Driscoll & Lynton, 1999; 
Laden & Hagedorn, 2000; Theall & Arreola, 2001; Wade & Demb, 
2009). 

With regards to educational leadership faculty members, 
Hackmann and McCarthy (2011) found that in 2008, 74% of  ed-
ucational leadership faculty members reported that teaching was 
their primary strength followed by research (18%), and service 
(8%). This holistic focus on all pillars (being slightly more focused 

on research) is evident at University Council of  Educational Ad-
ministration (UCEA) institutions whose mission is to promote re-
search on leadership, improve leadership preparation, and influence 
educational policy. In UCEA institutions, Hackmann and McCarthy 
found that teaching was a primary strength of  57% of  educational 
faculty members, followed by research (34%), and service (9%). The 
following sections examine each of  these pillars in detail. 

Teaching. The largest portion of  a professor’s time is typi-
cally dedicated to engaging in teaching (Preparing Future Faculty, 
2014; Ward, 2003). Ward (2003) noted, “Teaching is part of  the very 
definition of  what it means to be a faculty member” (p. 15). Two 
separate longitudinal studies by Nyquist et al. (1999) and Austin 
(2002) confirmed that many graduate students receive mixed mes-
sages regarding the importance of  teaching. It is not surprising that 
for many beginning faculty members, teaching multiple courses can 
be the most time-consuming and daunting task of  their role.

More recently, results from Ziker’s (2014) Time Allocation 
Workload Knowledge Study hosted at Boise State University indi-
cated that faculty spend about 40% of  their combined workweek 
and weekend on teaching-related tasks. This equates to approxi-
mately 24.5 hours, which is almost 60% of  a 40-hour work week 
(Ziker, 2014). In contrast, the 1999 National Study of  Postsecond-
ary Faculty indicated that faculty spent 61.7% of  the week on teach-
ing-related tasks (Zimbler, 2001). In juxtaposition, these two studies 
indicate that faculty time devoted to teaching has remained fairly 
consistent over 15 years.

Research. Adams (2002) noted that research expectations 
typically align with the mission of  the institution. While liberal arts 
colleges often support interdisciplinary as well as traditional dis-
ciplinary research, urban institutions often value practical and ap-
plied research that assists their communities (Adams, 2002; Wade & 
Demb, 2009). Flaherty (2014) detailed how higher education institu-
tions often place value on research that has the potential to impact 
publications, tenure, and promotion through publicity and garner-
ing external funding. 

Results from the Time Allocation Workload Knowledge Study 
indicated that faculty members spend 17% of  their workweek on 
research and 27% of  weekend hours on research activities (Ziker, 
2014). These findings are a significant increase from the findings 
from the 1999 National Study of  Postsecondary Faculty that in-
dicated full-time faculty and staff  spent 4.8% of  their workweek 
on research (Zimbler, 2001). In contrast, Hackmann and McCarthy 
(2011) found that in 2008 educational leadership faculty spent about 
15% of  their workweek on research, 54% on teaching, and 25% on 
service. Research, it seems, usually occurs outside traditional work-
ing hours for many university professors. One probable explanation 
for this increase is the pressure of  other university responsibilities 
such as teaching and service during the workweek. Thus, faculty 
might be adjusting their times to meet the demands and conse-
quently work on research interests outside of  regular work hours. 

Service. Service is the third traditional pillar in academia 
(Thelin, 2004; Wade & Demb, 2009). Unlike teaching and research 
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that have explicit meanings, service is a vague and excessively in-
clusive term (Driscoll & Lynton, 1999; Ward, 2003). Many tasks fall 
under the broad heading of  service (Flaherty, 2014). What quali-
fies as service, however, varies greatly depending on the institution, 
the college, and the department (Driscoll & Lynton, 1999; Ward, 
2003).

Internal service might be at the institutional or discipline 
level. Internal service supports the academic profession and high-
er education as a whole and is attached to the premise of  shared 
governance (Ward, 2003). Such duties may include participation in 
departmental or college-level committees or advising of  students 
who are majors of  the department (Adams, 2002; Preparing Future 
Faculty, 2014). 

Administration. Although administration may not be 
viewed as one of  the three core pillars of  academia, administration 
certainly plays a large role in the academic environment, even for 
those new to the professoriate. In the Time Allocation Workload 
Knowledge Study, Ziker’s (2014) findings suggested that distin-
guishing between service and administrative duties can be difficult. 
Administrative reporting to the institution can include but is not 
limited to student learning assessment reporting; committees for 
hiring, promotion, curriculum, and budget planning; student activi-
ties; and service to associations and community service organiza-
tions (Flaherty, 2014). Administrative duties, along with teaching, 
research, and service, require faculty members to manage their 
time and their resources wisely to maintain and progress through 
rank, promotion, and tenure.

Methodology
In this document analysis, we sought to gain a current picture of  
what the job market looks like for those seeking a faculty posi-
tion in educational leadership. To capture the entire application 
cycle for academic faculty jobs for the 2013-2014 academic year, 
data collection began on August 15, 2012 and ended on April 15, 
2013. The data source included four websites that post university 
educational leadership job advertisements: HigherEdJobs, UCEA, 
American Educational Research Association, and the Chronicle of  
Higher Education. 

We began analysis by developing an initial codebook. This co-
debook included the code, a definition of  the code, and examples 
of  appropriate use of  the code. The coding scheme was refined 
through three rounds until three coders reached a consensus. Once 
the codebook was well defined, we used the constant compara-
tive method to code each of  the faculty job ads (as described by 
Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Patton, 1990; Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990). One researcher individually coded 
each job advertisement. A second researcher then 
confirmed or disconfirmed each codes. When 
disagreement was noted, the researchers dis-
cussed the issues until agreement was reached. In 
a final round, a third researcher confirmed each 
of  the codes for every job advertisement. 

Results
We located 173 faculty job ads in the field of  edu-
cational leadership. As detailed in Table 1, some 
job advertisements were explicit about requiring 

documents such as a cover letter (90.17%), curriculum vitae 
(68.79%), and references (65.05%). Only 6.36% of  the job ad-
vertisements requested teaching evaluations, and only one uni-
versity directly requested a list of  courses that have taught by 
the applicant.

As detailed in Table 2, some job ads asked for previous 
K-12 administration experience (24.86%), but few required an 
actual administrative certification (8.67%). Only 12.72% of  the 
faculty job ads required teaching experience. Only 2.31% of  ads 
required evidence of  publishing. The data in Table 2 are divided 
into required and preferred qualifications.

Table 3 details responsibilities requested of  faculty can-
didates. Advising students was the most common responsibil-
ity (60.12%). Teaching graduate students was a requirement in 
56.65% of  the job ads, while teaching undergraduate students 
was required in only 9.24% of  the job ads. Engaging in research 
was noted in over half  of  the faculty job ads.

Technology experiences requested are detailed in Table 
4. Over 32% of  job ads required online teaching experiences. 
This percentage is likely higher given that an additional 12.14% 
required hybrid instruction experiences and 5.78% required 
course management software experiences.

Some faculty job ads explicitly required certain skills and 
abilities of  candidates. Over a quarter of  the faculty job ads for 
educational leadership called for interpersonal skills, the ability 
to work with diverse people, and the ability to build partner-
ships. Self-control, flexibility, innovativeness, confidentiality, 
and stress management were listed in only one faculty job ad 
each. Some job ads noted the need for a faculty member who 
was visionary (n = 2), a critical thinker (n = 4), resourceful (n 
= 2), creative (n = 11), energetic (n = 4), and dynamic (n = 12).

Table 1  
Application Material Requested for Educational Leadership Faculty 

Material	  requested	   n	   %	  

Cover	  letter	   156	  	   90.17	  

Curriculum	  vitae	   119	   68.79	  

References	   116	   65.05	  

Online	  application	   	  	  80	   46.24	  

Transcript	   	  	  71	   41.04	  

Publications/writing	  samples	   	  	  41	   23.70	  

Teaching	  evaluations	   	  	  11	   	  	  6.36	  

	  

Table 2 
Qualifications for Educational Leadership Faculty Positions	  

Total	  

Qualification	   n	   %	  

	   Required	  	  
n	  

Preferred	  	  
n	  

Doctorate	  degree	   161	   93.06	   	   156	   5	  

P-‐12	  administrator	  experience	   	  	  43	   24.86	   	   	  	  34	   9	  

Teaching	  experience	   	  	  22	   12.72	   	   	  	  17	   5	  

Administration	  license	  
(principal/superintendent)	  

	  	  15	   	  	  8.67	   	   	  	  11	   4	  

Record	  of	  publications	   	  	  	  	  4	   	  	  2.31	   	   	  	  	  	  2	   2	  

Higher	  education	  administrator	  experience	   	  	  	  	  4	   	  	  2.31	   	   	  	  	  	  3	   1	  
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Table 6 lists only those experiences requested in at least 
10% of  the faculty job ads. Lesser themes included mentoring, 
being an international scholar, teacher preparation, commu-
nity college experiences, and accreditation experiences. 

Educational leadership faculty job ads tended to detail 
what courses would be required of  the ideal candidate to teach. 
As detailed in Table 7, courses most often required included 
leadership, policy, research methods, and school finance.

Table 3 
Responsibilities of Educational Leadership Faculty Members	  

Responsibility	   n	   %	  

Advising	   104	   60.12	  

Teaching	  graduate	  level	   	  	  98	   56.65	  

Engaging	  in	  research	   	  	  90	   50.02	  

Scholarship	   	  	  68	   39.31	  

University/community	  service	   	  	  59	   34.10	  

Thesis	  and	  dissertations	   	  	  53	   30.64	  

Service	  activities	   	  	  47	   26.17	  

Supervising	  onternships	   	  	  37	   21.39	  

Committees	   	  	  36	   20.81	  

Curriculum	  development	   	  	  36	   20.81	  

Publication	   	  	  35	   20.23	  

Mentoring	   	  	  35	   20.23	  

Requiring	  travel	  to	  teach	   	  	  35	   20.23	  

Involvement	  in	  P-‐12	  schools	   	  	  29	   16.76	  

Conduct	  professional	  development	   	  	  24	   13.87	  

Recruiting	   	  	  22	   12.72	  

Program	  evaluation	  	   	  	  22	   12.72	  

External	  funding	   	  	  19	   10.98	  

Accreditation	   	  	  17	   	  	  9.83	  

Teaching	  undergraduate	  level	   	  	  16	   	  	  9.24	  

Manage	  faculty/staff	   	  	  15	   	  	  8.67	  

Administration	   	  	  13	   	  	  7.52	  

	  
Table 4 
Technology Experiences of Faculty Members	  

Technology	  experiences	   n	   %	  

Online	  instruction	   56	   32.37	  

Instructional	  technology	   38	   21.97	  

Hybrid	  instruction	   21	   12.14	  

Course	  management	  software	   10	   	  	  5.78	  

	  
Table 5 
Skills of Faculty Members	  

Total	  

Skills	   n	   %	  

	   Required	  	  
n	  

Preferred	  	  
n	  

Interpersonal	  skills	   63	  	   36.42	   	   53	   10	  

Work	  with	  diverse	  people	   50	   28.91	   	   33	   17	  

Building	  partnerships	   42	  	   24.86	   	   31	   11	  

Commitment	  to	  social	  justice	   34	   19.70	   	   20	   14	  

Grant	  writing	  abilities	   10	   	  	  5.78	   	   	  	  1	   	  	  9	  

	  

Table 7 
Teaching Coursework Required for Faculty Members 

Teaching	  coursework	  topics	   n	   %	  

Educational	  leadership/	  
administration	  

117	   67.63	  

Policy	   	  	  36	  	   20.81	  

Research	  methods	   	  	  31	   17.92	  

Finance	   	  	  31	   17.92	  

Instructional	  supervision	   	  	  28	   16.18	  

Leadership	   	  	  56	   15.03	  

Curriculum	   	  	  22	   12.72	  

Higher	  dducation	  	   	  	  18	   10.40	  

Superintendency	   	  	  17	   	  	  9.83	  

Principalship	   	  	  17	   	  	  9.83	  

Learning	  theory	   	  	  17	   	  	  9.83	  

Education	  law	   	  	  17	   	  	  9.83	  

Organization	  theory	   	  	  16	   	  	  9.25	  

Assessment	   	  	  14	   	  	  8.09	  

Educational	  improvement	   	  	  14	   	  	  8.09	  

Educational	  research	   	  	  13	   	  	  7.51	  

Program	  planning/evaluation	   	  	  11	   	  	  6.36	  

	  

Table 6 
Experiences Requested for Faculty Members	  

Total	  
Skills	   n	   %	  

	   Required	  	  
n	  

Preferred	  	  
n	  

Teaching	   112	   64.74	   	   85	   45	  

K-‐12	   	  	  25	   14.45	   	   20	   	  	  5	  

Higher	  education	   	  	  78	   45.09	   	   44	   34	  

Graduate	  level	   	  	  42	   22.28	   	   25	   17	  

Research	   	  	  94	   54.34	   	   67	   27	  

Educational	  leadership	   	  	  79	   45.66	   	   51	   28	  

Scholarship	   	  	  73	   42.20	   	   53	   20	  

P-‐12	  experiences	  
(general)	  

	  	  71	   40.04	   	   53	   18	  

Administration	   	  	  63	   36.42	   	   36	   27	  

District	   	  	  25	   14.45	   	   14	   11	  

Building	   	  	  26	   15.02	   	   17	   	  	  9	  

Diversity	   	  	  32	   18.50	   	   18	   14	  

External	  funding	   	  	  32	   18.50	   	   14	   18	  

Publishing	   	  	  31	   17.92	   	   20	   11	  

Community	  service	   	  	  29	   16.76	   	   19	   10	  

Dissertation	  committee	   	  	  25	   14.45	   	   13	   12	  

Professional	  
organizations	  

	  	  24	   13.87	   	   12	   12	  

Online	  instruction	   	  	  23	   13.29	   	   10	   13	  

Program	  development/	  
evaluation	  

	  	  22	   12.72	   	   10	   12	  

Diversity	   	  	  20	   11.56	   	   12	   	  	  8	  

Policy	   	  	  18	   10.40	   	   	  	  8	   10	  

Committee	  service	   	  	  18	   10.40	   	   14	   	  	  4	  
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UCEA is a consortium of  higher education institutions 
that engage in research about school leadership, leadership prep-
aration, and policies regarding educational leadership and admin-
istration. Out of  the 173 jobs offerings, 52 (30%) were from 
UCEA institutions while 121 came from non-UCEA institutions. 

Table 8 details the tenure line for each of  the job ads in the 
study. We found that 64.74% were explicitly hiring tenure-track 
positions while 5.78% were explicitly hiring for nontenured lines.

Table 9 details the faculty rank noted in the faculty 
job advertisement. Most common was the rank of  assistant 
professor (64.16%) followed by associate professor (46.24%). 
These numbers are likely higher given that 13.29% of  the faculty 
jobs ads simply requested a professor or faculty member, where rank 
was not explicitly noted. Note that the data do overlap since 
job ads could cross rank titles. If  we compare these data to the 
Hackmann and McCarthy (2011) study, we see that 57% of  the 
faculty lines in 2008 were tenure eligible, compared to slightly 
more than 64% in the current study.

Discussion
Some of  the most useful themes for UCEA institutions that 
came out of  this research focus on qualifications, responsibilities, 
experiences, and teaching expectations for faculty in the field. 
For example, to secure a position as an educational leadership 
faculty member, it is essential to earn a doctoral degree. Oth-
er qualifications include P-12 administrator experiences (about 
25%), teaching experiences (about 13%), and having a P-12 ad-
ministrator license (about 9%). With regards to prior experienc-
es, we found that universities most often requested candidates to 
have experience with teaching (64.74%), research (54.34%), and 
educational leadership (45.66%). P-12 administration experience 
was requested in more than 40% of  the job advertisements.

In these job ads, the responsibilities of  educational lead-

ership faculty members followed the three traditional pillars. 
Advising and teaching were required in about 60% of  the ad-
vertisements, whereas serving on thesis and dissertation commit-
tees was noted in about 30%. Research was noted in 50% of  the 
advertisements, whereas general scholarship was noted in about 
40%. Service to the university and community was requested in 
about 34% of  the advertisements, and about 20% requested ser-
vice to university committees. 

Hackman and McCarthy (2011) found that in 2008 the 
five most common emphasis areas of  existing faculty members 
were leadership, instructional leadership, principalship, law, and 
research methods. In contrast, the job ads in the current study 
indicate that policy and finance are in the top five emphasis ar-
eas of  need. Principalship was the 10th most common requested 
course and law was the 12th. 

This study accomplished three significant tasks. First, it 
presents data on what the field of  educational leadership looks 
like at a particular point in time from the perspective of  the jobs 
that are currently available. This study could be duplicated in the 
future to determine shifts in the field. Second, this study lays out 
exactly what a prospective faculty member should be thinking 
about when applying for a position. Additionally, graduate stu-
dents can proactively seek experiences that make them a more 
attractive candidate in the field. Third, this study informs profes-
sors in the field of  educational leadership who mentor future 
faculty members. As UCEA institutional members, it is impera-
tive that we provide the right experiences for our students to se-
cure the academic jobs they soon may seek. By understanding the 
skills, dispositions, and experiences university programs are cur-
rently seeking, preparation programs can adjust their programs 
to meet these needs. 

By using the findings of  the research above, better guid-
ance can be given to grooming faculty members for the reality 
of  the current job market. Recruitment is about finding the right 
person for the job. Mentorship is about preparing a person for 
the job that lies ahead. We hope this research can influence both 
aspects of  the faculty job search.
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New JRLE Editors Announced

JRLE is part of the the online Sage Publications bundle,  
fostering a new level of visibility and accessibility: http://jrl.sagepub.com/

Washington State University is pleased to continue hosting the 
Journal of  Research on Leadership Education (JRLE) under the new edi-
torship of  Sharon Kruse and Gordon Gates. As incoming editors, 
we wish to acknowledge and thank Gail Furman and Michele Ack-
er-Hocevar for their editorial leadership of  JRLE that contributed 
immeasurably to the growth and prestige of  the journal. We are 
thankful for all they have done in service to the profession and are 
proud to call them colleagues. 

We are introducing and invite submission for manuscripts fo-
cused on leadership pedagogy. JRLE is now accepting for review 
pieces that present a single, research-based instructional practice for 
the college classroom or in-service professional learning opportuni-
ty to advance leadership practice, in addition to our standard format 
for empirical or conceptual manuscripts. Submissions pertaining to 
pedagogy should be 1,500 to 2,000 words and provide sufficient 
description of  the teaching strategy, tool, or activity to be readily 
implemented by instructors. Linkages to national standards may be 
included as should supportive readings, instructional procedures, 
and extensions for students/professionals beyond the initial learn-
ing experience. It is expected that authors include evidence of  suc-
cessful implementation/use of  the practice in a leadership educa-
tion setting. Reflection on the utility of  the pedagogy for leadership 
preparation is encouraged. Submissions shall undergo a peer-review 
process by members of  the editorial review board. 

Furthermore, we extend an invitation to attend and partici-
pate in our interactive session during the upcoming UCEA Conven-
tion that focuses on the art of  reviewing. Offered in collaboration 
with JCEL, the session will explore the editorial skill set of  UCEA 
journal editors, as well as reviewers who have won outstanding re-
viewer awards in the past several years. Attendees will benefit from 
the session by improving their reviewing skills and their ability to 
contribute to the wider field. An additional benefit of  the session 
may well be more clarity for authors concerning what reviewers 
look for in determining the quality of  submissions. 

Dr. Sharon D. Kruse is academic director and professor at 
Washington State University, Vancouver. Her scholarship broadly 
addresses two concerns: (a) to help teachers and school leaders bet-
ter understand the key role leadership plays in schools and (b) to 
explore how education is currently structured and influenced by 
social and organizational complexity. Sharon’s recent publications 
include Building Strong School Cultures (with Karen Seashore Louis, 
2009), “Decision Making for Educational Leaders: Under-Exam-
ined Dimensions and Issues” (with Bob L. Johnson Jr., 2009), and 
“Work Smarter, not Harder: Problem-Solving Strategies for School 
Leaders” (2009).

Dr. Gordon S. Gates is professor and academic director at 
Washington State University, Spokane. His interests and research 
focus on the emotional aspects of  leadership practice: (a) educa-
tor stress and coping with conflict, change, and uncertainty; (b) 
distributed and teacher leadership; and (c) mindfulness and re-
silience by both individuals and organizations. Gordon is a series 
editor for Research on Stress and Coping in Education published by 
Information Age. Recently, he edited Series Volume XIII, Mindful-
ness for Educational Practice: A Path to Resilience for Challenging Work 
(2015). 

Note: As of  Fall 2018, JRLE will be moving to the University of  
Houston, under the editorship of  Anthony Rolle. R. Anthony 
Rolle, PhD, currently is professor and chair for the University of  
Houston’s Department of  Educational Leadership & Policy Stud-
ies in the College of  Education. Dr. Rolle conducts research that 
explores and improves relative measures of  economic efficiency 
for public schools. Concomitantly, his research explores and ap-
plies measures of  vertical equity to analyses of  state education fi-
nance mechanisms. Utilizing these techniques recognizes that de-
mographic differences among communities affect organizational 
processes and that all public schools do not have the same expen-
diture priorities. Dr. Rolle’s work is published in over 50 books, 
chapters, journal articles, and monographs such as To What Ends 
and By What Means? The Social Justice Implications of  Contemporary 
School Finance Theory and Policy, Modern Education Finance and Policy, 
Measuring School Performance and Efficiency, Journal of  Education Fi-
nance, Peabody Journal of  Education, School Business Affairs, School Ad-
ministrator, and Developments in School Finance. In addition, Dr. Rolle 
has conducted K-12 education finance and policy research for 
such organizations as the University of  Washington’s Institute for 
Public Policy & Management, the Washington State Legislature 
and Democratic House Majority Whip, the Indiana Education 
Policy Center, the National Education Association, and the Office 
of  Attorney General for the State of  Missouri as well as agencies 
and commissions in Arkansas, Colorado, Missouri, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. Formerly a member 
of  the Board of  Directors for the American Educational Finance 
Association (AEFA), and an AEFA Jean Flanigan Dissertation 
Award winner, Dr. Rolle earned a BS from Santa Clara University, 
a master’s in Public Administration from the University of  Wash-
ington, and a PhD from Indiana University.

Journal of research on leadership education
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Innovative Programs: 
University of  Tennessee–Knoxville Leadership Academy 

 
Preparing Transformational Leaders for Urban, Suburban, and Rural Contexts  

Through University–County School District Partnerships

Kristin Huggins
Washington State University

Since 2010, educational leadership faculty at the University of  Ten-
nessee in Knoxville have been preparing transformational leaders to 
lead in urban, suburban, and rural contexts through the Leadership 
Academy, one of  the educational leadership programs housed with-
in the Center of  Educational Leadership in the College of  Educa-
tion, Health, and Human Sciences. The Leadership Academy part-
ners with two county school districts, Knox County Schools and 
Blount County Schools, to prepare educational leaders who have 
the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to lead in schools with vary-
ing performance levels, including transforming underperforming 
schools and increasing capacity in high-performing schools. These 
partnerships include collaboration between Leadership Academy 
faculty and county school district leadership for the 6-month selec-
tion process and throughout the entirety of  the 15-month program. 

Program Structure
Each year, 11 individuals who have demonstrated the potential to 
be transformational leaders are selected as Leadership Academy 
Fellows. The Fellows begin the program in May after selection in 
April. At that time, they also become assistant principals in county 
schools where they are matched with an exemplary principal who 
will mentor them throughout their time as a Fellow. While being 
involved in preparation for the following school year at the schools 
where they will be assistant principals, the Fellows begin taking 
courses in the summer after selection to prepare them for their new 
role. During the school year, the Fellows are assistant principals at 
their various schools Monday through Thursday and attend classes 
in the Leadership Academy on Friday. Utilizing the in-practice ex-
periences in which the Fellows engage during the first 4 days of  
the week, Fellows along with Leadership Academy faculty connect 
theory to practice in Friday coursework. 

Rigorous Selection Process
With applications due each November, over 100 Leadership Acad-
emy aspirants apply for 10 coveted Leadership Academy Fellow 
spaces. Initially, the aspirants complete an application packet. The 

application packet includes (a) an application portfolio as outlined 
in the Tennessee State Board of  Education’s Learning-Centered 
Leadership Policy;  (b) three professional rating forms, including 
one from the aspirant’s principal, that provide evidence of  strong 
leadership ability; (c) a copy of  the aspirant’s most recent perfor-
mance evaluation; (d) an essay response to a prompt that details a 
challenging educational issue to assess each aspirant’s communi-
cation skills, problem solving, and thinking; and (e) a current ré-
sumé that provides evidence of  strong leadership experience and 
a commitment to ongoing professional learning. After submitting 
the application packet, Leadership Academy aspirants complete the 
Gallup Principal Insight Profile, which provides insight in the aspi-
rant’s achievement drive, planning, and relationship building. 

All of  the materials gathered in the first two parts of  the ap-
plication process are reviewed by county school district leadership 
and Leadership Academy faculty. From that review, between 60 
and 80 aspirants are invited to a “behavioral interview” conducted 
by both county school district leadership and Leadership Academy 
faculty, which includes a question-and-answer component, simula-
tions, role-plays, and in-basket activities. During the question-and-
answer component, the interviewers ask questions derived from 
McREL’s 21 Leadership Responsibilities (Marzano, Waters, & Mc-
Nulty, 2005), with each individual on the interview team having 
specific “listen fors” and a rating scale for the responses the aspi-
rants provide. 

Once the interviews are completed, between 10 and 20 as-
pirants are chosen to move forward in the process and are given a 
performance assessment. This performance assessment occurs in 
conjunction with each having individual interviews with the county 
school district superintendents. After these parts of  the process 
have been completed, the entire selection committee of  county 
school district leadership and Leadership Academy faculty meet 
to decide on the final 10 candidates. The entire selection process 
occurs between November and April. The selected Fellows are pre-
sented to their county school district board of  directors in April 
after selection before beginning the program.

Program Features

Taught as a cohort, Leadership Academy Fellows engage in course-
work that is aligned to the Interstate School Leaders Licensure 
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Consortium (ISLLC) and the Tennessee Instructional Leader-
ship Standards with clearly defined competencies. Courses are 
taught jointly by full-time university faculty; adjunct faculty; and 
practicing education professionals, referred to as “practitioner 
partners,” from the partnering county school districts. Working 
collaboratively to solve context-specific and authentic district 
problems, Fellows along with faculty become a community of  
practice (Wenger, 1999).

Throughout the program, continuous assessment occurs 
concerning the growth and development of  the Fellows. This 
assessment occurs through an electronic portfolio of  reflec-
tions, artifacts, and exhibits, which are systematically built and 
reviewed throughout the program. Additionally, Fellows are pro-
vided verbal feedback on an ongoing basis, both formally and 
informally, from faculty, practitioners, mentor principals, and 
fellow cohort members. The focus of  the feedback is concerned 
with Fellows analyzing in-practice leadership situations, thinking 
critically about their approach to those situations, and consider-
ing what they might do differently if  the situations occurred in 
the future. Engaging in this feedback process allows the Fellows 
to understand their thinking in moving toward becoming trans-
formational leaders and their developing level of  competence as 
defined by the ISLLC and Tennessee Instructional Leadership 
Standards. 

Recognized Success
Since the inception of  the Leadership Academy in 2010, every 
single Fellow has been hired immediately upon graduation from 
the program into a full-time administrative position. Due to the 
Leadership Academy’s success in preparing transformational 
leaders for multiple contexts, their efforts have been recognized 
by the Tennessee Department of  Education through being 
awarded a professional development grant. The grant will allow 
Leadership Academy faculty to provide professional develop-
ment to three rural school districts concerning what they have 
learned from the past 5 years of  developing transformational 
leaders. Additionally, their partnership efforts were recognized 
by the Executive Director of  Leadership Development for the 
Tennessee Department of  Education, who acknowledged, “The 
Leadership Academy is the model of  what partnerships should 
look like” (Technical Assistance Webinar, 2013, February 6). 
Indeed, the Leadership Academy faculty acknowledge that the 
county school district partnerships are essential to the Leader-
ship Academy success. 

For more information concerning the Leadership Academy at 
the University of  Tennessee, contact Betty Sue Sparks: 
bsparks6@utk.edu.

http://cel.utk.edu/academy.html
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UCEA Welcomes  
New Member  

Texas Christian University
UCEA welcomes Texas Christian University (TCU) as a new associ-
ate member. The mission of  the TCU Educational Leadership Pro-
gram is to develop teacher-scholar leaders who make a difference for 
the common good. Furthermore, the program is committed to pre-
paring individuals who will contribute to the creation of  a humane 
and just society. To accomplish this, the TCU College of  Education 
engages students in ethical, responsible, and meaningful scholarship 
and practice; fosters community collaboration locally and globally; 
and expects excellence in all collage endeavors. As a program, the 
goals for student learning focus on equipping their students to

1. Enhance relationships within their organizations and between 
organizations and the broader community;

2. Create an organization with greater capacity and responsive-
ness;

3. Use data and evaluation to enhance the quality of  people, pro-
grams and learning within the organization;

4. Grow the human and social capital of  the institutions; and

5. Ensure the effectiveness and coherence of  the instructional 
program of  the institution.

 
www.coe.tcu.edu/ 

graduate-students-masters-in-leadership.asp

Join UCEA’s LinkedIn Group
If  you are interested in receiving UCEA HQ announcements 
and engage in conversations around leadership research 
and preparation, you may want to join the UCEA LinkedIn 
Group “UCEA Headquarters.”  Join colleagues from multiple 
countries and institutions in meaningful conversations about 
the educational leadership field. Linkedin is a free professional 
network service. Members keep abreast of  career, research 
and mentoring opportunities as well as important policy issues. 
They are alerted to UCEA publications, awards and other 
opportunities. If  interested, members can also use the group as 
a resource to obtain knowledge as well as share opinions and 
perspectives. 

What to do next: 

1. Log into  www.LinkedIn.com

2. Search for the UCEA Headquarters Group.

3. Follow the LinkedIn instructions to join a group.

UCEA will approve your request to join. We look forward to 
welcoming you to the group. 
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Point/Counterpoint

A New Federal Role in Education? 
Incentivizing District Mergers?

 W. Kyle Ingle
University of  Louisville

It has been a long road since the last reauthorization of  the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 2002. The federal leg-
islation, better known as No Child Left Behind, gave us the highly 
qualified teacher provision requiring stronger teacher qualifications, 
adequate yearly progress among student racial/ethnic subpopula-
tions and program enrollments (e.g., free or reduced-price meals, 
special education), strong accountability and consequences for 
schools, greater parental choice, and an emphasis on improvement 
efforts using research-based practices. Much has happened domes-
tically and internationally since that time—a massive economic 
recession, the never-ending war on terror in multiple fronts, the 
election (and re-election) of  the first African American U.S. Presi-
dent, and important U.S. Supreme Court decisions on issues such 
as health care and marriage equality, just to name a few. Given the 
presence of  Amendment X in the U.S. Constitution (“The powers 
not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohib-
ited by it to the states, are reserved to the states respectively, or to 
the people”), the federal role in education is an interesting evolution 
in policy. Indeed, Michael Kirst (2004) noted that between 1862 
and 1963, the U.S. Congress considered and rejected legislation 36 
times that would have provided unrestricted general aid to schools. 
And yet, 2 years later, the first authorization of  ESEA was enacted 
in 1965. Very early in ESEA’s history, scholars saw the potential 
for an expanding federal role in this policy arena over time (e.g., 
Sundquist, 1968).

ESEA, in its various reauthorizations, has played an important 
role in forcing states and districts to meet the needs of  underserved 
populations of  students. This includes the establishment of  high-
stakes testing that penalizes districts and schools failing to attain 
growth within specific subpopulations. The next iteration of  ESEA 
provides an opportunity to expand or contract the federal role in 
education. There have certainly been critics of  the No Child Left 
Behind Act and of  testing as a means of  rewarding or sanction-
ing for schools, teachers, and students (e.g., Hout & Elliott, 2011). 
Some have seen the use of  federal funding as a potential tool to 
overcome inequities that result from a school finance system based 
on local property taxes, seeing federal funding as a way to avoid the 
recalcitrance of  state legislatures in addressing inequities (Biddle & 
Berliner, 2002; Crampton, 2003; Filardo, Cheng, Allen, Bar, & Ul-
soy, 2010; Filardo & O’Donnell, 2010; Thompson, Crampton, & 
Wood, 2012). Hopkins, Thompson, Linquanti, Hakuta, and August 
(2013) have called for a reauthorization of  ESEA that more ad-
equately addresses the unique needs of  English learners. So given 
ongoing concerns with school funding, inequities, de facto segrega-
tion, and the public’s desire for efficiency and accountability, might 
federally incentivized district mergers and consolidation be a pos-
sible solution? Our contributing scholars are noted experts in their 
fields, and I thank them for responding to my invitation to contrib-
ute to this Point-Counterpoint. 

• Sean P. Kelly (PhD, Sociology, University of  Wisconsin–Madi-
son) is associate professor and director of  the PhD program 
in the Department of  Administrative and Policy Studies at the 
University of  Pittsburgh. His research focuses on the social 
organization of  schools, student engagement, and teacher ef-
fectiveness. Dr. Kelly’s research has appeared in the American 
Educational Research Journal, Educational Researcher, Teachers Col-
lege Record, Sociology of  Education, and Social Science Research. He is 
the editor of  Assessing Teacher Quality: Understanding Teacher Ef-
fects on Instruction and Achievement, published in 2012 by Teachers 
College Press. In 2014 he received the Exemplary Research in 
Teaching and Teacher Education award from AERA’s Division 
K. Dr. Kelly’s current research includes the CLASS 5.0 devel-
opment project, an Institute for Education Sciences funded 
educational technology study of  classroom discourse. Dr. Kelly 
currently serves as the UCEA Plenary Session Representative 
for the University of  Pittsburgh. He also serves on the editorial 
boards of  the American Educational Research Journal and Research 
in the Teaching of  English.

• Thomas A. DeLuca (PhD, Educational Administration, Michi-
gan State University) is assistant professor with the department 
of  Educational Leadership and Policy Studies in the School of  
Education at the University of  Kansas. Dr. DeLuca’s experi-
ence in K-12 public education includes serving as a teacher, 
principal, and finance director in both rural and urban districts. 
Dr. DeLuca also has 11 years of  private sector experience with 
a Fortune 500 company where he worked in technology, fi-
nance, and international sales. Dr. DeLuca’s research focuses 
on the politics of  K-12 education finance and policy, the influ-
ence of  empirical evidence in decision making and resource 
allocation, alternative service-delivery models, and the struc-
ture and economics of  K-12 educational organizations. Dr. 
DeLuca’s research has appeared in journals including the Jour-
nal of  Education Finance and School Business Affairs. Dr. DeLuca 
currently serves as the UCEA Plenary Session Representative 
for the University of  Kansas. He teaches graduate courses in 
educational finance and instructional supervision.

There Is Still a Role for District Mergers 
in Promoting Equality of  Educational 

Opportunity

Sean Kelly
University of  Pittsburgh

In a Pittsburgh Post-Gazette editorial (Kelly, 2015), I recommended 
that the next reauthorization of  the ESEA (titled “No Child Left 
Behind” in the 2002 legislation) consider developing an incentive 
program to promote voluntary school district mergers. This rec-
ommendation would entail a novel and ambitious use of  ESEA 
that would change existing patterns of  local control. My argument 
in favor of  such an incentive program is based primarily on re-
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search showing that underperformance in school is often the result 
of  a concentration of  poverty, rather than a lack of  effort or talent 
on the part of  educators, coupled with the observation that district 
boundaries make it difficult or impossible to create the kind of  
integrated schools with the social conditions necessary to be suc-
cessful. Realizing that school mergers will meet steep political resis-
tance, in the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette editorial I reasoned that adminis-
trative efficiency and economies of  scale provide some incentive to 
wealthier bedroom community districts to voluntarily merge with 
central city districts. To some, this assertion may be naïve; research 
shows that with existing enrollment patterns, further school con-
solidations are likely to have a minimal impact on fiscal efficiency 
in most cases (Howley, Johnson, & Petrie, 2011).

Nevertheless, I maintain that the basic recommendation for 
a federal district-merger incentive program has merit and might 
yield substantial educational improvements, while promoting the 
overall social and economic well-being of  metropolitan areas. This 
recommendation rests on three sets of  empirical findings. First, re-
search shows that concentrations of  poverty in neighborhoods and 
schools are the primary culprit behind low-performing schools; 
greater accountability will result in minimal school improvement 
under such circumstances. Second, in recent years, the segrega-
tion of  poor and minority students in low-performing schools has 
largely been driven by increases in between-district segregation. 
The district boundaries themselves help to generate concentrations 
of  poverty. Third, despite an existing history of  school consolida-
tion, in many states district consolidation will produce a clear im-
provement in equality of  educational opportunity.

The term concentration of  poverty refers to the extent to which the 
poor live in neighborhoods where the majority of  their neighbors 
are also poor, rather than integrated into the population more 
broadly (Jargowsky, 1997). Unfortunately, this term is increasingly 
applicable to U.S. cities, where spatial income segregation has 
increased in recent decades (Reardon & Bischoff, 2011). Defining 
high-poverty neighborhoods as concentrations of  more than 40% 
of  persons living in poverty, Jargowsky’s (1997) analysis of  337 
metropolitan areas found that the number of  high-poverty census 
tracts more than doubled from 1970 to 1990. In many metro areas, 
income segregation overlaps with racial and ethnic segregation, 
such that Blacks and Hispanics are disproportionately affected 
by concentrations of  poverty. Milwaukee provides an extreme 
example. In 1970, only 8.4% of  the city’s Black population lived 
in a high-poverty neighborhood, compared to almost 50% by 1990 
(Jargowsky, 1997).

Although there is not a one-to-one correspondence, residen-
tial segregation drives school segregation, particularly in elemen-
tary schools, which have smaller catchment areas than middle or 
high schools. As a result, many metropolitan areas have high levels 
of  school segregation, where the majority of  poor students at-
tend schools with other poor students (Orfield & Lee, 2005). As 
of  2011-12, 19% of  public school students in the United States 
attended a high-poverty school (where 75% or more of  the stu-
dents met federal poverty guidelines for free or reduced-price 
lunch), with 34% of  all central city students attending high-poverty 
schools (Kena et al., 2014).

It is this concentration of  poverty that is primarily to blame 
for low test scores and graduation rates in so called “failing 
schools.” Since the landmark Equality of  Educational Opportunity 
Study, also known as the “Coleman Report,” hundreds of  stud-

ies have demonstrated that observed differences in achievement 
between schools are largely due to the aggregate characteristics 
of  the students who attend different schools, rather than to the 
effects of  the schools per se (Coleman, 1966/1990; Scheerens & 
Bosker, 1997). The challenges of  overcoming concentrations of  
poverty have been best illustrated by “summer learning” studies of  
elementary schooling that carefully compare patterns of  achieve-
ment growth when students are in school versus out of  school. In 
these studies, differences in achievement are largely accounted for 
by initial disparities that students bring to school and differential 
learning when school is not in session (Downey, von Hippel, & 
Hughes, 2008; Entwisle, Alexander, & Olson, 1997).  

As students transition to secondary school, early achieve-
ment problems lead to problems of  student engagement, and 
high-poverty schools become increasingly challenging instruc-
tional environments (Kelly, 2010). Concentrations of  poverty, both 
in neighborhoods and in schools, are associated with differential 
economic resources (and the schooling supports such resources al-
low for), structural characteristics of  the family and household that 
inhibit learning, and differences in cultural and social capital. As 
one example, consider this finding from Prudence Carter’s (2005) 
study of  family, culture and schooling in a high-poverty neighbor-
hood; less than a third of  her respondents had someone they could 
talk to about jobs or their future, and only 1 in 6 could mention a 
single adult they knew with a college education or white-collar job. 
Of  immediate concern to school administrators, one indication of  
the social and behavioral problems created by school segregation is 
that rates of  teacher attrition are substantially higher in high-pov-
erty schools (Ingersoll, 2001; Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2002).

Importantly, the concentration of  poor and minority stu-
dents in segregated schools is to a substantial extent the result of  
school district boundaries themselves (Clotfelter, 2004; Owens, 
2014). In his book, After Brown, Clotfelter (2004) decomposed 
changes in segregation in U.S. metro areas into three components: 
segregation between schools within districts, segregation created 
by the availability of  private schools, and segregation across district 
lines. Recent increases in segregation have been largely due to seg-
regation across district boundaries (see Clotfelter, 2004, Table 2.4). 
As an example of  the contribution of  district boundaries to school 
segregation, Clotfelter highlighted trends in school enrollments in 
the South Bend, Indiana, metro area between 1970 and 2000. In 
1970, enrollment disparities between the South Bend public school 
district and neighboring suburban districts accounted for just 12% 
of  the total segregation in the metro area. By 2000, between-dis-
trict segregation comprised 73% of  the total segregation (Clotfel-
ter, 2004, Table 2.2).

In cautioning against a rush to consolidate schools, Howley 
et al. (2011) began by documenting the sharp decline in the number 
of  school districts from 1930 to 1960 and discussed the negative 
effects accompanying county-level consolidation in West Virginia. 
Overall, they argued that the educational benefits from district con-
solidation have already been maximized. In contrast, I argue that 
in terms of  the severe problems accompanying the isolation of  
poor students in segregated schools, in many states the existence 
of  hundreds of  small school districts still contributes to educa-
tional inequality. As an example, consider Alleghany County, Penn-
sylvania, where in addition to the Pittsburgh Public School district 
serving the city proper, there are more than 60 local educational 
agencies. As of  2010, almost 95% of  the total segregation in the 
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Pittsburgh Metro area was due to the existence of  district bound-
aries (Kotok & Reed, 2015). Fortunately, the negative effects of  
this segregation have been somewhat muted in Pittsburgh, where 
a strong tax base continues to allow for adequate school funding 
(in 2009-2010 Pittsburgh Public ranked in the top 10 in per pu-
pil expenditures among the largest 300 school districts). In other 
metro areas the social consequences of  increasing segregation be-
tween districts have been compounded by rising financial distress 
in central city districts.

In the 1970s and ‘80s, school desegregation efforts—both 
court ordered and voluntary—served to reduce the concentra-
tion of  students with the fewest economic and social resources 
in predominantly minority (and high-poverty) schools. Today, as 
a result of  increased suburbanization and White flight, much of  
the school segregation standing in the way of  educational im-
provement efforts occurs across district boundaries. States such 
as Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Michigan, where large urban dis-
tricts are ringed by dozens and dozens of  suburban districts, are 
clear candidates for consolidation. Research in the social sciences, 
including my own studies of  curriculum tracking (Kelly, 2009; 
Kelly & Price, 2011), shows that desegregation is not a panacea 
for educational inequality (Vigdor, 2011). Nor will voluntary dis-
trict mergers address the resegregation that is occurring within 
districts in states such as North Carolina, which have benefited 
from a past history of  success at reducing concentrations of  
school poverty (Ayscue & Woodward, 2014). Yet, in many metro 
areas where district boundaries create what Gerald Grant (2011, 
p. 136) called “an invisible wall” between poverty and opportu-
nity, district mergers are a necessary prerequisite to true school 
improvement.

Federal Incentives to Merge Local 
Districts: Alternative Perspectives 

Thomas A. DeLuca 
University of  Kansas

While local district consolidation continues to be part of  the na-
tional conversation, this proposal recommends infusing federal 
incentives into a local decision-making process. As a former dis-
trict administrator whose research focuses on the internal alloca-
tion of  resources, consolidation frequently serves as a component 
of  my work, focusing on benefits such as gained efficiencies re-
lated to the inputs to education (e.g., revenue, expenditures, hu-
man resources) rather than positing that district consolidation 
might enhance educational opportunities and effect social change 
(DeLuca, 2013, 2014a, 2014b, 2015). Interestingly, state-level poli-
cies already exist offering financial incentives to districts willing 
to consolidate (Berry & West, 2010; Duncombe & Yinger, 2007; 
Wolenberg, 2012).  

The unique twist on this proposal is that state-sponsored 
consolidation incentives typically focus on reduced spending, in-
creasing efficiency, or expanding educational opportunities, and 
this proposal seeks to effect social change by offering incentives 
to high- and low-poverty districts to consolidate and effectively 
dilute high concentrations of  poverty. Admittedly, there is prec-
edent for federal legislation attempting to effect social change, 

such as the Civil Rights Act of  1964 that outlawed discrimination 
based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin and later ex-
panded to include equal housing opportunities (Civil Rights Act, 
1968). Moreover, the U.S. Supreme Court’s Brown v. Board of  Edu-
cation (1954) decision declared that state laws establishing separate 
public schools for Black and White students are unconstitutional. 
However, do these federal policies offer precedent for this pro-
posal? Maybe. 

Consolidation Logistics

In order for local school districts to consolidate, voters in each 
preconsolidation district must affirm the ballot proposal. For ex-
ample, if  administrators in three districts agree to consolidate, 
voters in one of  the three may reject the initiative and derail the 
proposed three-district consolidation. In this situation, if  two of  
the three agree to consolidate, voters in the approving districts 
must then reapprove a new two-district ballot initiative. While 
each state’s policies and procedures vary slightly, school district 
consolidation requires three basic steps: (a) voters approve the 
ballot initiative; (b) upon approval, original districts are legally dis-
solved; and (c) the new district is created and becomes the official 
legal entity. For reference, Michigan provides a 14-step process 
that includes legal authority citations, responsible parties, and a 
time frame (Michigan Department of  Education, 2008). 

Given the complexity of  the process and a legacy of  local 
control, offering districts federal incentives to consolidate raises 
several logistical questions: At what point in the process do the 
consolidating districts receive their financial incentives? Since pre-
paring for and scheduling an election is not free (e.g., legal fees, 
information/marketing materials, facility capacity projections, 
enrollment projections), will districts be reimbursed for expen-
ditures even if  the initiative does not gain voter approval? One 
extreme alternative might be to remove voters from the process 
(i.e., eliminate local control) and mandate district consolidations 
to dilute selected high concentrations of  poverty. However, this 
level of  political experimentation is well beyond the scope of  this 
essay. 

Stakeholders and Resources

Students. Most would agree that students are the prima-
ry stakeholders when it comes to compulsory public education, 
raising the question, how do larger school districts affect student 
outcomes? Berry and West (2010) found “modest gains associ-
ated with larger districts as part of  the consolidation movement” 
from 1930–1970, but “these gains were outweighed by the harm-
ful effects of  larger schools” (p. 24). While the data covered the 
most expansive district consolidations in U.S. history, 1930–1970, 
is there evidence to suggest different outcomes with federal con-
solidation incentives? Similarly, Summers and Wolfe (as cited in 
Berry, 2006) found African American students were particularly 
harmed by large school size, whereas Lee and Smith (as cited in 
Berry, 2006) found that students of  low socioeconomic status did 
particularly poorly in large schools. Finally, Berry and West found 
that the impacts of  district “consolidation on labor-market out-
comes confirm that students from states with increasingly large 
schools earned substantially lower wages later in life” (p. 2).

Voters and taxpayers. Voters and taxpayers elect school 
boards to represent the community’s tastes and preferences, as 
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well as making consolidation decisions, all while balancing multiple 
competing interests. For example, how will consolidation affect 
each and every student? How will consolidation affect taxes that 
fund schools? Will consolidation affect the value of  my home? Hu 
and Yinger (2008) found that “consolidation has a large positive 
impact on house values with relatively inexpensive housing, but a 
large negative impact with relatively expensive housing” (p. 632). 
While I do not disagree that providing equal learning opportunities 
for each and every student is one of  society’s more important long-
term responsibilities, this proposal raises many questions about the 
long-term community impact. 

Operating expenditures. Intuitively, consolidating school 
districts should provide spending reductions through economies of  
size.1 However, study after study finds that significant spending re-
ductions rarely materialize except when merging very small districts 
(500 or less pupils) to larger districts with 2,000 to 4,000 students. 
Conversely, once districts reach approximately 6,000 students, dis-
economies of  size2 develop (Andrews, Duncombe, & Yinger, 2002; 
Gordon & Knight, 2008; Rooney & Augenblick, 2009). While most 
educators and taxpayers can broadly define economies of  scale, disec-
onomies of  size may be less understood. Duncombe and Yinger 
(2007) described diseconomies of  size as increased per pupil spend-
ing as district size increases. Some diseconomy sources include 
higher transportation costs given the expanded geographical area 
(e.g., salaries, fuel, bus maintenance/replacement), labor relations 
where wages tend to level up to the higher of  the consolidating dis-
tricts, lower staff  motivation, lower student motivation and effort, 
and lower parental involvement. Granted, motivation, effort, and 
involvement may not affect expenditures directly. These nonfinan-
cial factors are economic costs that may adversely affect the overall 
district mission of  improved student learning (Levin & McEwan, 
2001). 

Capital improvement bonds. Historically, school districts 
use bonds to finance large capital projects (e.g., new or upgraded 
facilities). Given the need to spend millions of  dollars in a rela-
tively short amount of  time, school districts borrow funds with 
the promise of  repayment over 10–30 years. Subsequent to con-
solidation, taxpayers from which district(s) (i.e., original districts, 
newly consolidated district) will take responsibility for repaying 
existing bonds approved by preconsolidation voters? These deci-
sions should be part of  the preconsolidation planning process, as 
voters will want to consider this information. After consolidation, 
pursuing new capital bonds will require significant administrative 
effort to understand the expanded community, earn the trust of  
new constituents, and identify potential Yes voters.

Curriculum and teaching. After ESEA’s 2002 reauthoriza-
tion as the No Child Left Behind Act, standardized curricula and 
assessments became the norm. However, teacher quality continues 
to be a less-than-standardized resource. Teacher sorting challenges 
high-poverty schools, where high teacher-turnover rates margin-
alize those students who would most benefit from experienced 
high-quality teachers, as these same teachers move to positions in 
low-poverty schools. In one study considering the end of  “student 
reshuffling,” Jackson (2009) found that “schools that experienced 
an increase in the black enrollment share [return to neighborhood 

schools] saw a decrease in the proportion of  experienced teachers, 
teachers with high scores on their licensure exams, and a decrease 
in teacher value added” (p. 248). He found that the aggregate de-
cline in teacher quality in schools with increased Black enrollment 
shares was due to these schools losing experienced and effective 
teachers. How might federal incentives address teacher sorting?

Athletics. Yes, even extracurricular activities and athletics 
must be addressed. With consolidation, yesterday’s cross-town ri-
vals are now teammates or costars. Similarly, to what extent will 
consolidation affect access to after-school activities for high-pov-
erty students attending schools outside of  their neighborhood? 
Finally, while the all-important question of  selecting a new district 
mascot could be resolved with a simple student election, Russo 
(2006) described the reality for many students, parents, and com-
munity loyalties: “What’s the hardest animal to kill in the world? A 
school mascot” (p. 11).

Alternatives to District Consolidation
Is district consolidation an all or nothing proposition? What al-
ternatives might achieve the same results without consolidation? 
Expanding school choice options might allow parents to volun-
tarily enroll their children in selected schools, even those beyond 
their neighborhood. Although nonacademic obstacles might ham-
per this option (e.g., transportation, travel time, participation in 
after-school activities, day care), could these obstacles be avoided 
through district-provided services being reimbursed through a 
new ESEA Title program? What about offering high-quality vet-
eran teachers incentives (e.g., stipend, professional development 
opportunities, opportunities to attend national conferences, addi-
tional classroom support) to serve in high-poverty schools? This 
short list provides alternatives to consider in lieu of  whole district 
consolidation and all of  its associated financial and political costs. 

Final Thoughts

Incentivized or compulsory school district consolidation raises 
many logistical and political issues for students, parents, voters, 
taxpayers, and administrators. The proposed federal incentive 
program sees district mergers as a “necessary pre-requisite to true 
school improvement.” As an essay, I do not believe this novel and 
ambitious idea should be dismissed out of  hand, but rather, I would 
encourage further investigation, clarification, and broad conversa-
tions to identify specific challenges from multiple perspectives. For 
those who read the UCEA Review Summer 2015 Point/Counter-
point, appreciative inquiry might provide a framework for this con-
versation. 

Finally, we might learn from a natural experiment compar-
ing spending and outcomes of  county-bounded school districts 
(e.g., Florida, Maryland) to simulated comparable districts in states 
where school district boundaries are coterminous with commu-
nity boundaries (e.g., Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania; see DeLuca, 
2015). This would be especially valuable where each includes high-
poverty urban and low-poverty suburban areas with comparable 
demographics. 

Interestingly, when I first read Dr. Kelly’s essay, I was re-
minded of  an unlikely, if  not impossible, proposal from over 50 

1 See Duncombe and Yinger (2007) for a distinction between economies of  size and economies of  scale.
2 Both economies and diseconomies of  size (and scale) assume consistent service or product quality.
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years ago: 
We choose to go to the moon in this decade and do the 
other things, not because they are easy, but because they 
are hard, because that goal will serve to organize and 
measure the best of  our energies and skills, because that 
challenge is one that we are willing to accept, one we are 
unwilling to postpone, and one which we intend to win, 
and the others, too. (Kennedy, 1962)

Fifty years later, New Horizons is taking selfies with Pluto. 
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Interview With Enrique Alemán, Jr. 

Juan Manuel Niño
The University of  Texas at San Antonio

Enrique Alemán, Jr., is a Chair and Professor of  Educational Leader-
ship & Policy Studies in the College of  Education and Human De-
velopment at the University of  Texas at San Antonio. Before joining 
the University of  Texas at San Antonio, Dr. Alemán was a faculty 
member at the University of  Utah where he cofounded Adenlante, a 
university-school-community partnership for elementary students. A 
native of  Kingsville in South Texas and a first-generation college stu-
dent, Dr. Alemán melds his personal and professional interests with 
research that has the potential to address the structural and institu-
tionalized inequities that historically have underserved students and 
communities of  color. With Rudy Luna in the documentary Stolen 
Education, Dr. Alemán presented the story of  Mexican American 
children facing discrimination in Texas schools in the 1950s, cul-
minating in a 1956 federal court case, Hernandez et al. v. Driscoll. He 
has published articles in Harvard Educational Review; Race Ethnicity and 
Education; Educational Administration Quarterly; and Equity, Excellence and 
Education, as well as numerous chapters in edited books. Dr. Alemán 
earned his PhD in Educational Administration, with a concentra-
tion in Educational Policy and Planning and doctoral certification in 
Mexican American Studies, from the University of  Texas at Austin. 
Dr. Alemán has an undergraduate degree from St. Mary’s University 
in San Antonio, Texas, and a master’s degree from Columbia Univer-
sity’s School of  International and Public Affairs in New York City.  

JMN: Dr. Alemán, thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for 
UCEA Review. I thought you would be perfect to interview 
given your work on some of  the issues affecting students and 
communities of  color. Also, with your recent documentary, 
Stolen Education, how we can learn from this experience to 
inform how we teach and prepare aspiring school leaders to 
look at how policy can marginalize people unintentionally. Let 
me ask you, how did you become interested in your current 
research topic on policy?

EAJ:  I’ve always been interested in issues of  systemic racism and 
historical inequity. So for me, getting my master’s in public 
policy, I was always trying to figure out how policy was made; 
the history of  policy; policy implementation; and more specifi-
cally, how policy could be understood, especially by educational 
leaders and educational actors. Additionally, my understanding 
of  how policy was made and how policy was implemented—I 
understood that one can begin to address the major challenges 
that we continue face, especially for those who are interested in 
creating systems that are more equitable. So from a very early 
point in my career I always wanted to focus on those types of  
issues, especially for the communities that I work for and work 
with—Latino communities, undocumented students and their 
families, and trying to figure ways to understand their experi-
ences and change their opportunities.

JMN: What frameworks guide your thinking when you’re looking at 
policy and these inequities?

EAJ:  The frameworks that I’ve used in the past and that I feel 
most useful to me are critical race theories, Latino critical 
race theories, and specifically trying to center the experiences 
of  students of  color and trying to understand the history of  
racism in this country, especially as it manifests in schools. 
Using critical race theory and Latino critical race theories, 
I feel that I’m given the resources to center those experi-
ences and to counter the majoritarian perspective. It’s not 
a black and white type of  issue. It allows me to better un-
derstand the complexity; it allows me to talk about the long 
histories of  oppression in this country. Centering on those 
experiences refocuses the attention on those who often have 
been silenced and the stories that have been invalidated. I 
think that’s part of  the policy-making process: What stories 
get put at the center? Critical race theory and Latino critical 
race theory allow me to do that, and so those are the two 
frameworks that I’ve used most often in my work.

JMN: Who is your audience for understanding your work, when it 
comes to policy and the structures that are in place?

EAJ:  Oh, I think I wouldn’t say audience. I would say audiences. 
I think the nice thing about being in academia, especially in 
our field, in educational leadership, one of  the major audi-
ences obviously are aspiring administrators, principals, lead-
ers in both, and leaders across the educational pipeline. For 
me, that has to always be part of  what I think about. I think, 
often those voices that are not invited to the table, like par-
ents, youth, our teachers, we have to always try to incorporate 
and include their perspectives in the discussion. So I try to 
write, to do work with that in mind, including those voices. 
More than anything, I think of  my parents, I think of  my 
grandparents. 

If  you look at policy very traditionally, I think many 
types of  people were not often included as an audience. And 
so what I try to do is to make it more so it that becomes my 
audience. That’s who I try to model. If  I’m thinking whom 
I’m going to write for and what’s my work intended to do, it’s 
to include voices like my parents’ and my grandparents’, peo-
ple who were never included in the policy-making process. 
That’s another one of  my major audiences that I feel that my 
work has evolved into to try to really serve that community. 

Lastly, I think a major audience has to be our youth, the 
students we work for. Any kind of  policy-making framework 
or major policy framework doesn’t often include or very rare-
ly includes the youth perspective. I think that we need to keep 
that in mind when we think of  how we broaden our audience 
to include youth perspective, family perspective, and undocu-
mented student perspective. 

Rather than looking at one audience, I think of  audi-
ences, broadening that definition.
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JMN: Many scholars intersect various interests with policy to cri-
tique our educational system. However, many professors 
publish about it but fall short in teaching about it. Sometimes 
professors in academia have a responsibility to integrate these 
issues and how to prepare educational leaders. How do you 
attempt to interweave policy issues as you prepare aspiring 
school leaders? 

EAJ:  I think that we have a responsibility as educational leadership 
professors. We work with, like you mentioned, aspiring lead-
ers, but we also work with aspiring scholars. So I think we have 
to integrate praxis frameworks as much as possible because 
most of  our students are currently in schools. They are cur-
rently practicing educators, and they’re on a day-to-day basis, 
they’re interacting and influencing the experiences of  youth 
and families. So if  we don’t think that is part of  the policy 
process, we’re in big trouble. I think we have to infuse policy 
discussions—discussions about power, about privilege, about 
inequity—with the students we work with because they’re on 
a daily basis interacting with these communities. We don’t have 
5 or 10 years to wait for people to change their minds. We have 
to influence change at this point, and so to me those are policy 
discussions that we should be having in educational leadership 
programs.

JMN: We can look at our audiences, our youth or our own students, 
but when we address issues of  inequities in certain classes, 
some students may be a little surprised or discomforted. They 
might think how these issues of  differences (sex, age, race, 
gender, ability, etc.) or about undocumented students might 
affect the accountability of  the school. Current school leader-
ship centers increased standardized test scores at the helm of  
effective school leaders. As such, then issues of  marginaliza-
tion remain and are not accounted for. Discussions get shifted 
to how we increase our standardized test scores, because that 
is what’s going to promote us as effective school leaders. And 
we do not talk about the social reproduction of  the hege-
monic forces that really perpetuate ideologies. So how do we 
begin change, how do we decolonize the academy to create 
more opportunities to talk about this in our own preparation 
programs?

EAJ:  That’s a good question. How do we do that in the environ-
ment, in the culture we are currently operating in with a strong 
accountability push? I mean, at the core, what I try to do with 
my work, and I think you try to do with your work and other 
scholars, is humanizing policy. Often, when you talk about an 
accountability system or a school finance system, or teacher 
quality measures, that’s very dehumanized. We need to put 
the human aspect back into our work. If  you’re talking about 
school funding or bilingual education policy, there are real hu-
man beings at stake here, their experiences, their quality of  
life, their ability to do well and provide for their family. We 
have to bring those experiences into the discussion right away. 
That has to be central to what we do. I think many traditional 
policy frameworks take the human out of  it and make it more 
technical. I think we need more scholars, and I’m not saying 
there’s only one way to do it, I’m just saying that those who 
introduce critical frameworks, more humanistic frameworks, 
have to be part of  that discussion. If  you decide to do that or 

if  someone decides to do that kind of  work, then we need 
to add that to the decision making. We need to add that to 
the discussion, but that’s something that scholars have to de-
cide upon themselves. I don’t know how we can lead schools, 
how people are expected to lead schools without understand-
ing the human experience, without understanding that these 
policies have real-world impact on the experiences of  young 
people. We should be talking about that in all our classes, 
whether that’s a human resource class, a budget class, or a 
leadership class.

JMN: All these issues of  equity or inequity can be talked about and 
interwoven into the readings, into the assignments, into the 
expectations. However, traditional programs focus on male 
Eurocentric ideologies, which describe literature on leader-
ship to focus on competitiveness and hierarchies, which can 
be found in our school system and help alienate students on 
the margins. 

EAJ:  Right, and I think students in positions of  poverty, of  ineq-
uity, of  lack of  access to high-quality programs have to be 
central, at least for me in the work that I do. I’m not saying 
that’s the only way, that’s the way that everybody should do 
it, but more of  that kind of  discourse has to be inserted into 
leadership programs. The more that we can discuss, the more 
we can get to the core of  the issues that are most pressing for 
students, especially students of  color and underrepresented 
students.

JMN: Are you in favor of  a standard approach for preparing leaders 
for multicultural communities? Like a prescribed curriculum 
that we should all adhere to, especially UCEA institutions?

EAJ:  I get nervous about standard approaches, because then who 
decides what the standard is? I just think there have to be 
some core elements that we should incorporate that would 
be helpful to implemented across the board. Talking about 
institutional racism as a core element and a concept, discuss-
ing how deficit thinking continues to be very pervasive across 
educational praxis, thinking, and practice.

JMN: A perspective from the K-20 pipeline can be embraced, as 
deficit thinking does not stop once students graduate. Even 
graduate students are victims of  this phenomenon. We are 
susceptible to deficit thinking even at this level of  the educa-
tional arena. It seems we operate with a standards approach. 
How can we address this issue? 

EAJ:  It would be great for UCEA to have ongoing discussions 
like this with groups of  scholars from around the country at 
different levels, like you said, K-12 and higher education and 
community college, people who consider themselves more 
on the policy side and those who consider themselves more 
on leadership side. If  there was a concerted national effort to 
have discussions about what can be done to broaden our un-
derstandings of  policy and how we incorporate that as part 
of  our daily practice, I think that would be great, and the 
more critical, the better. Again, I’m not saying not to include 
those who think about these issues more traditionally. They 
already dominate the conversation anyway. I think you need 
to invite multiple voices to the table. But having a critical 
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discussion about these issues is important, and that would be 
something I would advocate UCEA do on an ongoing basis.

JMN: Your dissertation work looked at the financial aspects of  
low-funded school districts. However, not much has changed 
about finances in school systems; it’s based on taxing systems. 
Since 1965 we have been trying to create a more appropriate 
educational system in our country, but some scholars argue we 
just change names without changing how we play the game. 
The system we have in place leaves no space for creativity on 
how we can get education in a more authentic, more grass-
roots approach rather than having to measure everything. 
How do we move from here? 

EAJ:  I spent the last 11 years of  my life, the first part of  my career, 
in the Whitest, most conservative state in the whole country. I 
centered these discussions in all my classes. I taught 12 differ-
ent master’s and doctoral classes, everything from human re-
sources to supervision to leadership to research methods. And 
in every one of  my classes, we centered discussions about in-
equity, institutionalized racism, privilege, and intersectionality. 
Not every student agreed with doing that, but to me if  you 
want to be an effective administrator in today’s increasingly 
diverse communities, then my responsibility is to introduce 
you to and to challenge you to think about these issues. Now, 
whether you want to use them or not in your own practice, 
that’s up to you. In your own research, that’s up to you. But my 
responsibility is to prepare students to be effective, and right 
now, what I would say is our educational leadership students 
are very, very underprepared to deal with these types of  issues. 
So that’s what I’ve been trying to do with my career. If  I can 
do it in the state of  Utah and be fairly successful, then I think 
we can do it in a lot of  other situations. That’s the determina-
tion that I think educational leadership programs around the 
country should make.

JMN: In your documentary, Stolen Education, what motivated you 
to see the fruition of  this project?

EAJ:  It merged my primary interests, which was doing qualitative 
research, historical research, and the fact that my own mother 
was involved in this court case and I didn’t know about it. I 
was always interested in trying to document what really hap-
pened and tie it to today. The issues that the film covers relate 
to the achievement gap, lack of  access to higher education, and 
English language learners and how they’re treated in schools. 
The case was in 1956, and so the film and the research that 
I’ve done around it really came about from a personal interest. 
But, also tying it my primary research interests that I’ve been 
cultivating since 2004 when I started my academic career.

JMN: Now you said this case was 1956. Based on the findings 
that we’ve all seen from your video, how much has changed 
from 1956?

EAJ:  A lot of  the discourse and the ways we address English lan-
guage learners. Additionally, a lot of  the opportunities that 
students of  color continue to be prevented from having are 
the same. If  you look at the way students perform across 
student groups, Latino students continue to lag behind the 
dominant group. Educational institutions have not kept up 
or have not progressed as much as we would have liked. We 
see it right now, there’s some Republican politicians right 
now talking about the Mexican border, I think today—this 
morning—framing the issue related to immigration, every-
body coming from Mexico are rapists, they’re thugs, and 
they’re thieves. So the way these conversations continue to 
be framed are very deficit oriented, are very racist. Racism 
continues to be part of  the language that is used. In much 
the same way that in 1956 the children, the Mexican Ameri-
can children who were involved with this case, were framed 
as inferior, they were framed as foreigners even though they 
were U.S. born. They were framed as not being able, being 
dumb because they didn’t know how to speak English, even 
though they all testified in the case in English. So bilingual-
ism was looked upon as very negative. Unfortunately, a lot 
of  that same rhetoric is used today. What I try to do in the 
film is to ask people to think about what hasn’t changed 
almost 60 years later. That’s kind of  the goal of  the film. I 
try to address multiple audiences, going back to your origi-
nal question. I showed it with fourth and fifth graders at a 
predominantly Latino school. I’ve showed it with aspiring 
teachers. And I’ve showed it with administrators and com-
munity colleges and in higher education institutions and had 
discussions about the pipeline, about opportunities in higher 
education and the dropout rate.

JMN: I viewed your video during my first year at the University 
of  Texas at San Antonio, and being a native of  South Texas, 
I was familiar with some of  the experiences of  students in 
your research. Our school system places labels on students, 
and many times those labels carry deficit perspectives. 

EAJ:  Unfortunately, yes and probably prevented you from hav-
ing the same high-quality programming that you deserved. 
That’s what happened in 1956, that’s what happened to 
you, and you’re much younger than that. What I tried to do 
with this film is to provoke those types of  discussions to 
say, yeah, we have an African American President, yeah, I’m 
a first-generation college student, and I’ve been fortunate 
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to have mentors and to get into academia and to get tenure 
and do well. But I’m one person. If  we look at these issues 
systemically, look at the ways the issues are framed and how 
students continue to be looked at, communities continue to 
be looked at in very deficit ways. Alarming that those major 
narratives haven’t changed much since 1956.

JMN: You mentioned how politicians make these deficit remarks 
about immigrants, specifically Mexicans. However, you hear 
other Latino politicians who agree with certain deficit ideolo-
gies. How do we advance as a society when intersections of  
difference are neglected?  

EAJ:  We are no different. The Latino, broad Latino group, there’s 
diversity within our group. There are people who internalize 
racism just as well as White people who have racist tendencies 
and racist language. So we’re no different. African American 
communities have the same issue with a diversity of  opinion. 
There are people who internalize these stereotypes, who in-
ternalize the negative ways that people are portrayed in the 
media. It’s everyday life, and so again it becomes an issue of  
what side do you want to fall on? What kind of  work do you 
want to do to challenge those negative stereotypes or racist 
ideologies? People who are in educational leadership, schol-
ars, practitioners, we’re at the forefront. We’re dealing with 
students and families on a daily basis, and so to me part of  
our job should be is to have people confront those misper-
ceptions. If  you’re about equity, if  you’re about providing 
opportunity for all, then we have to talk about race and rac-
ism. We have to talk about privilege. We have to talk about 
the permanence of  racism in this country; otherwise, we’re 
not doing our job.

JMN: When you bring this notion of  race and racism and White 
privilege to your classrooms, how do you weave it or how do 
you introduce it to students, especially when classrooms are 
not diverse? 

EAJ:  I had a handful of  students of  color in the 11 years that I was 
in Utah, especially in my master’s classes. I do it by sharing 
my own story. If  I’m going to talk about White privilege, then 
I also have to talk about male privilege. I have to talk about 
the fact that I’m a U.S.-born person, and I have privileges as 
a U.S. citizen. I am heterosexual, and I have certain privileges 
as someone who comes from the heterosexual community. 
I have to show that this is one way of  looking at it. You’re 
not going to agree with everything that I say. If  you want to 
use these critical tools, I would argue it makes you a better 
administrator. I think it makes you a better leader to be able 
to wrestle with these critical tools and put them into prac-
tice. If  you don’t want to use these critical tools, then that’s 
something that you have to decide as you go and lead a very 
diverse school. There are diverse schools in Utah. There are 
predominantly Latino schools in Utah, and if  you’re a White 
male in a predominantly Latino school and you’re not willing 
to look at these issues critically, and you’re dealing with these 
students and families on a daily basis, then I don’t think you 
can be effective. So I always introduce it as another frame-
work, another perspective, and there are tools associated with 
that if  you wish to employ them. I’m pretty up front about it. 

This is what you’re going to learn. This is what I’m going to 
introduce you to, and this is what we’re going to talk about. 
That’s what the class is about. And you know, there are good 
days and bad days, but more often than not I think people are 
willing to talk about it. Wherever we disagree, we disagree, 
and we move on from there. 

JMN:  At some point, we kind of  have to make spaces uncomfort-
able in order for us to reflect on how we have been privileg-
ing ideologies because we have benefited from them. But I 
think we all come to confront our own realities at our own 
different time or different space.  

EAJ:  Yes. My daughters are sitting right here. They’re listening to 
part of  this. I always do talk in my classes about my own male 
privilege. Sometimes they do call me out even at home. I’m 
not a perfect person. To me, doing critical work, you always 
have to be self-reflective. I’m a person. As a male, I have cer-
tain power dynamics that I have access to, and there’s a power 
structure that I have access to that that my daughters won’t. 
So if  I’m really about social justice and being progressive, 
then I have to be putting those on the table, and I have to be 
willing to wrestle with my own privileges. But not everybody 
is going to accept that, and not everybody wants to put their 
privilege on the table. They are happy with that, and so my 
job is to do what you just said, to cause some discomfort and 
to ask them to challenge their own assumptions.

JMN: What is the role of  a junior faculty member as one researches 
and influences policy for more diverse communities? 

EAJ:  I remember when I was at your stage of  your career. The 
more comfortable you get in doing your work, the better 
perspective you get. Also, you begin to work with more stu-
dents who are going into the field. Depending on the stage 
of  your career, your role will change, your role in pushing 
these issues, your role in causing discomfort. That’s the nice 
thing about being in an academic field where you can have a 
long career. Your roles are going to change, and then you can 
partner with people at different roles, at different stages of  
their career. I can push issues and cause comfort-discomfort 
in certain ways now as a full professor that I could never do 
as a junior professor. It just took me some time to get there. 
You have to think about it in stages and understand that you 
don’t have to do it alone. You can partner with people at dif-
ferent stages and communities. How do we coalition across 
racial, ethnic, sexual orientation communities? How do we 
do that more effectively so that these issues aren’t pushed by 
individuals but are pushed by coalitions?

JMN: A final question, based from your previous professional ex-
perience: What new opportunities are on the horizon for the 
kind of  work you do and policy issues here in our community 
where we have a large Latino population?

EAJ:  I feel very fortunate to be coming to San Antonio! There’s a 
great faculty. They’re a young and more experienced faculty. 
Also, I feel like the city with the demographics that it serves, 
the strong influence of  community organizations, and the 
number of  districts, coupled with my 11 years of  experience 
and my perspectives, I just feel like at this stage of  my career 
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I can come back home and work to go to the next level. I feel 
like even though I’ve been able to achieve a lot, I feel like I’m 
just beginning and I’m excited about what the possibilities 
are now. There are groups like the Mexican American Legal 
Defense and Educational Fund (MALDEF), like the Inter-
cultural Development Research Association, and other com-
munity organizations. I want to be part of  a community that’s 
willing to be progressive and that’s willing to push issues that 
serve families and students who haven’t always been served. I 
learned a lot about collaboration and partnership, you know, 
in my time at Utah. I hope to incorporate that type of  per-
spective and framework into the work that I do here working 
with families, working with students, obviously working with 
the faculty I’m going to be part of. I am hopeful in being part 
of  a team that that can really influence policy, influence the 
way schools work for students of  color.

JMN: I thank you for this opportunity to talk with you about your 
work and look forward to working with you and others, as 
everyone can be actors in the policy-making process. 

EAJ: Yes, I’ve become more convinced of  that in my career. I feel 
like everybody needs to be prepared to be a policy maker 
and a policy actor, even young people, especially teachers. 
Teachers are the ones who have to implement or basically 
live with decisions that are made at state capitals or even at 
district offices. So helping students and teachers to think of  
themselves as policy actors, you don’t just become reaction-
ary. You can influence and be part of  that process. We can 
do that more across communities and start changing things 
more systematically.
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An Analysis of  Participant Survey Responses From the 2015  
William L. Boyd National Educational Politics Workshop

W. Kyle Ingle 
Katie E. Nuss

University of  Louisville

In April 2008, the Politics of  Education Association (PEA) host-
ed the National Educational Politics Workshop in New York City. 
The workshop, held in conjunction with the annual meeting of  the 
American Educational Research Association (AERA), provided an 
opportunity for emerging scholars to interact with leading politics 
of  education scholars. PEA members chose to make the workshop 
an annual event and renamed it in honor of  the late Dr. William 
Lowe Boyd  of  Pennsylvania State University, a luminary in the 
field of  educational policy, politics, and administration. The Boyd 
Workshop gained the valuable co-sponsorship of  UCEA, an orga-
nization with a long history of  commitment to mentoring through 
programs such as the Barbara L. Jackson Scholars, and the David 
L. Clark National Graduate Student Research Seminar. These pro-
grams and the Boyd Workshop are a means of  supporting UCEA’s 
goals, which include

• Promoting, sponsoring, and disseminating research; 

• Improving the preparation and professional development of  
educational leaders and professors; and 

• Positively influencing educational policy. (UCEA, n.d.) 

On April 16, 2015, the eighth William L. Boyd National Edu-
cation Politics Workshop was held in conjunction with the annual 
meeting of  AERA in Chicago, Illinois. The schedule of  events in-
cluded light refreshments, meetings between mentors and mentees, 
and a panel of  mentors. This panel of  mentors included Dr. Brad-
ley Carpenter (University of  Louisville), who discussed transition-
ing from graduate student to junior professor; Dr. Stacey Rutledge 
(Florida State University), who discussed managing the work/life 
balance; Dr. Julian Vasquez-Heilig (California State University, Sac-
ramento), who discussed incorporating issues of  social justice in 
research on educational politics; and Dr. Tina Trujillo (University 
of  California, Berkeley), who discussed the process of  developing a 
research focus in education policy and politics. 

Mentoring programs in K-12 and in postsecondary educa-
tion are associated with a variety of  positive outcomes (Bickmore & 
Bickmore, 2010; Buch, Huet, Rorrer, & Roberson, 2011; Griffin & 
Reddick, 2011; Holley & Caldwell, 2012; Horowitz & Christopher, 
2013; Lechuga, 2011, 2014; Reis, Strage, & Summit, 2014; Schloss-
er, Lyons, Talleyrand, Kim, & Johnson, 2011). Positive benefits for 
the mentees include personal and professional support (Holley & 
Caldwell, 2012), successful navigation of  the hiring process (Reis et 
al., 2014), fostering and sustaining of  motivation (Lechuga, 2014), 
and the provision of  an ally within the profession (Lechuga, 2011). 
Additionally, research has shown that mentoring is advantageous 
beyond tenure and associate professorship (Buch et al., 2011). Men-
tor–mentee relationships, both formal and informal, can assist in 
the development and demonstration of  research, teaching, and ser-

1Dr. Boyd passed away September 21, 2008. For more on the life and accomplishments of  Dr. Boyd, see PEA (2008).

vice. Assistant professors receiving mentoring report higher satis-
faction (Schrodt, Cawyer, & Sanders, 2003) and a stronger sense 
of  departmental ownership, connectedness, and understanding of  
work expectations (Bell & Treleaven, 2011). However, research 
also suggests that mentoring without careful consideration can be 
potentially damaging. Finding a suitable mentor, for example, is 
crucial to the success of  mentoring relationships (Bell & Treleav-
en, 2011).  Program evaluation is a necessary component for as-
sessing program effectiveness and for improving future delivery 
(Guskey, 2002). In addressing the latter, this article summarizes the 
results of  an annual survey administered to mentors and emerging 
scholars who participated in the 2015 William L. Boyd National 
Educational Politics Workshop. The online program evaluation 
instrument sought to gauge participants’ perceptions of  the event 
and to seek guidance on how to improve its future delivery. The 
instrument consisted of  11 items, including both open-ended and 
close-ended questions (see Appendix for the survey items). 

Results
The survey was forwarded to all 2015 workshop participants, 
yielding an overall response rate of  51.8% (see Table 1). Descrip-
tive analysis suggested that respondents were positive about their 
experiences at the 2015 Boyd Workshop (see Table 2). A majority 
of  participants, 82%, reported the meeting between mentor and 
mentee to be very productive. Only 2% of  respondents reported 
the meeting to be unproductive. As to the quality of  the mentor–
mentee match, 60% of  respondents reported an excellent match 
between mentors and emerging scholars. Only 2% reported a poor 
match in 2015. 

Feedback on the panel of  speakers was also positive—86% 
of  participants indicated it as excellent or very good. The sur-
vey also revealed that an overwhelming majority of  participants 
reported that the communications between workshop co-coordi-
nators, the organization of  the event, and the overall experiences 
were perceived positively. Furthermore, the length of  the work-
shop was reported as “just right” by 84% of  respondents and “too 
short” by 11%.

Table 1 
2015 Workshop Participants and Survey Response Rates	   

Participants	  
Workshop	  

participant	  N	  
Respondent	  	  

n	  
Response	  
rate	  (%)	  

Emerging	  scholars	   	  	  60	   29	   48.3	  
Mentors	   	  	  50	   28	   56.0	  
Total	   110	   57	   51.8	  
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In addition to Likert-scale items, participants were asked 
open-ended questions: “How could the mentoring session be im-
proved?” “How could the panel of  mentors be improved?” “Over-
all comments/suggestions for future Boyd Workshops.” Open-
ended responses were analyzed and coded as positive, mixed, or 
critical (see Table 3). Positive comments made up 44.8% of  the 
open-ended responses. Mentors that were also members of  the 
PEA reported greater satisfaction with having the William L. Boyd 
Workshop and the SIG Meeting in close proximity in terms of  
timing and location. President Tamara Young was successful in re-
questing that AERA schedule the events back to back and in the 
same hotel. Mixed responses were 26.5% of  the responses. Critical 
comments and suggestions (28.7 %) included requesting more time 
and interactions with mentors, reporting poor interactions with the 
assigned mentors, reporting a mentor who failed to show up, re-
questing more substantial refreshments, requesting smaller break-
out rooms, and decreasing the noise level.

Looking Ahead to 2016…
In summary, the 2015 Boyd Workshop Feedback Survey yielded 
valuable results to improve upon the delivery of  future events. 
Some critical comments already have been acted upon (e.g., in-
creased time with mentors). Others (e.g., provide breakout rooms, 
provide more substantial refreshments) are difficult to accommo-
date due to logistics or limited financial resources. As always, ensur-

ing the quality of  the match between mentor and emerging scholar 
remains no easy task and takes time. The matching process remains 
a challenge for many reasons. It is complicated by what is both a 
positive and negative aspect of  the workshop—its cost to partici-
pants. The workshop remains free of  charge to emerging scholars, 
but mentors and emerging scholars bear the costs of  travel to and 
from the workshop and AERA. Some participants sign up but can-
not find the resources to get there, ultimately becoming no-shows. 
Likewise, a potential mentor might be a good match but unable to 
attend the conference or arriving too late in the conference, thus 
missing the event completely. However, the majority of  respon-
dents suggested that matching remains excellent or very good.

For 2016, we will continue with our practice of  requesting 
mentors first, thus setting the capacity of  how many emerging 
scholars we can accommodate. Matching and confirming atten-
dance remains vitally important to ensure that mentors and emerg-
ing scholars actually have the opportunity to meet and develop 
these relationships. We remain committed to making good matches 
between mentors and emerging scholars based on research topic 
and/or methodologies and keeping the ratio of  emerging schol-
ars to mentors low. For 2016, we will reiterate the importance of  
mentors and emerging scholars contacting each other in advance 
of  meeting personally. Two-way communication is integral to 
maximizing the experience. Over the past two Boyd Workshops, 
the co-coordinators sent a document via e-mail in advance of  the 

Table 2 
Descriptive Analysis: Percentage Responses to 5-Point Survey Items  

Survey	  item	   Excellent	   Very	  good	   Good	   Fair	   Poor	  
Quality	  of	  mentor–emerging	  scholar	  match	   60	   27	   9	   2	   2	  
Quality	  of	  panel	  of	  mentors	   47	   39	   11	   4	   0	  
Quality	  of	  communication	  between	  workshop	  	  
co-‐coordinators	  and	  participants	  

56	   35	   5	   4	   0	  

Organization	   67	   35	   5	   4	   0	  
Overall	  experience	   65	   21	   12	   0	   2	  
	   Very	  

productive	  
Somewhat	  
productive	  

Somewhat	  
unproductive	  

Very	  
unproductive	  

	  

Emerging	  scholar	  and	  mentor	  meeting	  productivity	   60	   27	   	  	  9	   2	   	  
 

Table 3 
Sample Open-Ended Item Responses	  

Response	  type	   n	   %	   Sample	  comments	  
Positive	   42	   44.8	   “I	  felt	  very	  fortunate	  to	  be	  allowed	  to	  participate.	  …	  My	  conversation	  with	  my	  mentor	  richly	  contributed	  to	  	  

my	  thinking	  moving	  forward”	  –Emerging	  Scholar	  

“Excellent	  matching	  this	  year	  as	  my	  mentee	  and	  I	  had	  a	  great	  discussion!	  The	  Boyd	  Workshop	  is	  a	  fabulous	  
experience	  and	  opportunity.	  Thank	  you	  so	  much	  to	  the	  organizers	  for	  all	  of	  your	  work.	  –Faculty	  Mentor	  

Mixed	   25	   26.5	   “I’m	  not	  sure	  the	  panel	  is	  necessary.	  The	  time	  with	  the	  mentors	  was	  extremely	  valuable.	  It	  was	  nice	  to	  hear	  
what	  the	  panel	  had	  to	  say,	  but	  perhaps	  just	  one	  speaker	  would	  be	  sufficient.”	  –Emerging	  Scholar	  

“Excellent	  panelists,	  but	  perhaps	  a	  representative	  or	  two	  of	  the	  older	  generation	  would	  complement	  the	  
relative	  newcomers,	  giving	  a	  longer	  term	  perspective.”	  –Faculty	  Mentor	  

Critical	   27	   28.7	   “I	  would	  eliminate	  the	  panel	  and	  maybe	  give	  the	  mentors	  and	  scholars	  more	  time	  together	  or	  ask	  the	  whole	  
table	  to	  participate	  in	  an	  activity	  together.”	  –Emerging	  Scholar	  

“I’d	  like	  to	  work	  with	  a	  small	  group	  rather	  than	  a	  single	  mentee.”	  –Faculty	  Mentor	  
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workshop that summarized tips for how to get the conversations 
started prior to meeting at the workshop. Although the onus is on 
emerging scholars and mentors to ensure that this happens, we 
acknowledge that making the time is not always easy. 

Finally, we want to acknowledge the mentors who make this 
event possible. Mentors volunteer their time and expertise with-
out any sort of  honorarium provided to them. We also appreciate 
the faculty members who volunteered to serve on the panel. It is 
also important to acknowledge the valuable financial and logisti-
cal support provided by the leadership of  our co-sponsors, the 
UCEA and PEA, in making this annual event possible.  
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The William L. Boyd National Educational Politics Workshop for 2016 is tentatively scheduled for Friday, April 8 from 
2:30 to 5:00 pm in Washington D.C. The Boyd Workshop will continue to feature two sessions, one between mentors and 
emerging scholars and the other featuring a panel of  speakers. In the meantime, if  you have any questions, please contact 
Dr. W. Kyle Ingle at william.ingle@louisville.edu or Dr. Dana Mitra at dana@psu.edu

Grad Student Column & Blog: Submissions Welcome
Two elements of  the UCEA website are focused on issues and information relevant to the graduate students of  UCEA. The Graduate 
Student Column typically features scholarship written by graduate students at UCEA member institutions. Column entries explore 
a variety of  topics and allow the authors to present developing research and to the UCEA graduate student community. The Graduate 
Student Blog is a more discussion-oriented format encouraging conversation between graduate students via posts and comments. 
Topics addressed in the blog include discussion and links to educational leadership and educational policy news relevant to graduate 
students, as well as updates and information about ways graduate students can be more involved in UCEA. Graduate students are in-
vited to send in contributions for both the Graduate Student Column and the Graduate Student Blog. To find out more, please e-mail  
ucea@virginia.edu.

www.ucea.org/graduate-student-blog/

www.ucea.org/graduate-student-development-home/
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Educational leadership has become the focus of  considerable 
current attention. Recent research demonstrates the significance 
of  effective leadership for quality schooling experiences. New na-
tional and regional educational policies and initiatives are chang-
ing the content and delivery of  education and expected outcomes. 
And the terrains of  schooling are shifting in dramatic ways. Jobs 
and the economy, the demographic characteristics and conditions 
of  children and youth, expectations for student learning and ac-
countability, education funding, politics and control, and growing 
inequities in educational opportunity and outcomes all contribute 
to increasing uncertainty, complexity, and demand on schools. All 
of  these factors shift expectations for the work of  school leaders. 
And all call for refocusing existing professional school leadership 
standards and their use in supporting the development, supervi-
sion, and evaluation of  school leaders. 

Professional standards are important to any profession. 
They define the work and the performance of  members of  a pro-
fession. They present a vision for the work that reflects what will 
be demanded of  the profession in the future and an ideal to which 
the profession aspires. Standards reflect the values of  the profes-
sion to its members and to the public. They articulate scope of  
work, domains of  responsibility, ethical principles, and criteria of  
quality in the performance of  work. Professional standards are 
aspirational in that they project the nature and quality of  profes-
sional work into the future. In most professions, standards guide 
professional preparation and the supervision and improvement 
of  practice. For some professions, they are the basis for govern-
mental policy, rules, and regulations concerning licensure, evalua-
tion, termination, and sometimes compensation and reward. 

Given the purposes, functions, and importance of  pro-
fessional standards, it is essential to “get them right.” Doing so 
involves identifying the norms and practices of  the profession, 
developing the best understandings that come from theory and 
research, and evoking value judgments on what work is to be 
privileged now and in the future. Despite significant research in 
the last 20 years, educational leadership is still in its early stages 
of  having well-defined core practices and agreed-upon norms for 
prioritizing and enacting the work. Consequently, developing and 
agreeing upon good standards for school leadership can be com-
plex, messy, and politically contentious business.  

Such is the case with current efforts to revise the Interstate 
School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards, under 
the leadership of  the Council of  Chief  State School Officers 
(CCSSO). CCSSO is the organization that has coordinated the 
development of  the ISLLC Standards since 1996. In this regard, 

CCSSO has worked on behalf  of  the National Policy Board for 
Educational Administration (NPBEA), an umbrella organization 
that coordinates various work of  member organizations, including 
the three major school leader professional associations: the 
American Association of  School Administrators (AASA), the 
National Association of  Elementary School Principals (NAESP), 
and the National Association of  Secondary School Principals 
(NASSP). 

The current climate of  educational leadership standards re-
vision places two essential questions squarely on the table. The 
first question is: Who should develop school leader standards? In 
other professions, what makes professional standards professional 
is not only their purposes, functions, and content but also that 
they are developed by the members of  the professions themselves 
through their professional associations. Professional standards are 
frequently developed through committees of  association members 
and leaders, and they are often put to vote and endorsed by hous-
es of  delegates. Such is the case, for example, with professional 
standards for nurses, social workers, lawyers, accountants, realtors, 
dentists, and veterinarians. In the educational leadership field, this 
process is more daunting.

Educational leaders are represented by three separate as-
sociations—AASA, NAESP, and NASSP—which must work 
collaboratively through the NPBEA to agree upon standards. In 
the past, many different actors have been involved in developing 
school leader standards. Policy makers—chief  state school offi-
cers, governors,  state legislators, and boards of  education—have 
had significant voice about school leader standards as these ac-
tors set policy regarding school leader preparation, licensure, and 
evaluation. Preparation program associations and their accredit-
ing organizations also have had a voice, because these standards 
inform preparation. And educational researchers have played an 
important role because of  their understanding of  theory and re-
search on school leadership and because of  their ability to look 
across and synthesize the best knowledge from research, practice, 
and policy in order to generate these standards. 

With so many actors and so many interests involved, the 
challenge becomes deciding whose voices should be privileged in 
the process and ensuring that those voices are honored. It is also 
the challenge to establish sufficient trust among the actors who 
must work together if  the resultant standards are to be jointly en-
dorsed and if  they are to be acted upon in ways that are sufficiently 
aspirational and enabling across the multiple purposes. 

The second essential question is: What content should the 
standards contain? We have learned several things from our years 
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of  research on school leadership and from the past two years of  
work on revising standards that can help answer this question. We 
have learned that the content that is truly cared about must frame 
the primary standard domains themselves and the functions that 
capture key dimensions of  those standards. It is the standards and 
their functions to which people attend and that drive policy and 
practice. 

More importantly, we have learned that the work of  school 
leadership and the contexts in which it is practiced have become 
substantially more complex and demanding in recent years and 
will become even more so in the future. The domains of  school 
leaders’ work have both broadened and deepened, requiring great-
er articulation and nuance in descriptions of  school leader work, 
and thus in the content of  standards than ever before. In full dis-
closure, we are university faculty and researchers who have been 
working on the revision of  the ISLLC standards, under the leader-
ship of  CCSSO and NPBEA. We have been leaders and members 
of  the three work teams that gathered and analyzed information 
from practicing school leaders, reviewed research and states’ use 
of  leadership standards, collaborated with representatives of  the 
professional associations, drafted the 2014 set of  revised stan-
dards, and analyzed and reported data from the public review. 
What we learned is that since 2008, when the ISLLC standards 
were last revised, the work of  school leaders has become increas-
ingly centered around developing and promoting quality teaching 
and learning for all students, whose needs are increasing diverse 
and complex, while having constrained resources and added legal 
and policy demands.

We have learned much about the elements of  school leader 
work that are truly important to schools and student success now 
and in the future. The 2008 ISLLC standards are framed around 
six core leadership domains, five of  which are enduring and remain 
important—setting vision and direction; managing the organiza-
tion, operations, and resources; engaging families and community; 
behaving ethically and with integrity; and understanding the school 
context and advocating on behalf  of  students and schools. Within 
each are demands for additional leadership skills, such as man-
aging resources within fiscal and legal constraints. The sixth do-
main—developing a school culture and instructional program—
now dominates school leaders’ work. This domain now includes 
developing the capacity of  faculty and the resources for instruc-
tion and student support; promoting intellectually challenging 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment; creating communities of  
care and support for students; and cultivating professional norms 
and communities for teachers.  Added to the expansion of  the six 
domains are new areas that have become increasingly important in 
recent years. This includes the leadership work to address inequi-
ties in student learning opportunities and outcomes and to lead 
organization change, particularly creating schools for continuous 
improvement. Also crucial are leaders’ own professional growth 
and development and capacity to work with other schools to sup-
port student learning. These aspects of  school leader work are sys-
temic; they are all important and work in dynamic interaction to 
create effective schools and promote student success throughout 
their schooling experiences.  

We also have learned that as the complexity and demands 
of  school leaders’ work increases, standards cannot be limited to 

and bound by any one model or approach to school leadership. 
Effective school leadership now and in the future will need to be, 
as some have called it, “ambidextrous.” It will need to be both task 
and relation oriented. It will need to be transformational as well as 
transactional in objective and strategy. It will need to reflect ele-
ments of  visionary and strategic leadership, authentic and virtuous 
leadership, participative and distributed leadership, authoritative 
leadership, and interpersonal and organization leadership, among 
other models and approaches. Effective leadership will need to be 
dynamic, flexible, and situational. And effective school leaders will 
need the knowledge, skills, wisdom, and moral orientations to un-
derstand how to draw effectively upon different approaches. 

Finally, we have learned that identifying and articulating the 
nature, functions, elements, and qualities of  school leadership work 
is very different from identifying and articulating the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions required for the effective performance of  
that work. Both are vitally important—the former for identifying 
the professional work to which the profession and others aspire, 
the latter for identifying the capacities that need to be cultivated, 
supported, and even evaluated to bring that work to life. The lat-
ter, we contend, should help enact the standards, not define them. 

In conclusion, we believe that three things should happen. 
First, we believe that the professional school leaders associations 
should assume a primary leadership role to revise the ISLLC stan-
dards through the coordinating support of  the NPBEA. The 
NPBEA is in the unique position to bring together these different 
actors and manage their respective interests in productive direc-
tions for the profession, while enabling the professional school 
leader associations to assume a leadership role in this work going 
forward. Given the debates that are occurring over what standards, 
how many, and in what form (as reflected in recent EdWeek news 
stories and blogs, e.g., May 1 and May 13, 2015), it is essential that 
these associations have a central role in decision making. We do 
not argue that others who can contribute to this work be excluded. 
Rather we believe that the standards and their enactment will be 
enriched by moving toward a more professionally oriented, collab-
orative, and transparent process of  standards development.  

Second, we believe that continued work should take seriously 
the lessons learned about school leader work and their implica-
tions for the development of  the ISLLC standards. Specifically, 
we refer to the need for adequate articulation and nuance of  key 
elements of  leadership work essential to school effectiveness and 
student success, capturing those elements of  work in the stan-
dards themselves, and framing the standards around leadership ap-
proaches that best represent the complex nature and function of  
school leadership work. 

Third, we call for work to strengthen the relationships 
among the key organizations that are necessary not only for the 
development of  effective ISLLC standards but also for their suc-
cessful enactment. Indeed, the NPBEA may be the only appropri-
ate forum for such work to occur.  

For more information on the scholarship informing the content 
of  the standards, see the following: Murphy, J. (2015). The em-
pirical and moral foundations of  the ISLLC Standards. Journal of  
Educational Administration , 53, 718-734.
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The 29th annual Convention will be held at the Manchester Grand Hyatt, San Diego, California, November 20-
23, 2015. The convention theme highlights the location near the California-Mexico border and intends to draw 
attention to the border spaces that exist within our field, between both scholars and practitioners and among 
communities present in and around schools. Collectively, we can identify new ways to engage in research 
and dialogue and to recognize the strength of the multiple–often disparate–voices contributing to the future of 
education. Our focus on transnational and transcultural spaces emphasizes the fluid nature of leadership and 
the multiple identities that shape leaders and the populations they serve. Transnational spaces reflect the inter-
connected external dimensions that traverse social, geographic, economic, and political borders. Transcultural 
spaces comprise the internal connections among race, ethnicity, gender, religion, language, ability, and sexual 
orientation. 

We invited submissions that (a) offered analyses of leadership and education in transnational and transcul-
tural settings; (b) examined how we define and prepare school and district leaders to support justice, equity 
and quality in PK-12 schools; (c) identified policy priorities and leadership practices that prioritize developing 
socially just leaders; and (d) supported advocacy work with/in communities marginalized by existing research 
and policy paradigms.

2015 UCEA 
Conference

Nov. 20-23                    
San Diego, CA

Re-Imagining 
the Frontiers of 
Education:  
Leadership  
With/In 
Transnational 
& Transcultural 
Spaces

UCEA International Summit
Monday, November 23, 2015

Save the Date! The 2015 International Summit will be held Monday, 
November 23rd at the Manchester Grand Hyatt, 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m. Join us for presentations, breakout sessions, and moderated 
discussions with a variety of scholars and practitioners involved in 
international research and development projects. 
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2015 UCEA Conference
Sponsors 

Thank you to our early 2015 UCEA Convention sponsors! UCEA appreciates your support 
and looks forward to creating a wonderful experience for all Convention attendees. If you 
are interested in being a 2015 Convention sponsor, please email uceaconvention@gmail.
com or check out our online sponsorship form https://members.ucea.org/sponsor/events. 
Every sponsor makes a difference!

University of San Diego - Host Sponsor               
The Wallace Foundation - Host Sponsor
Pennsylvania State University - Partner               
San Diego State University - Partner
Texas A&M University - Partner                            
University of Connecticut - Partner
High Tech High Graduate School of Education - Partner
University of Iowa - Contributor 
Loyola Marymount University - Contributor
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This year’s UCEA meeting in San Diego will play host to several excit-
ing International Community-Building sessions culminating with the 
fourth annual International Summit on Monday November 23, from 
8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.

This year’s Summit borrows from the conference theme by of-
fering “Conversations on Transcultural and Transnational Leadership 
Practice and Preparation.” Specifically, Ross Notman from the Uni-
versity of  Otago, New Zealand, will discuss “Transcultural Spaces 
Within New Zealand’s Education System,” a look at the role of  New 
Zealand school leaders in a developing transcultural context, often as-
sociated with high-needs schools, with particular reference to Maori bi-
culturalism and indigenous language features in primary and secondary 
schools, as well as the place of  special character schools.

Next, David Gurr, Lawrie Drysdale, and Helen Goode from the 
University of  Melbourne, Australia, will consider “Leading for Suc-
cess in Challenging Australian Educational Contexts,” a session that 
will highlight the work of  Australian school leaders working in contexts 
characterized by low family income, high cultural diversity, indigenous 
communities, and transient populations, often in rural and remote loca-
tions. While the focus of  this presentation is on principals who come 
from different cultural backgrounds and include indigenous and reli-
gious leaders, the stories are really about communities galvanized into 
collective action. 

Finally, the last presentation, led by Corinne Brion, Paula Cor-
deiro, Lea Hubbard, and Joi Spencer from the University of  San Di-
ego, USA, will focus on “School Leadership in Developing Countries:  
Context Matters.” This session will present their research findings from 
the implementation of  school leadership programs in three develop-
ing countries over the last 4 years. Breakout groups will be formed 
to discuss several key questions that emerged from the case studies, 
including but not limited to these: Are country contexts sufficiently 
different that leadership development should differ in each context? 

What should the content of  leadership training be? What role 
can mobile technology play? What kinds of  mistakes have we as 
researchers made in these different contexts?

If  you find international community-building presenta-
tions of  interest, I would strongly encourage you to check the 
UCEA conference program for the time, location and present-
ers at the following sessions:

• From Fronteras to Borders in Transcultural Spaces: 
Research on Educational Leadership in Multiple 
Binational Settings

• Leaders for Equity: Aligning Culturally Progressive Belief  
Systems With Progressive Educational Strategies in 
International Settings

• Leadership in and Preparation for High-Needs Schools: 
An International Perspective

• Leading Low-Performing Schools

• Social Justice Leadership in China, Costa Rica, Mexico, 
New Zealand, Spain, Sweden, and the U.S.

• Successful Practices and Enduring Beliefs of  Leaders in 
High-Need Schools: Evidence From International Studies

• The Professional Identities of  School Leaders in 
Transnational Contexts 

• UCEA Center for the International Study of  School 
Leadership: Expanding School Improvement Across 
Frontiers of  Education

I hope to see many of  you in San Diego. If  you have 
ideas for future UCEA international initiatives, sessions and/or 
events, don’t hesitate to share your ideas.

International Community-Building Sessions at UCEA 2015

Stephen Jacobson
UCEA Associate Director for International Initiatives
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2015 UCEA Annual 
Banquet on the Bay

	  

Join us for the 2015 Banquet aboard the Admiral 
Hornblower! Cruise around the San Diego Bay while enjoying 

a complimentary glass of champagne, and then head 
below-deck for a sumptuous sunset dinner.

Admiral sails from 5:30 PM until 8:30 PM
on Sunday, 11/22. 


Tickets are $60/person, and available on Registration.
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The 29th Annual UCEA Convention
Manchester Grand Hyatt, San Diego, CA, Nov. 20-23, 2015

REGISTRATION 
http://www.ucea.org

It is the policy of UCEA that all persons in attendance at the 2015 UCEA Annual Convention, including participants who plan to attend 
one or more sessions, are required to register. Registration is not transferable. 

International Scholars
In keeping with UCEA’s longstanding tradition of an international focus and collaboration with aligned organizations 
worldwide, we welcome international attendees to the 2015 Annual Convention. If you require a letter of invitation to travel 
to the UCEA Convention, please e-mail your request by November 1, 2015, to uceaconvention@gmail.com 

Registrant Advance 
(ends Oct. 20)

Regular  
(ends Nov. 5)

Late/on site
(beg. Nov. 5)

UCEA Member Faculty $ 260 $ 300 $ 330
Non-UCEA Faculty $ 300 $ 330 $ 330
UCEA Graduate Student $   95 $ 130 $ 150
Non-UCEA Graduate Student $ 120 $ 150 $ 150
Practitioner $ 290 $ 310 $ 330
Other $ 290 $ 310 $ 330
Graduate Student Summit* $  35 $  35

*In addition to applicable Graduate Student registration rate listed above
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LODGING DETAILS
Manchester Grand Hyatt San Diego
http://www.manchestergrand.hyatt.com/en/hotel/home.html
1 Market Place
San Diego, California, USA, 92101
Tel: +1 619 232 1234

Rates
We encourage you to make your reservation 
early as space is tight.  All reservations must be 
made by October 26, 2015 in order to receive 
rates listed above.  Please visit the UCEA 
website and make your reservation through our 
online passkey. Room rates are as follows:

Single/Double: $ 160.00
Triple/Quad:     $ 185.00

Complimentary basic Internet will be provided in both the meeting spaces and guest rooms. 

The 29th Annual UCEA Convention

Nov. 20-23                     San Diego, CA

UCEA Graduate Student Summit
Thursday, November 19, 2015

The fourth annual UCEA Graduate Student Summit (GSS) will be held at the Manchester Grand Hyatt hotel, San 
Diego, California. The summit will take place beginning at noon on Thursday, November 19, 2015, and ending at 
noon on Friday, November 20. The purpose of the 2015 UCEA GSS is to provide graduate students a space to 
engage in authentic dialogue about their scholarly work. This summit will offer opportunities to meet and network 
with graduate students and faculty and receive feedback on your research.  New session formats will create more 
opportunities for graduate students at UCEA to be announced in early spring. Watch for updates regarding the GSS 
by regularly visiting 

http://www.ucea.org/graduate-student-opportunities/graduate-student-summit/
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Contributing to the UCEA Review

If  you have ideas concerning substantive feature articles, 
interviews, point-counterpoints, or innovative programs, 
UCEA Review section editors would be happy to hear 
from you.

General Editor:
  Michelle D. Young (UCEA)

  mdy8n@virginia.edu

 Feature Editors:
  April Peters (University of  Georgia)

  alpeters@uga.edu
  Mariela Rodríguez (University of  Texas at San Antonio)

  Mariela.Rodriguez@utsa.edu 

Interview Editor:
  Juan Nino (University of  Texas at San Antonio)

  juan.nino@utsa.edu

Point-Counterpoint Editor:
  W. Kyle Ingle (University of  Louisville) 

  william.ingle@louisville.edu 

Innovative Programs Editor:
  Kristin Huggins (Washington State University) 
           k.huggins@vancouver.wsu.edu 

Managing Editor:
  Jennifer E. Cook (UCEA)

  jenniferellencook@yahoo.com

University Council for Educational Administration  
Curry School of  Education 
The University of  Virginia
P.O. Box 400287
Charlottesville, VA 22904-0265
Ph: 434-243-1041 
www.ucea.org

2015-16 Calendar

Non-Profit Org.
U.S. Postage 

PAID
Charlottesville 

Virginia
Permit #350

UCEA Review
The UCEA Review is published three times a year (winter, sum-
mer, fall) and distributed as a membership benefit by the UCEA. 
Address changes and other corrections should be sent to UCEA 
at the above address.
Michelle D. Young..............................................Executive Director
Pamela D. Tucker..................................Senior Associate Director
Michael O’Malley.............................Associate Dir. of  Publications
Stephen Jacobson............Associate Dir. of  International Affairs
Jayson Richardson.....................Associate Dir. of  Program Centers
John Nash....................................Associate Dir. of  Communication
Gerardo Lopez............................Associate Dir. for Jackson Scholars
Edward J. Fuller...............Associate Dir. for Policy and Advocacy 
Sheneka Williams.............Associate Dir. for Policy and Advocacy 
Lisa Wright, CPA................................. ...............Financial Manager
Jennifer E. Cook..............Publications & Communications Editor
Lieve Pitts...............................................Project and Events Manager
Pei-Ling Lee.... ...................................................................Webmaster
Stephanie McGuire..................................Administrative Assistant
Erin Anderson......................................................Research Associate
Amy Reynolds......................................................Graduate Assistant
Angel Nash...........................................................Graduate Assistant

Address Service Requested

October 2015 CSLEE Values & Leadership Conference, Oct. 15-17, 
University Park, PA

Advance registration rates end; late registration for UCEA 
Convention begins Oct. 20

November 2015 Clark Seminar nominations due Nov. 6
UCEA Convention on-site registration begins, San Diego, CA
UCEA Executive Committee meeting Nov. 17-18
UCEA Plenary Session Nov. 19
Graduate Student Summit Nov. 19-20, San Diego
UCEA Convention, Nov. 20-23, San Diego
UCEA Awards Luncheon, Nov. 21, San Diego
Jackson Scholars Network 5K, Nov. 21, San Diego
UCEA Convention Banquet on the Bay, Nov. 22, San Diego 
UCEA International Summit, Nov. 23, San Diego

January 2016 Call for Proposals for UCEA 2016 Convention released

April 2016 David L. Clark Seminar, Apr. 7-8, Washington, DC
Jackson Scholars Spring Workshop, Apr. 8, Washington, DC
William L. Boyd National Educational Politics Workshop,  

Apr. 8, Washington, DC
Joint UCEA, AERA Division A & L, SAGE Reception, TBD, 

Washington, DC


