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Volume 52  Number 2Are We Irrelevant to the Digital, 
Global World in Which  

We Now Live?
Scott McLeod

Iowa State University

It is difficult to overstate the changes that digital technologies have 
wrought on our society. As we navigate an “Information Revolution” that 
is as impactful but apparently also swifter than the Industrial Revolution 
of  the 18th and 19th centuries, the collective transformative effects can be 
seen in every aspect of  our lives. And we’re just getting started…

Our World Is Changing Fast
As Shirky (2010) has noted, we currently are living through “the larg-
est expansion in expressive capability in human history.” Individuals now 
possess unprecedented publishing capabilities, resulting in an incredible 
wealth and diversity of  content (both good and bad). A dizzying array of  
technological tools—combined with online communities based on inter-
est rather than geography—are fostering incredible thinking and discus-
sion.

The resultant impact is that we no longer live in an information 
push-out world where we passively receive information that is broadcast 
out to us by large, centralized entities. Instead, we now live within multi-
directional conversation spaces in which 15-year-olds can reach audiences 
at scales that previously were reserved for major media companies, large 
corporations, and governments. We all now can have a voice. We all now 
can be publishers. We all now can find each other’s thoughts and ideas 
and can share, cooperate, collaborate, and take collective action. Time and 
geography are no longer barriers to communicating and working together. 

In this new information landscape, formerly dominant news and 
entertainment institutions are being forced to rethink all previously held 
assumptions. For example, all of  the top newspaper chains in the United 
States are on the verge of  bankruptcy. Music companies are struggling to 
survive in a market where the model of  wholesale album purchases and 
top-down advertising and dissemination is replaced by a granular system 
of  individual song sales and peer-to-peer marketing and distribution. The 
emergence of  digital, multimedia, hyperlinked texts—and accompanying 
e-readers and tablet computing devices—is challenging our very defini-
tion of  what constitutes “a book” and is destroying traditional publishers 
and distributors’ revenue streams. Television, radio, magazine, and movie/
video companies are seeing their market share erode year after year as 
information consumers increasingly turn to online—and often user-gen-
erated—information channels to learn and be entertained.

We also are witnessing the early adolescence of  a vastly different 
global economy. For instance, the rapid growth of  the Internet and other 
communication technologies has accelerated the offshoring of  jobs from 
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Contributing to the Review
The content of  the UCEA Review is not peer reviewed, and 
any opinions printed in the Review should not be viewed as 
a statement by UCEA, UCEA Executive 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 questions are 
raised. Members use the review for debate, to share opinions, 
and to engage the educational administration community in 
conversation and debate. If  you have ideas concerning sub-
stantive feature articles, 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. 

the developed world. Complex corporate, global supply chains locate 
manufacturing work wherever costs are lowest, expertise is highest, 
or necessary talent resides. Geographic or product niche monopolies 
disappear in the face of  Internet search engines. Micro-, small-batch, 
and on-demand manufacturing techniques facilitate customized, per-
sonalized production. Whatever manufacturing work remains in de-
veloped countries is high skill, is high tech, and more often than not 
requires greater education than a secondary diploma. The low-skill 
industrial system that was the backbone of  the developed world’s 
economies in the previous century is increasingly a bygone memory.

Like manual work that is non-location-dependent, knowledge 
work also is frequently done cheaper elsewhere. Service jobs are 
increasingly fungible, able to be located anywhere in the world that 
has an Internet connection. Ongoing workflow and final products 
are exchanged at the speed of  light via e-mail, instant messaging, 
and other corporate networking tools. The same technologies that 
facilitate interconnected global conversations also facilitate inter-
connected global commerce. As was done in previous decades for 
manufacturing work, the next two decades will see many complex 
service jobs broken up into component parts. Once these tasks are 
disaggregated, they will be done by lower skilled workers who can 
do these discrete components of  the overall work, facilitated by 
software. In other words, many high-paying service jobs will turn 
into globalized piece work. Since the service professions represent over 
three-fifths of  America’s economy, the impacts of  this are going to 
be quite significant.

We’re also realizing that work that previously required humans 
now regularly can be done by software. If  the Industrial Revolution 
was about replacing humans’ physical labor with machines, the Infor-
mation Revolution often is about replacing humans’ cognitive labor 

with computers. For instance, customer service representatives and 
data entry specialists are replaced by online web forms connected 
to databases. Technical support and training personnel are replaced 
by interactive help and online learning systems. Tax preparation, 
legal, architectural, graphic design, and other software programs 
give ordinary citizens capabilities that formerly were reserved for 
highly skilled, highly paid professionals. Real estate agents, bank 
tellers, hotel and airline counter employees, movie rental chains, 
and many others fall victim to a “self-service economy” in which 
we choose to do the work ourselves—facilitated by ATMs, kiosks, 
software, and online services—rather than someone doing it for 
us. Large numbers of  workers are discovering that their work, their 
skills, and their jobs are not as indispensable as they thought in a 
technological, hyperconnected, hypercompetitive global economy. 

This is just the tip of  the iceberg. Radical transformations 
are everywhere we turn. Look at how robotic surgery, telemedi-
cine, automated drug dispensaries, holographic surgical practice 
using haptic feedback, and research on aggregated databases of  
digitized personal health information are transforming the world 
of  medicine. Discover how charities, nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs), and community groups are tapping into the power 
of  the web to spread their messages, solicit donations, and enhance 
their impact. See how politicians, community organizers, and pro-
test groups are utilizing mobile devices and social networking tools 
for mobilization of  interested individuals in service of  their cause. 
Examine the struggles of  travel agents, the postal service, and so 
on…

Impacts on Learning

Of  course these changes also have resulted in dramatic im-
pacts on learning. Students and educators now have access to all of  
the information in their textbooks—and an incredible wealth of  
primary documents—for free. They have access to robust, low-
cost or no-cost, and often multimedia and interactive learning re-
sources (texts, images, audio, video, games, simulations) that can 
supplement, extend, or even replace what is being taught in their 
classrooms. Via collaborative Internet-based tools such as blogs, 
wikis, videoconferencing, and social networks, they can learn from 
and with students and teachers in other states or countries. They 

Errata
In the Winter 2011 issue, Dr. Martha N. Ovando was incor-
rectly identified as Associate Professor; she is full Professor at 
The University of  Texas at Austin.
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also can quickly and easily connect with authors, artists, business 
professionals, entrepreneurs, physicians, craftsmen, professors, and 
other experts.

Students and teachers now can more authentically replicate 
(and actually do) real-world work through the use of  the same tools 
and resources used by engineers, designers, scientists, accountants, 
and a multitude of  other professionals and artisans. They can share 
their own knowledge, skills, and expertise with people all over the 
world. They can find or form communities of  interest around top-
ics for which they are passionate and they can be active (and valued) 
contributors to the world’s information commons, both individually 
and collaboratively with others.

Essentially, we now have the ability to learn about whatever 
we want, from whomever we want, whenever and wherever we 
want, and we also can contribute to this learning environment for 
the benefit of  others. The possibilities for learning and teaching in 
this information space are both amazing and nearly limitless, but 
right now this learning often is disconnected from formal elemen-
tary, secondary, or higher education institutions.

The Big Disconnect
If  it is difficult to overstate the technological disruptions that are 
occurring around us, it is equally difficult to understate the lack of  
progress that most schools have made in response to these over-
arching societal changes. The reluctance of  school personnel to 
adopt modern technologies and significantly alter existing peda-
gogical and organizational practices has long been catalogued. For 
example, Stanford University historian Larry Cuban noted in 2001 
that “the quantities of  money and time [spent on technology] have 
yet to yield even modest returns or to approach what has been 
promised in academic achievement, creative classroom integration 
of  technologies, and transformations in teaching and learning” (p. 
189). Other reports from the turn of  the century found that, two 
decades after development of  the personal computer, only one 
third of  public school teachers felt “well prepared” or “very well 
prepared” to integrate the use of  computers and the Internet into 
their teaching (National Center for Education Statistics, 2000) and 
that few school administrators used technology meaningfully to im-
prove the efficiency and effectiveness of  their own work (Riedl, 
Smith, Ware, Wark, & Yount, 1998). Back in 1992, the era of  the 
laserdisc, Allen (1992) noted, “Schools and teachers act as specta-
tors to the passing trends, while technology leaps forward, leaving 
the onlookers behind” (p. 126).

Unfortunately, these trends continue today. While students 
are extremely active technology users outside of  school, their tech-
nology usage inside school, particularly for higher level cognitive 
activities, is extremely limited (Cisco, 2008; Moe & Chubb, 2009). 
While students “power up [at home, they] power down every time 
they go to class” (Prensky, 2005, p. 64). The Consortium for School 
Networking (2009) noted recently, “At this point in time, educa-
tional mindsets and school cultures do not yet align learning to the 
realities of  the 21st century” (p. 5). 

While classroom educators certainly play a part in this wide-
spread lack of  technology adoption, ultimately it is the leaders who 
are at fault. After all, it is the school administrators, not the teach-
ers, who control all of  the critical resources: time, money, vision, 
personnel allocation, professional development, internal policy, and 
so on. When the leaders don’t “get it,” it doesn’t happen. And right 

now most school principals and superintendents don’t get it. As a 
result,

schools have kept new digital technologies on the periphery 
of  their core academic practices. Schools … do not try to 
rethink basic practices of  teaching and learning. Comput-
ers have not penetrated the core of  schools, even though 
they have come to dominate the way people in the outside 
world read, write, calculate, and think. (Collins & Halver-
son, 2009, p. 6)

Since reading, writing, calculating, and thinking “are the bread 
and butter of  traditional education, schools ignore computers at 
their peril” (Collins & Halverson, 2009, p. 6). Moe and Chubb 
(2009) reiterated that digital technologies can replace 

the sameness of  the traditional classroom model with a vast 
range of  innovative learning alternatives [and can replace] 
the “one size fits all” approach to students with powerful 
new ways of  customizing schooling to the needs and inter-
ests of  each individual. (p. 179)

If  every other information-oriented societal sector is find-
ing that transformative reinvention is the cost of  survival in our 
current climate, schools and universities shouldn’t expect that they 
somehow will be immune from the same changes that are radically 
altering their institutional peers. We shouldn’t pretend that these 
revolutions aren’t going to affect us too, in compelling and often as 
yet unknown ways. And yet, for some reason we do.

Our Inactivity Is Damning
As long-existing barriers to learning, communicating, and collabo-
rating disappear—and as what it means to be a productive learner, 
citizen, and employee shifts dramatically—it’s worth asking how we 
as educational leadership faculty and programs are responding. Are 
we doing what we should? To date the evidence is pretty clear that 
most of  us are not.

On the research front, the attention that we pay to technolo-
gy-related leadership issues is nearly nonexistent. The presence of  
(and attendance at) technology-themed presentations at our most 
important conferences is scant at best. Even worse, the prevalence 
of  technology-oriented topics in our most cited journals is virtually 
nil (McLeod & Richardson, 2011). Accordingly, we have little to no 
scholarly knowledge about what it means to be an effective school 
technology leader.

On the policy analysis and advocacy fronts, few of  us are fa-
miliar with the federal and state policies that impact school technol-
ogy funding, implementation, and integration. Even fewer of  us are 
serving as advocates in this area or conducting analyses that could 
inform legislators and other policymakers. As such, our nation’s 
laws and policies regarding school technology continue to be in-
formed primarily by corporate vendors, fearmongerers, and a bevy 
of  other self-interested parties.

On the teaching front, only a handful of  the nearly 600 ed-
ucational leadership programs in America are even attempting to 
provide meaningful, substantive preparation of  technology-knowl-
edgeable school leaders. Many of  the rest have no coursework at all 
in this area or, what may be even worse, have a single course that of-
ten is dedicated to tools rather than instructional and organizational 
leadership issues. This would be fine if  technology-related topics 
were substantially integrated into other courses, but they usually 
aren’t (Schrum, Galizio, & Ledesma, 2011). As a result, our conver-
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sations about what it means to be an “instructional leader” ignore 
the powerful learning revolutions that are occurring all around us. 
And, of  course, few of  us are preparing the next generation of  
educational leadership faculty to be knowledgeable and proficient 
in this important area of  school leadership.

On the service, outreach, and professional development 
fronts, few of  us are facilitating and enhancing existing school 
leaders’ knowledge, skills, and understanding in the area of  digi-
tal technologies. Not many of  us are working hand-in-hand with 
school systems to create relevant and powerful digital learning ex-
periences for students; we are not assisting them with the organi-
zational adoption of  communication, management, analytical, and 
other technologies. The resultant impact is that we’re often seen as 
largely irrelevant by practicing administrators who are desperate for 
help as they scramble to adjust themselves and their institutions to 
the realities of  a technology-suffused, globally interconnected age.

We Must Do Better
Can we as educational leadership faculty do better? Given the scale 
and scope of  the transformations occurring around us—and their 
power and potential for student learning—we must do better. It’s 
embarrassing to consider how little we’ve done to stay relevant. A 
learning revolution has occurred and—given the attention we’ve 
paid it—it’s as if  many of  us didn’t care.

Every societal and economic sector that revolves around in-
formation is being radically transformed by digital technologies, 
online services, and social media. Very few areas of  American life 
remain relatively untouched by these paradigmatic shifts. Unfortu-
nately, one of  those areas is our elementary and secondary schools, 
and we as educational leadership faculty share the blame for this 
dismaying situation.

Alan Shoho (2011) said in his 2010 UCEA Presidential Ad-
dress that we need to focus more on 

being proactive, accepting the social responsibility of  the 
field, extending our community beyond the ivory tower 
and the silos within it to tightening the linkages to K-12 
practitioners, and probing ways for our work to become 
more relevant and meaningful to the children and schools 
we purport to serve. (p. 2)

If  we are to accomplish these goals—if  we are to treat seriously the 
task of  graduating school leaders who can create school environ-
ments that prepare students for a digital, global era—we must rec-
ognize that there is a significant difference between our traditional 
educational leadership coursework (that occasionally is delivered 
online) and coursework that puts technology and 21st-century skills 
and leadership at its core.

We know, simply from projecting current trends forward, that 
in the future our learning will be even more digital, more mobile, 
and more multimedia than it is now. It will be more networked and 
more interconnected and often will occur online, lessening depen-
dence on local humans. It frequently will be more informal and defi-
nitely will be more self-directed, individualized, and personalized. It 
will be more computer based and more software mediated and thus 
less reliant on live humans. It will be more open and more acces-
sible and may occur in simulation or video-game-like environments. 
And so on. We’re not going to retrench or go backward on any of  
these paths. We thus need school leaders who can begin envisioning 
the implications of  these environmental characteristics for learning, 
teaching, and schooling. We need administrators who can design 
and operationalize our learning environments to reflect these new 
affordances. We need leaders who are brave enough to create the 
new paradigm instead of  simply tweaking the status quo and who 
have the knowledge and ability to create schools that are relevant to 
the needs of  students, families, and society.

Like teachers, administrators, and media specialists, edu-
cational leadership faculty have a voluntarily assumed (and paid) 
responsibility to be relevant to the needs of  children and educa-
tion today and to prepare administrators as best we are able for 
tomorrow. Our professional priorities must be aimed at preparing 
our graduates for the world as it is and will be. Otherwise, what are 
we here for? In other words, who’s going to prepare these school 
leaders if  we don’t? 

None of  us is exempt. We can’t firmly believe in “lifelong 
learning” and simultaneously not be clued in to the largest transfor-
mation in learning that ever has occurred in human history. Those 
two don’t coexist. Being a lifelong learner is not ignoring what’s go-
ing on around us; we don’t get to claim the title of  “effective educa-
tor” or “excellent professor” if  we do this. We must change inertia 
into momentum. That’s what we owe our children and grandchil-
dren.

In the end, it’s not about us. It’s not about our personal or 
professional priorities and preferences, or our discomfort levels, or 
any of  the other stuff  that has to do with us. It’s about our students: 
our children and our youth who deserve at the end of  their school-
ing experience to be prepared for the world in which they’re going 
to live and work and think and play and be. That’s the obligation 
of  each and every one of  us. No educator—or preparer of  educa-
tors—gets to disown this.

It’s 2011. The status quo no longer suffices. Isn’t it time for us 
to get serious about technology?

*    *    *

Scott McLeod, JD, PhD, is an associate professor of  Educa-
tional Administration at Iowa State University and the direc-

Forecasting the Future of  Leadership Preparation and Practice: 
Reclaiming Ground Through Research, Policy, and Politics

See p. 26
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tor of  the UCEA Center for the Advanced Study of  Technol-
ogy Leadership in Education (CASTLE). He can be reached at  
dangerouslyirrelevant.org and scottmcleod.net.
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Shop the UCEA Amazon Bookstore

http://astore.amazon.com/u0b4-20

UCEA, in partnership with Amazon, now offers one-stop 
shopping for all your professional print and e-book needs 
through its online Amazon Bookstore. Purchase books 
published by UCEA members or authored by Convention 
2010 keynote speakers and browse topics of  interest. 

www.UCEA.org

Check out the UCEA  
Interview Series
The UCEA Interview Series is a new online resource fo-
cused on recent research relevant to leadership practice 
and preparation. Visit www.blogtalkradio.com/UCEA 
and check out the current offerings, including interviews 
with Karen Seashore, Ken Leithwood, Terry Orr, Mike 
Knapp, David Mayrowitz, and Scott McLeod. Listen to 
interviews live, listen online, or download them to your 
mp3 player. 
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The educational challenge of  the 
21st century is to achieve higher lev-
els of  learning for all children. This 
theme has become an overarching is-
sue on the nation’s domestic policy 
agenda. Much of  the recent attention 
on increasing student achievement 
and decreasing the achievement gaps 
has focused on the relationship be-
tween effective teachers and student 
achievement. However, researchers 

have also asserted that educational leadership strongly influences 
the core functions of  schooling: teaching and learning (Leithwood 
& Jantzi, 2008; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; 
Leithwood & Riehl, 2005; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). Indeed, 
in the last decade in particular, researchers have sought to under-
stand the relationship between leadership and student learning and 
the relationship between preparation and effective leadership prac-
tice. 

Defining Quality Leadership

In the late 1990s, the Interstate School Leadership Licensure 
Consortium developed the first set of  standards (i.e., the ISSLC 
standards) for school leaders to be considered as a national set of  
leadership standards. According to the ISSLC standards, quality 
educational leaders are those who

• promote the success of  every student by facilitating the de-
velopment, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of  
a vision of  learning that is shared and supported by all stake-
holders; 

• advocate, nurture, and sustain a school culture and instruc-
tional program conducive to student learning and staff  pro-
fessional growth; 

• ensure management of  the organization, operation, and re-
sources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environ-
ment; 

• collaborate with faculty and community members, respond to 
diverse community interests and needs, and mobilize commu-
nity resources;  

• act with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner; and

• understand, respond to, and influence the political, social, 
economic, legal, and cultural context.   

Soon after their development, they were adopted or adapted 
by over 40 states and the National Council for the Accreditation of  
Teacher Education. In the case of  the latter, the ISSLC standards 
were used to develop a set of  content standards for leadership prep-
aration, the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) 
standards. Reviews of  research on school improvement and reform 
have confirmed that leadership in improving schools positively in-
fluences the following: the focus on teaching and learning, an in-

From the Director:
Quality Assurance in Educational Leadership Preparation

Michelle D. Young

formation-rich environment, school culture, the development of  a 
learning community, continuous professional development, paren-
tal involvement, and external support and resources (Muijs, Harris, 
Chapman, Stoll, & Russ, 2004).

Defining Quality Leadership Preparation 

The centrality of  leadership to school effectiveness has brought in-
creased attention to how educational leaders are prepared. Districts 
and school boards, policy makers, researchers, university prepara-
tion programs, and critics alike worry about the supply of  well-qual-
ified school leaders (Murphy, 2006; Murphy, Moorman, & McCar-
thy, 2008). Given the concerns with the distribution of  educational 
leaders and the growing body of  literature linking building-based 
leaders with student achievement, the field has sought strategies to 
develop and sustain school leaders (National Association of  State 
Boards of  Education, 1999; Wallace Foundation, 2005). Extensive 
reviews of  research on exemplary leadership preparation programs 
and quality program features (Davis, Darling-Hammond, Meyer-
son, & LaPointe, 2005; Jackson & Kelley, 2002; McCarthy, 1999; 
Murphy, 2006; Orr, 2006, 2009; Young, Crow, Ogawa, & Murphy, 
2009) point to similar attributes of  quality features. This work is 
complemented by case study analyses of  exemplary programs 
(Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, La Pointe, & Orr, 2009; Murphy & 
Vriesenga, 2006; Orr, 2009; U. S. Department of  Education, 2004). 
Taken together, this research has indicated that the following design 
and delivery features of  leadership preparation programs are par-
ticularly impactful:

1. Recruit and select candidates based on leadership potential.

2. A strong, standards-based curriculum is focused on instruc-
tion and school improvement.

3. Curriculum is coherently and tightly integrated with field-
work.

4. The program uses adult learning theory and active-learning 
strategies.

5. Provide quality internships.

6. Have knowledgeable, high quality faculty.

7. Provide cohort structures and other social and professional 
support.

8. Use assessments for candidate and program feedback and 
continuous improvement. 

9. Develop collaborative relationships between universities and 
school districts. 

According to Orr (2011), the above program features are sig-
nificantly related to leaders’ initial learning outcomes. When princi-
pals from programs with the above quality features were compared 
with more conventionally prepared principals, the results showed 
that they were more likely to be engaged in effective leadership 
practices and school improvement work (Orr & Orphanos, 2011). 
By combining preparation quality and leadership outcomes, the re-
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sults showed that program quality (including content, rigor, and fo-
cus) and internship quality were strongly associated with engaging 
in effective principal practices and school improvement progress. In 
sum, when programs have the above features, they are more likely 
to produce candidates who pursue leadership positions and engage 
in effective leadership practices and improve their schools (Orr & 
Orphanos, 2011).

Operationalizing Quality Leadership Preparation in the 
U.S. Education System

The research on the role of  effective leadership preparation pro-
vides the foundation for the work in which UCEA is engaged 
around preparation program excellence. The impact of  the ISLLC 
and ELCC standards over their short history of  existence is quite 
significant. Forty-four U.S. states have adopted or adapted the 
ISSLC standards as their state’s standards for preparation, licensure, 
induction, practice, evaluation, and professional development, cre-
ating a cohesive and focused set of  policy and practical expecta-
tions for educational leadership (Roach, Smith, & Boutin, 2011). 
Additionally, higher education’s most influential accrediting body in 
education, the National Council for the Accreditation of  Teacher 
Education (NCATE), uses the ELCC standards for the purpose of  
reviewing and accrediting graduate-level preparation programs in 
educational leadership. Since the development of  the ELCC stan-
dards, over half  of  the 500 programs nationwide have revised their 
leadership preparation programs to align with the ELCC standards 
and have been reviewed by the ELCC on behalf  of  NCATE. 

However, the fields’ current focus on standards and accredi-
tation is too narrow. Far too many programs have not incorporat-
ed quality features into their programs, and there is lack of  focus 
among policy makers on the nuts-and-bolts features of  a quality 
program. Indeed, few states have given serious consideration to 
the adoption of  a set of  quality program features, whereas many 
states have lax systems of  program approval. Not surprisingly, far 
too many programs throughout the country are failing to prepare 
high-quality leaders, and as a result our nation is oversupplied with 
a credentialed but substandard leadership pool.  

Importantly, research has demonstrated that the features of  
a preparatory program are just as important as the standards for 
leadership practice. The set of  essential core program attributes of  
a high-quality leadership preparation experience includes 

• a well-defined, leadership-for-learning focus;

• coherence and challenging and reflective content;

• student-centered instructional practices;

• competent faculty;

• positive student relationships;

• a cohort structure;

• supportive organizational structures; and 

• substantive and lengthy internships (Darling-Hammond, 2007; 
Orr & Pounder, 2010). 

UCEA has incorporated these features into its membership 
criteria based on the belief  that when programs use national lead-
ership standards as the baseline for their content and experiences 
and include the above research-based program attributes, they will 
graduate individuals who are well prepared to provide high-quality 
leadership in their schools and communities. UCEA programs em-
phasize a variety of  contexts and skills (e.g., urban leadership, teach-

er leadership, district leadership), and the above standards provide 
an excellent foundation from which to build.

Moving a Quality Leadership Preparation Agenda 
Forward

There are over 500 educational leadership preparation programs 
in the country, of  which fewer than 100 are members of  UCEA. 
Thus, UCEA membership alone cannot produce major change 
throughout the preparation community. As such, UCEA recom-
mends thoughtful policy action at the district, state, and national 
levels that supports quality leadership preparation and practice. A 
systemic model for supporting program improvement will involve 
stakeholders within districts, preparatory institutions, state depart-
ments, and state and federal level policy leaders and will include 
leadership preparation content standards; leadership preparation 
program features standards; and program evaluation that includes 
program, candidate, and graduate assessments.

The first part of  this 
agenda has already been ful-
filled as the ELCC developed 
guidelines for programs to 
implement the ISSLC stan-
dards and to provide evi-
dence of  program effective-
ness (NPBEA, 2002). The 
ELCC guidelines, with a few 
exceptions (e.g., the intern-
ship, candidate assessment, 
and program management), 
focus largely on program 
content.  

A comprehensive agenda for ensuring leadership program 
quality would include the adoption of  Program Standards for Ef-
fective School Leadership Preparation. Currently, two sets of  lead-
ership program standards are used in the majority of  programs in 
the United States: the UCEA program standards and the Southern 
Regional Educational Board (SREB) standards. These two sets of  
program standards similarly emphasize the following:

• candidate selection criteria and processes;

• leadership standards to frame the program, align preparatory 
experiences, and provide coherence;

• experiences designed to develop relevant knowledge and fo-
cusing on problems of  practice;

• high-quality faculty;

• institutional conditions of  university-based programs, empha-
sizing faculty professional development, collaboration with 
districts, and the use of  advisory boards with broad represen-
tation to inform program design and delivery; 

• an intensive internship experience that enables leadership skill 
development and authentic leadership experiences, under the 
supervision of  university and practicing administrators; and

• program evaluation to monitor candidate progress and im-
prove program quality.

The SREB and UCEA standards also differ in several key ar-
eas. UCEA stresses research-based best practices in leadership and 
attention to diversity, whereas SREB emphasizes tying principal 
practices to student achievement gains and customizing program 

Components of  a Model 
Leadership Preparation 

Policy Agenda

1. Leadership Preparation 
Content Standards

2. Leadership Preparation 
Program Features Standards

3. Program and Graduate 
Evaluation
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content to district needs. UCEA stresses the use of  adult learn-
ing theory in instructional approaches, whereas SREB singles out 
application of  program knowledge to real school problems and 
core school functions. Finally, only the UCEA guidelines give atten-
tion to candidates’ career support and postpreparation programs. 
Though neither the SREB nor UCEA standards have been univer-
sally adopted at the institutional, state, or federal level, they provide 
a helpful model for a set of  National Program Standards for Effec-
tive School Leadership Preparation.

Given recent advances in research on leadership preparation, 
a nationally endorsed set of  Standards for Effective School Leader-
ship Preparation would include the following:

1. Recruit and select candidates based on leadership potential.

2. Provide a strong, standards-based curriculum focused on in-
struction and school improvement.

3. Curriculum is coherently and tightly integrated with field-
work.

4. Use adult learning theory and active-learning strategies. 

5. Provide quality and intensive internships.

6. Hire knowledgeable, high-quality faculty.

7. Provide cohort structures and other social and professional 
support.

8. Use assessments for candidate and program feedback and 
continuous improvement. 

9. Develop collaborative relationships between universities and 
school districts that extend beyond preparation to supporting 
the development of  practicing leaders. 

These features are research based and reflect the quality fea-
tures promoted by UCEA, SREB, and the ELCC. Adopting such 
a set of  standards will enable districts and states to improve the 
quality and effectiveness of  our nation’s school leaders. Once in 
place, it will be important to have a complementary evaluation sys-
tem to support program improvement and candidate growth and 
to continuously assess the appropriateness of  content and feature 
standards.

Program Evaluation Should Be Longitudinal and 
Involve Measures of  Program Features, Candidate 
Learning, Graduate Career Progression, and Graduate 
Leadership Impact

Currently, university leadership preparation programs are primarily 
evaluated through two processes. The first involves national, state, 
or regional accreditation, and the second typically involves state 
program approval. Accreditation typically involves the submission 
of  a report by program faculty that includes candidate performance 
data that demonstrates how well program candidates have acquired 
the necessary knowledge and skills. This is an important though un-
derdeveloped and underleveraged process. An effective, nationwide 
effort to improve leadership preparation would ensure that all pro-
grams, whether located in a university or not, engaged in the same 
high-quality accreditation process, utilizing the same accreditation 
methods and standards.  

With regard to the second strategy, state program approval 
can be synonymous to accreditation or may involve the review of  
graduate performance on state certification exams. Since 2001, 
states have been required by the 1998 Higher Education Act to 

track and report the performance of  teacher preparation graduates, 
which encompasses leader preparation graduates (Higher Educa-
tion Act, Title II Section 206[b]). Until recently, such reports have 
typically been limited to the percentage of  students who pass state 
certification exams (Aldeman, Carey, Dillon, Miller, & Silva, 2011). 
Currently, a variety of  different tests are used for certification, mak-
ing a state-by-state comparison difficult. Furthermore, many ques-
tion the utility of  these tests to identify leader readiness for practice.

The above approaches to program evaluation do not provide 
the data or feedback that programs need to engage in substantive 
program improvement. Recently developed program assessment 
tools can facilitate valid and reliable measurement of  program ef-
fectiveness. These assessment tools include the School Leadership 
Preparation and Practice Program Suite of  Surveys, including the 
Program Features Survey and its parallel graduate survey, practic-
ing administrator survey, and teacher survey (http://www.ucea.org/
evaluation-tools/). Together, data from this suite of  surveys can be 
used to assess the overall effectiveness of  educational leadership 
preparation programs, to identify areas of  program strength, and to 
identify areas for program improvement. 

At present, very little of  the work done on leader preparation 
effects has included independent assessments of  school leaders’ 
effectiveness, such as assessments by subordinates (i.e., teachers), 
assessments by supervisors (i.e., district leaders or others), or other 
independent indicators of  effectiveness around student learning. 
However, recently developed leader assessment tools can facilitate 
valid and reliable measurement of  school leader effectiveness. These 
assessment tools include the UCEA School Leadership Preparation 
and Practice Survey and its parallel teacher survey (http://www 
.edleaderprep.org) used to assess graduates and their school leader-
ship and the VAL-ED Principal Assessment Instrument (http://
www.discoveryeducation.com/products/assessment/val_ed.cfm), 
used for principal performance evaluation. This additional evidence 
is likely to strengthen the depth and complexity of  our understand-
ing of  leader preparation, development, and leader effectiveness.   

Conclusions

In the past decade or two, more research has emerged focusing on 
leader preparation quality and outcomes. This research is an impor-
tant resource and can inform current and future policy and practi-
cal efforts to improve educational leadership preparation. Through 
new federal grant programs, like Race to the Top, the accountability 
agenda for public education has now been tied to the higher edu-
cation institutions that prepare teachers and leaders. Many states 
are working to link information on graduate program completion 
and leaders’ school performance in order to assess graduate pro-
grams. However, the scope and speed of  implementation for these 
new systems and their public reporting strategy may cause signifi-
cant problems in the short term due to variation and development 
start-up costs. Rather than leaving each state to develop idiosyn-
cratic evaluation systems, riddled with concern regarding the valid-
ity and reliability of  the linked data sets, sample sizes, and unstable 
measures, states should work with higher education to implement 
an approach that builds capacity while providing comparative data 
on program effectiveness. The SLPPS Suite of  Surveys enables a 
means by which programs and their state partners can accurately 
track the careers and school effectiveness of  program graduates as 
leaders (Glasman, Cibulka, & Ashby, 2002; Orr & Pounder, 2006).
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Leadership preparation requires the collaboration of  mul-
tiple stakeholders; so, too, does program evaluation and devel-
opment. Leadership preparation program development and im-
provement should engage multiple stakeholders and sources of  
data. Viewing development as a pipeline issue from initial recruit-
ment and selection, through the preparation and internship expe-
rience and initial placement as a school leader, induction activities, 
and professional development, supports a more comprehensive 
approach to educational leadership development—one that is 
sorely needed.
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traditional face-to-face classes, use innovative, web-enhanced tech-
nologies. For example, faculty and students develop podcasts that 
are posted on Oncourse, video clips to introduce topics, voice-over 
PowerPoint presentations, webinars, and other methods. 

Online Modules
The IU Educational Leadership program has had for some time two 
face-to-face master’s/licensure programs, the Urban Principals pro-
gram (http://www.acsc.net/temp/IUPUI_UPP2010.pdf) and the 
Prospective Principals Academy through the Central Indiana Ser-
vices Center (http://www.ciesc.k12.in.us/index.php?option=com 
_content&view=article&id=87&Itemid=206). More recently the 
faculty has developed online courses for those students for whom 
the face-to-face programs are not accessible. These online courses 
include modules (readings, videos, simulations, and activities) on 
Oncourse where students can read and respond to course material 
according to their own schedules, as long as work is completed by 
designated times. In addition, the classes have an interactive com-
ponent. For example, everyone might participate in a scheduled 
chat or podcast at the same time. Professor Crow said that student 
participation is also elicited through monitored forum postings to 
questions about the readings, videos or activities. In addition, stu-
dents have to post responses to at least two or three other students 
during the week to encourage conversations. Crow said, “This sys-
tem allows for interaction among the students and between faculty 
members and students. Whether you are responding to a forum or 
participating in a live chat, there is always some kind of  interaction.” 

Some Educational Leadership faculty engage students in real-
time video and audio discussions via the Internet, whereas others 
engage in asynchronous learning activities such as blogging, video-
blogging (vlogging), podcasting, web-page development, and other 
creative new media. Students are also given assignments that require 
them to produce authentic content using technology (podcasts, vid-
eo documentaries, PowerPoints with video, web pages, etc.) both 
individually and in groups. This allows students to enhance their 
technology skills while learning classroom content via the Internet. 
Faculty monitor and respond to forum postings and other interac-
tive activities to ensure students are applying the readings, provid-
ing critical substantive responses, and supporting and enriching the 
conversation with other students. The courses to train principals 
that fit this model include legal perspectives, data-informed deci-
sion making, the principalship, school and community relations, and 
other licensure and master’s courses.

Clinical Field Experiences and Distance Education
IU has submitted an application for approval from the Indiana De-
partment of  Education to make the entire master’s degree program 
in educational leadership available via online technology. The clini-
cal experience in this online program will begin with a practicum 
course students take in the first semester and include activities that 
are embedded within the subsequent courses. 

When asked how the program will monitor the quality of  
clinical experiences when students are at a distance, Professor Crow 
explained that each

student will identify an on-site supervisor to supervise the 
clinical experience. A faculty practicum instructor will con-
tact that person and explain what is expected of  on-site 

Innovative Programs
Indiana University 

Educational Leadership Program

Liz Hollingworth
University of  Iowa

In keeping with the theme of  this issue of  the UCEA Review, the In-
novative Programs column is featuring the Educational Leadership 
Program in the School of  Education at Indiana University (IU). 
This innovative program was selected to be highlighted based on 
its reputation for excellence and its use of  distance education tech-
nology in the service of  delivering a quality educational leadership 
preparation curriculum.

Technological Innovation at IU
The School of  Education offers beginning and experienced educa-
tors fully accredited coursework delivered via video conferencing 
and the Internet. The educational leadership program at Indiana 
University has been involved in providing distance education for 
several years. According to Department of  Educational Leadership 
and Policy Studies Chair Martha McCarthy, 

I was teaching using video conferencing at least 25 years 
ago, and I was one of  the first to use this technology in the 
School of  Education. We have been holding faculty meet-
ings by video conferencing for 15 years or perhaps longer. I 
think a unique thing about IU is that our focus is on ensur-
ing high quality. If  technology won’t improve a course, we 
won’t use it!

According to Educational Leadership Program Chair Gary 
Crow, one of  the reasons for the move to distance education origi-
nally was that there are two IU campuses: one in Bloomington 
and the other in Indianapolis. Then, as now, some faculty conduct 
courses at both sites, which are an hour apart, depending on traffic. 
To accommodate this geographic need, a blended delivery model 
was created.

Blended Delivery
For the last couple of  decades, the Educational Leadership pro-
gram has conducted courses via interactive video conferencing and 
through the use of  a platform called Oncourse, which functions 
like Blackboard (http://www.blackboard.com), but has been tai-
lor made by IU to meet the specific faculty needs. Oncourse, IU’s 
online collaboration and learning environment, “supports teach-
ing and learning, committees, projects, research, and portfolios 
for Indiana University’s community of  students, faculty, and staff ” 
(https://Oncourse.iu.edu). All distance education courses follow 
the semester timeline, beginning and ending at the same time as 
traditional classes.

The classes that are available using interactive video con-
ferencing are offered live and in real time and are scheduled after 
school, late afternoons, and evenings to accommodate teachers’ 
schedules. The blended delivery model means some students par-
ticipate face-to-face on one of  the two campuses, and others join 
the class using webcams and Oncourse. These courses, as well as 
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supervisors and will coordinate regular supervision and in-
teraction among site supervisor, faculty member, and the 
student. 

Student Feedback on the Distance Education Program
In 2011, IU conducted surveys of  prospective students in the south-
ern part of  the state to explore the programmatic delivery prefer-
ences of  prospective students. The survey asked candidates, “Would 
you be willing to do a licensure program online?” The results of  the 
survey were that most people preferred a hybrid, blended delivery 
model. As a result, the online  program will include a week in the 
summer in Indianapolis or Bloomington, so students are exposed to 
the university, with the remainder of  the program online. Faculty at 
IU believe this is a stronger model because the students have some 
individual face-to-face contact with students and faculty. 

Professor Crow also remarked that he has noticed a gen-
erational difference among his students: “The younger generation 
has no problem with online courses. What we are finding is that 
sometimes the older students need to be persuaded of  how an on-
line course can be as effective and rigorous as a traditional delivery 
model.”

Technology Infrastructure
Technological assistance is provided to the Educational Leader-
ship faculty by the university. These support services include the 
videoconferencing, digital media streaming, and digital collabora-
tion needs of  the university and provide leadership and direction 
in the development and adoption of  new and advanced media 
technologies toward the advancement of  teaching, learning, and 
administration. IU owns and operates enterprise videoconferenc-
ing, streaming, and data-collaboration services that allow for real-
time, two-way, interactive audio-video conferencing over IP; live si-
mulcast and archived recordings of  videoconferences to Flash and 
Windows Media clients; and sharing of  desktop applications us-
ing a platform-independent, web-based data collaboration utilizing 
Adobe Connect. Access to and support for these advanced services 
are open to the university community at large, with emphasis on dis-
tance education efforts. The goal is to feather these three services 
together to provide the richest possible live collaboration environ-
ment, while being able to easily capture the audio, video, and data 
content of  meetings for retrieval and playback. 

For more information about IU’s innovative leadership 
preparation program, visit http://edleadership.iu.edu or con-
tact the Program Chair for more information. To see IU’s pod-
cast training video for Oncourse, visit http://podcast.iu.edu/
upload/UITSITEduc/184e4909-643f-4c9d-82cc-e38f35787899/
Oncourse_student_overview.mp4 

Contact Info:
Indiana University 
Educational Leadership Program 
W. W. Wright Education Building, Room 4228
Bloomington, IN 47405-1006
Phone: (812) 856-8371
Fax: (812) 856-8394

University of  North Texas  
to Host JCEL

The UCEA is pleased to announce that the Executive Com-
mittee (EC) has selected the University of  North Texas team in 
Denton to host the editorial functions of  the Journal of  Cases in 
Educational Leadership (JCEL). The EC members were impressed 
by the teams’s goal of  enhancing the journal’s status as the pub-
lisher of  top-quality cases in educational leadership, comparable 
to those produced at Harvard University and the Center for the 
Reform of  School Systems. The EC was also impressed by the 
scholarship and editorial experiences of  the editorial team and 
the resources committed by the institution, including a large en-
dowment.  

The University of  North Texas editorial team plans to so-
licit articles that articulate case-writing methodology that doc-
toral students can use to develop the methodology sections of  
their case-based dissertations. Cases with an international flavor 
also will be welcomed. The journal will remain part of  the Sage 
Publications bundle.

The transition will begin Summer 2011 from Indiana Uni-
versity to University of  North Texas. The new JCEL team will 
be Editor Richard Fossey, Associate Editor Jimmy Byrd, and As-
sociate Editor Suzanne Eckes.

 

Using Publications From 
EAQ, JCEL, or JRLE  

in Your Courses?
If  you are a UCEA faculty member and you plan to use 
articles from one of  UCEA’s journals or any of  the Sage 
Education journals in your courses, your students can 
download a pdf  of  each article for free through the UCEA 
members-only section of  the website. Contact your Plenum 
Session Representative or UCEA headquarters for the 
members-only login information, then:

1. Go to www.ucea.org 
2. On the left-hand side, click on “Members Only.”
3. Type in the username and the password.
4. Then, the student can select the journal or publisher 

collection to access individual article pdfs.

www.ucea.org/publications
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Interview With John Nash

Mariela A. Rodríguez
The University of  Texas-San Antonio

John Nash is an associate profes-
sor in Educational Leadership and 
Policy Studies and (by courtesy) Hu-
man Computer Interaction at Iowa 
State University. He teaches a range 
of  courses on school reform, design 
thinking, and research methods. His 
current research agenda investigates 
how technology, innovation, and 
policy interact and influence schools 
and educators in different contexts. 
He also does applied work in the 
design and prototyping of  innova-

tions in educational organizations. Professor Nash is the former 
associate director for evaluation at the Stanford Center for Innova-
tions, where he conducted applied research on improving program 
evaluation in grant-funded initiatives. He was also a grantmaker for 
the Wallenberg Global Learning Network, an arm of  the Knut and 
Alice Wallenberg Foundation of  Stockholm, Sweden, focused on 
enhancing learning outcomes through educational technology in 
the United States, Sweden, and Germany. Prior to his work at the 
Stanford Center for Innovations, he served as the associate director 
of  assessment and research at the Stanford Learning Laboratory, 
where he directed an interdisciplinary team of  research scientists 
examining the effects of  innovative technologies on learning. Prior 
to moving to Stanford, Professor Nash was a member of  the gradu-
ate faculty at The University of  Texas at El Paso in the Department 
of  Educational Leadership and Foundations.

I talked with John Nash currently at the Department of  Ed-
ucational Leadership and Policy Studies at Iowa State University 
about his role as one of  the directors of  the UCEA Center for the 
Advanced Study of  Technology in Education (CASTLE) over the 
last 2 years. He informed me of  his upcoming move to the Univer-
sity of  Kentucky, where he will participate in the development of  
a Ph.D. in School Technology Leadership and direct a new issue-
based laboratory on innovation, creativity, and design in education 
within the Kentucky P-20 Innovation Lab. We also discussed his 
views on the future of  technology in both K-12 settings and for 
principal preparation.  

MR: John, talk to me about your current role with CASTLE. 

JN: I’m one of  the directors within CASTLE, and my role includes 
efforts to incorporate some of  my previous work in strategic plan-
ning and program evaluation to bring about a renewed strategy for 
CASTLE. In that regard I’ve been working closely with the other 
directors, Scott McLeod (who’s joining me this fall at the Univer-
sity of  Kentucky), Justin Bathon, and Jason Richardson (who are 
already at the University of  Kentucky). The evolving strategic plan-
ning has involved bringing together key stakeholders that we see as 
important constituents to CASTLE’s mission. We talk with them 
about some of  the undesired conditions that exist in the field today, 
matching them with CASTLE’s mandate, reach, and resources such 
that we can try to address some of  the root causes of  those con-

ditions. The work that we do to tackle the barriers involves some 
research and a lot of  professional development working with princi-
pals and superintendents. On the professional development side to 
I have been working to bring about a new set of  PD [professional 
development] courses that CASTLE offers on activating the strat-
egy and evaluation school leaders use to integrate technology into 
K-12 settings. So I’ve been doing the workshops around Iowa and 
the surrounding states working with school leaders to help them 
articulate more clearly the goals that they have for their instruc-
tional technology mission and how they can strategize more clearly 
to reach those goals and then evaluate the success. 

MR: How are administrators reacting to your focus to be more 
strategic?

JN: They are reacting quite positively. By the time administrators 
are in my strategy session they’ve already been through a sequence 
of  prerequisite training on the state of  the new digital learning 
landscape and had training on the use of  a wide variety of  peda-
gogically relevant tech resources. We work to engage them through 
technology “boot camps” that help to create a sense of  urgency 
with regard to the global connectedness of  society through tech-
nology. Once they are ready to enroll in my session, their heads 
are filled with ideas on how to connect technology and learning. 
What’s been missing until that point is a method to ensure the tail 
doesn’t wag the dog and that any planning they do is in the name of  
a student- or teacher-centered goal.  Administrators seem relieved 
to have a method to conduct planning and evaluation in a way that 
helps them know if  their efforts are working and whether their in-
vestments are yielding fruit. 

MR: Why it is important to have technology-savvy school admin-
istrators?

JN: We live in a digital and global world, but schools are neither. 
CASTLE fills a gap between that disconnect, with a focus on princi-
pals and superintendents. Leaders must be involved to make change 
happen. Getting them on board is crucial in helping to close tech-
nology gaps that exist between what kids do and what teachers want 
to do in the classroom. 

MR: Talk to me about your views regarding the use of  technology 
like online learning in principal preparation programs.

JN: Prospective principalship students have a choice when it comes 
to selecting a program to enroll in. I’m personally concerned that, 
absent any useful information to discern quality, more and more 
students may select online programs that are poor in quality. I’m 
also concerned that good face-to-face programs within UCEA in-
stitution may suffer in quality as they migrate to online environ-
ments. Currently there is a policy mantra within schools of  educa-
tion calling for faculty to be more entrepreneurial, which I view as 
code for being told to “put your course online.” I can see that this 
may become an issue for UCEA member institutions in the future. 
It’s logical that we would start to put some of  our stuff  online. 
When I first arrived [at Iowa State University], almost none of  it was 
online. Now I’d say maybe a third of  it is. But you have to be careful, 
or quality will dive if  you don’t take into account the affordances 
of  the new medium. Unfortunately, the faculty member sometimes 
won’t know if  quality is decreasing, because from the teacher pre-
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spective everything can feel much the same. But on the receiving 
end, it looks and feels different. I think it’s going to be important 
for faculty who teach online to walk in the shoes of  students who 
are taking online courses in their departments. 

When it comes to online learning, there are synchronous and 
asynchronous delivery models. Synchronous models tend to be 
structured around fixed dates and lend themselves well (perhaps 
unfortunately) to the porting of  lectures and other material faculty 
use in their traditional courses.  Asynchronous models are more 
self-paced on the student side, and this type of  delivery can be the 
toughest for faculty to integrate. These require more time for facul-
ty preparation regarding class discussion forums. You have to culti-
vate effective conversations and prompts. You must be purposeful, 
strategic, and structured with students, especially around the areas 
of  communication and assessment. The irony is that the backbone 
of  asynchronous courses tends to be tools that are seemingly simple 
and that have been around for a long time: discussion boards, on-
line forums, and e-mail. I think the ubiquity of  the tools and their 
simplicity of  use can lull faculty into a false sense of  security—or 
at least take for granted that the efforts required to be amazing are 
different from that in the face-to-face classroom.  

MR: I agree. And what about supporting faculty members who par-
ticipate in online course delivery?

JN: Faculty support is important. If  there is not formal support 
for quality course migration in one’s institution, then faculty who 
are teaching online should consult one another, share experiences, 
and discuss outcomes. I think it’s important for us all to talk. Our 
department’s assessment committee is one place where these dis-
cussions are taking place. We’re wondering how we should assess 
in terms of  course evaluations in light of  higher ed. administra-
tors asking faculty to be innovative, which again is code for “go 
online.”  How are we going to account for the fact that I’m willing 
to take this risk? I’m willing to go online. I’m willing to revamp my 
curriculum. And if  I get the feedback that students didn’t like the 
course, how do I really know whether it was because I tried an in-
novative delivery method or it was because I was a poor teacher, or 
my content was irrelevant, and so on? Actually, Harlan and Doubler 
(2004) reported that teacher facilitation in an online course aver-
aged 9 hours per week, which was 16% more per week than the 
on-campus facilitators in the same face-to-face course. 

MR: It’s important for all of  us to understand that this could be the 
wave of  the future and principal preparation program faculty need 
to be prepared. 

JN: Our institutions adopt tools that are basically one size fits all, 
and then there’s the myth that this is easy. I’ve heard, “Well, we 
bought this tool, and all you have to do is put your stuff  in there and 
off  you go.” And that’s really not the case. So we have a problem. 

MR: What suggestions do you have for principal preparation pro-
grams who want to integrate technology into course delivery?

JN: Utilize the resources at your institution, to the extent that there 
are some. Most institutions want to help faculty create good cours-
es. Almost every university has a pretty strong teaching and learning 
center, or has also some kind of  center for technology and learning. 
Yet it still seems like we’re left to our own devices, and that con-
cerns me a bit. What makes a great online course is what makes a 

great course. You must have a good foundation of  course design, 
period. So if  you’re thinking of  putting something online, then it’s 
a good idea to revisit these notions of  what makes good course 
design. I’ve been relying on a book by Susan Ko and Steve Rossen 
(2003) called Teaching Online: A Practical Guide, from Routledge. I like 
it because it’s a nice handbook on getting to the key components 
that are needed to teach well online. Also, there’s a terrific website 
entitled “Best Practices in Online Teaching” on Rice University’s 
Connexions content portal (Ragan, 2007). That’s where I got a lot 
of  my information on how to be clear with feedback, be clear with 
prompts, and set expectations clearly. The site also taught me how 
to write better assignment prompts so that students can respond 
effectively online and also respond to each other online. I can see 
where someone might say, “Those are obvious things I already do 
as a teacher,” but they’re sufficiently different online such that they 
need special attention. 

MR: So if  you had to predict the future of  technology in education, 
what do you see?

JN: In trying to predict the future of  technology in education I see 
that we’re going to have more virtual schools. I think we’re going to 
see more laptops in the hands of  students in a one-to-one fashion. 
I think that’s something we’ll definitely see. Just to use Iowa as an 
example, just 3-4 years ago about six school districts had one-to-
one laptop programs, and we believe that next year there will be 
over 100 school districts with one-to-one laptop programs. Putting 
a device in the hands of  a kid at one-to-one level is becoming very 
popular. Now I hope that because of  that we’ll start to see chil-
dren in K-12 doing more interesting things with their devices than 
they’ve been able to do before—more innovative work, creativity, 
more outcomes that are stepping outside from that which we are 
so focused on today in terms of  traditional accountability measures. 
My hopes are tempered a bit for the near future, however, because 
the provision of  all these laptops flies in the face of  the account-
ability measures we have in place today. The best assessments that 
tell us whether or not the devices are working don’t really address 
directly the things that the states want to have children do. So I 
think there’s going to be continued discussion about how best do 
we reconcile our accountability policies with the desires to have 
children use 21st-century devices to exhibit 21st-century skills. On 
the higher ed. side, I think the future is clear and we are going to be 
moving more and more online. I see more competition with priva-
teers, and a lot of  that competition is going to be borne out in the 
online offerings. I think that it will be inevitable that many UCEA 
institutions will begin to have parallel executive preparation pro-
grams that may even compete with the traditional research-based 
master’s and Ph.D. programs. I think that many more courses are 
going to be going online asynchronously. I think that budget exi-
gencies will force universities to ask or demand that faculty put their 
courses online and do so such that they don’t have to meet live and 
so they can have as high an enrollment as possible. If  we believe 
that we want to have good conversations with our students and 
build relationships with them, then we’re going to have to be very 
clever about how we do those, because the budgets, I fear, will get 
smaller and the courses will get bigger. 

MR: So what is a concluding message that you’d like to leave our 
readers with?
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JN: We, as educators, need to remember that it’s paramount that 
we strive to create a human connection with our students and those 
who lead our schools. So if  that means you must set aside your 
computer to do so, so be it. Believe me, it’s good to be unplugged. 
But it could also be that creating a human connection requires you 
to work hard to understand how being plugged in can enrich your 
connections to others.   
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Washington State University  
to Host JRLE

The UCEA is pleased to announce that the Execu-
tive Committee (EC) has selected the Washington State  
University (WSU) team in Richland, Washington, to host the 
editorial functions of the Journal of Research on Leadership 
Education (JRLE). The EC members were very impressed with 
the strong scholarship and editorial experiences of the editorial 
team, the resources committed by the institution, and the ideas 
the team shared concerning leading and nurturing the journal 
over the next editorial term. With this change in editorial team, 
the journal will migrate from the UCEA website to the online 
Sage Publications bundle. UCEA is looking forward to working 
with WSU and Sage Publications to transition the journal onto 
the Sage online platform, fostering a new level of visibility and 
accessibility. 

We are confident that the WSU editorial team will be able 
to increase trust and confidence in the journal among education-
al leadership faculty as an important place to publish their work 
on leadership preparation and as a journal that will treat their 
manuscripts with respect, providing helpful and timely reviews.

The transition will begin Summer 2011 from the Univer-
sity of Nevada-Las Vegas to WSU. The new JRLE team will be 
Editors Gail Furman and Michelle Acker-Hocevar and Associate 
Editors Gordon Gates and Kristin Huggins, all full-time faculty 
in the WSU Educational Leadership program.

Coming Soon From  

Information Age Press

A UCEA Publication

Grad Student Column Online
We are pleased to announce the creation of  two new elements 
within the UCEA website focused on issues and information rel-
evant to the graduate students of  UCEA. The Graduate Student 
Column will contain features about the graduate student experi-
ence, news from the world of  educational administration that is 
of  particular relevance to graduate students, profiles of  gradu-
ate students involved with UCEA, interviews with researchers 
in the field, and much more. The Graduate Student Blog will 
contain similar information, but in a more discussion-oriented 
format encouraging conversation between graduate students 
via posts and comments. Additional topics we hope to cover 
in the blog include information about the Clark Seminar and 
Jackson Scholars, job opportunities, research tips, and more. 
Please submit any topics or ideas you have for either the Gradu-
ate Student Column or the Graduate Student Blog by e-mailing  
ucea@austin.utexas.edu.

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

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

UCEA on Facebook & Twitter:
www.ucea.org/social-media
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Point/Counterpoint:
Leading, Embracing, or Following 

Technology

Mónica Byrne-Jiménez
Hofstra University 

This Point/Counterpoint reminds me of  watching “The Twilight 
Zone” as a child: “Do not attempt to adjust the horizontal. Do no 
attempt to adjust the vertical.” The television, aka the technology, 
was beyond our control. We, as a field, have entered—unbeknownst 
to some of  us—a twilight zone that, not unlike the television show, 
will challenge, unnerve, intrigue, and inspire. 

Let me introduce you to the QR code. The QR code allows 
the reader to interact with the text in immediate ways: some hyper-
text here, an interactive map or graph there, an embedded video, 
opportunities to comment at the end. These are all elements of  
technology that we expect when reading an article online and all 
impossible to do in print media. So for this special issue on technol-
ogy we decided to create a QR code and encourage readers to go 
to the UCEA website for these essays in their entirety and for an 
opportunity to interact with the issues raised.

To some, the meaning of  the figure to the 
left is obvious, and chances are you may have 
already used your handheld device to scan it 
and are even reading this on the UCEA website 
already. To others, the figure is interesting, but 
in and of  itself, meaningless (and some may be 
asking yourselves as I did, I can use my phone to 

scan things?). And therein lies one of  the challenges in bridging the 
gap among those who lead, embrace, or follow technology, between 
those who see technology as a trend and those who see it as a way 
of  life, between those who are suspicious of  technology’s insidi-
ous nature and those who have complete confidence in its trans-
formative potential. But many of  us do not fall into either of  these 
“poles.” Many of  us, in fact, lie somewhere in between, and that 
position is movable depending on the context, our questions, and 
our foci. 

And while we explore the implications of  technology on our 
practice, the implications for schools and student learning is often 
an afterthought. Dr. Militello, Associate Professor in Leadership, 
Policy and Adult and Higher Education at North Carolina State 
University, emphasizes how technology can be meaningfully inte-
grated in schools as an instructional and transformative tool. By 
identifying institutional, organizational, and individual challenges, 
we can begin to see the role of  leaders in preparing schools for tech-
nology integration. Dr. Becker, Assistant Professor in Educational 
Leadership at Virginia Commonwealth University, offers a critique 
of  the field and its monopoly on knowledge and information cre-
ation. His focus on issues of  access, technology as an equalizer, and 
our roles/responsibilities as new “public” intellectuals deepens the 
discussion of  our practice even further.

As Drs. Militello and Becker and I worked on this Point/
Counterpoint, there was disagreement on how to “move” readers 
to the web. Do we simply include the QR code, no explanation, and 
let readers figure it out? Do we abandon the attempt completely 
and rely solely on the print media? Do we start to create a roughly 

hewn bridge between the two? We opted for the latter. Our hope 
is that you will be curious enough to seek help in downloading the 
appropriate “app” necessary to scan the QR code and meet us in 
the twilight zone.

Learning to Play a Player Piano

Matthew Militello
North Carolina State University

Technology in schools today is ubiquitous. Educational technology 
makes bold claims of  efficiency and the ability to provide instanta-
neous, useful information about teaching and interactive, simulated 
learning experiences. Technology is also viewed as a liberating force 
by virtue of  access (to both hardware and virtual worlds) and the 
appreciation of  multiple learning dimensions. In short, technol-
ogy has been seen as the tonic to what ails society in general and 
schools in particular. Technology zeitgeists like Thomas Friedman 
(2007) have made a compelling, if  not alarming, economic case for 
more technological innovations in schools. More recently, my col-
league and friend Scott McLeod (2011, in this issue) stated that we 
need educators “who are brave enough to create the new paradigm 
instead of  simply tweaking the status quo.” I agree. However, if  
technology is not only to be a disruptive force in schools, but also to 
have a transformational impact on teaching and learning, we must 
look beyond the tools of  technology and pay specific attention to 
its purveyors. 

For decades, new technological innovations have promised to 
revolutionalize society and schools. The radio (1920s-1940s), TV 
(1950s-1980s), computers (1990s-2010s), and now virtual environ-
ments and interactive, instantaneous communication tools have all 
traveled a cycle of  high expectations and low results in schools. For 
example, educational radio promised to “upgrade” teaching skills by 
having a “tremendous influence and have adjusted the curriculum, 
teaching processes, and even administrative practices to take full ad-
vantage of  this powerful learning aid” (Levenson, 1945, p. v). The 
story of  how technology, such as the radio, infiltrated the classroom 
but not the practices of  teachers’ teaching and students’ learning is 
common. The chronic hype for educational technologies has out-
paced the use of educational technologies (see Cuban, 2001). Why 
does this cycle continue? Why do technologies come in ceremoni-
ously but leave in its wake dust-covered ghosts of  technology past? 

A Detroit school principal in the 1930s provided a rationale 
for the failure of  educational radio to make a mark on teaching 
and learning: “Degree and rapidity of  the development [of  the 
radio] was determined largely by the interested and carefully con-
trolled activities of  teachers themselves” (Thomas, 1932, p. 980). 
This principal’s reasoning served as a prognostication of  how future 
educational reforms, with or without technology, were not able to 
penetrate the practices of  teacher pedagogy, student learning, or 
principal leadership. Failure has not been a result of  technical is-
sues. Reform after reform has met psychological, organizational, 
and institutional issues, and reforms have lost. Rob Kling (1996) 
summarized these powerful dimensions with an effective analogy: 
“We do not simply replace horses and mules with cars and trucks. 
We have configured an elaborate system of  motorized transport, 
including new roads, traffic regulations, gas stations, repair shops, 
insurance and so on” (p. 44).  



16 • UCEA Review • Summer 2011 www.ucea.org

There certainly continue to be issues of  access—implementa-
tion of  innovations have notoriously been a story of  “haves” and 
“have nots” (currently access to Internet connectivity in schools 
and at home is an issue of  educational equity). Beyond access there 
is another issue that is often conspicuously overlooked: the skill (ca-
pacity) and will (motivation) of  the end-users. This is also known as 
the readiness of  individuals to effectively use technologies and the 
capacity of  the technology itself  to make a meaningful contribution 
to both teaching and learning in schools. 

In Kurt Vonnegut’s (1952) first novel, Player Piano, he wrote, 
“Without regard for the changes in human life patterns that may 
result, new machines, new forms of  organization, new ways of  
increasing efficiency, are constantly being introduced. To do this 
without regard for the effects on life patterns is lawlessness” (p. 52). 
School educators today must be savvy producers, consumers, and 
mentors of  the complex and expensive world of  educational tech-
nologies. I argue that the integration of  technology is a problem of  
peopleware, not hardware or software.

The lesson here is that meaningful and effective change needs 
extensive, supported, and sustainable strategies for the institution, 
organization, and individual that correspond with a disruptive force 
such as educational technological innovations. The multitude of  
factors or deficits that inhibit such change has been reported ad 
nauseam. Here I offer three grand challenges to create conditions 
for technology integration in schools. Taken together these grand 
challenges may prove useful in the meaningful, effective, and sus-
tained integration of  technology in schools. 

Grand Challenge No. 1: Technological Grammar

Institutionally we need to allow technology to change what schools 
currently look like. Traditionally, reform efforts have been thwarted 
by the public’s perception of  what schools look like—mostly from 
their own experience. This has led to isomorphism where innova-
tions transition back to the established grammar of  schooling (see 
DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). While there have 
been recent strides to innovate our schools (e.g., Department of  
Education Investing in Innovation funds, local magnet schools, 
etc.), the constant issues, such as assessments and standardized cur-
ricula, continue to remind us that the form and function of  schools 
have changed very little. That is, while technology has seen radical 
changes over the past 100 years (e.g., think of  the technology of  
flight from 1911 to today—the Wright Brothers would be stunned 
looking at a Stealth fighter but feel right at home in a classroom), in 
general school design, teaching, and student activity have remained 
static. The rules and designs of  schools morph reforms back to 
this static grammar we have all come to recognize as schooling. A 
technology grammar will need to be accepted by the public and the 
institution of  education. If  we want different outputs from school-
ing, technically competitive students, then what schools and school-
ing look like must change—and this change must be accepted as the 
new grammar of  schooling.

Grand Challenge No. 2: Technological Coherence

Organizationally, schools must become more coherent. Coherence will 
make or break any reform effort, no matter the stakes (see Elmore, 
2003). The prowess and power of  an organization will always su-
persede individual efforts of  reform. A key figure in a school’s 
organizational coherence is the school principal. The principal 

should model the way and engage in a learner-centered evaluation 
of  practice. School leaders should engage in the very technologies 
they want teachers to use. Why lead a meeting with a White Board 
when you demand that teachers integrate Smart Boards? Addition-
ally, school leaders must look at educational technologies not as 
“tools” that may be “used” in a classroom. Rather, leaders must 
evaluate technologies through the lens of  student learning. This is a 
different frame in which to evaluate teaching and learning. Looking 
at student engagement and learning, not teacher practice, liberates 
evaluators to focus on what works.

Grand Challenge No. 3: Technological Accommodation

Personally, there is a base knowledge that educators must acquire. 
Modern technologies must be taught by inquiry and doing. The ad-
vancements of  technology “tools” are emerging at a ferocious pace. 
Open source programming, application design, and communication 
skills have created a new accessibility. Educators must learn not only 
a technology, but also the process for integrating it into their teach-
ing and their students’ learning (see Koeler & Mishra, 2008). Get-
ting teachers to create their own avatars, to blog, to create Wikis or 
QR codes, or to edit video are examples of  development activities 
that advance knowledge to skill. Such a transformation is difficult, 
and the change process has been compared to stages of  grief  (see 
Marris, 1974). Asking individuals to alter their professional practice 
will require breaking an existing code of  pre-existing practices and 
schema. We want to avoid the assimilation of  new practices and 
seek a deeper schematic change, or accommodation. This will re-
quire innovations that are meaningful, doable, observable, and com-
patible to one’s practices (see Rogers, 2003). This change will come 
slowly over time and must begin in preservice training, survive the 
informal learning in the teachers lounge, and be reinforced and sup-
ported by the reflection and evaluation by the school leadership.

*    *    *  

Perhaps Philip Jackson (1968) was a Vonnegut fan as well:  “The 
greatest intellectual challenge of  our time is not how to design ma-
chines that behave more like humans [we are already there], but 
rather, how to protect humans from being treated more like ma-
chines” (p. 66). The protagonist, Paul, in Player Piano lives through a 
neo-Darwinism where technology subsumes every aspect of  living 
creating a dystopia. This takes away creativity, individualism, and in 
the end freedom. Of  course, nobody is seeking such a world; the 
lesson is simple: Technological innovations in schools must seek 
more than efficiency and entertainment and be anchored in ele-
ments of  creativity, collaboration, and communication. Here tech-
nology is liberating and equitable. 

So where is the balance, the sweet spot, between technological 
bliss and dystopia? Can new technologies break the constraints of  
the institution, organization, and individual readiness triumvirate? 
Will any new technologies replace the chalk-smudged sleeve of  the 
teacher of  tomorrow? The answers to these questions will reside in 
the fit of  technology with the institution’s ability to reconceptualize 
what school looks like; the organization’s ability to model, observe, 
and support innovations; and the match of  technology and the indi-
vidual’s ability to accommodate new ways of  teaching and learning. 
We cannot allow the intoxicating advances such as a player piano 
to replace the creativity of  a composer and the artisanship of  the 
pianist. We must regain control of  the machines. To do so requires 
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us to reimage our current institution of  education, our organization 
of  schools, and expectations of  teachers. To ignore both emergent 
technologies and the grand challenge to integrate them into teach-
ing and learning is inexcusable.

Comment on QR Link

The QR code in the introduction signifies an effort to make our 
articles accessible in a different format as well as interactive. We 
welcome your comments on this sticky issue. QR technology is not 
new—not surprisingly, it is largely absent in schools today.
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Scholar 2.0: Public Intellectualism 
Meets the Open Web

Jonathan Becker
Virginia Commonwealth University

NOTE: I fought against including this text here. I have become so used to 
publishing directly to the Web that I felt shackled by the constraints of  this 
medium. So, my idea was to include only the title and the QR code that Dr. 
Byrne-Jimenez provided in the introduction. The QR code points to the webpage 
where the larger narrative lives. I lost that wrestling match; not the first time. 
So, what follows is condensed from what you will find on the UCEA blog. My 
goal for what follows is to provoke you enough such that you will head over to the 
blog to not only “read” the larger narrative, but to also use the comment space 
for public discussion and as a modern form of  peer-review. In fact, that would 
exactly support some of  my points herein…

In a recent lecture before the European Organization for Nuclear 
Research (CERN), Harvard law professor Larry Lessig argued that 
the current infrastructure for scholarly communication is not con-
sistent with the objectives of  The Enlightenment.1 Rather, the sys-
tem is more consistent with the reality of  the “elite-nment.” That is, 
for the most part, knowledge created by academics is placed only in 
outlets that can be accessed only by “the knowledge elite.” 

Knowledge dissemination is not a new problem. What is new 
are the many simple solutions not being embraced by the academy. 
There was a time when we had to rely on publishing companies to 
help us disseminate the knowledge we generated. The Internet has 
changed that dramatically. When “Web 1.0” (the “static” web) came 
into being, one needed to be a coder and/or to master complicated 
software to self-publish to the web. However, now that “Web 2.0” 
is mature, nearly anyone can self-publish to the masses. If  you can 
send an e-mail, you can publish to the web; literally, see, for ex-
ample, http://posterous.com. 

Thus, there has never been a better time to be a public intel-
lectual. Why is it important to be a “public intellectual?” Rick Hess 
(2010) recently released his “public presence” rankings, which at-
tempted to show which academics were contributing most to the 
public discourse in education. Hess justified the need for such a 
ranking system by suggesting that “it’s the scholars who…can cross 
boundaries, foster crucial collaborations, and bring research into the 
world of  policy in smart and useful ways.” For as long as any of  us 
can remember, we have been having conversations about making 
our work “policy-relevant”; how to better do applied or utilization-
focused work…then? Now, we have the means to cast a wider net 
with our work than ever before.

If  the notion of  being a “public intellectual” discomforts you, 
perhaps you would be more comfortable with the idea of  allowing 
your intellectualism to be public. In his seminal book on open ac-
cess publishing, Willinsky (2005) argued for what he called the access 
principle: 

1 I am one sentence into this narrative and I am already hamstrung 
by the medium. If  I were composing this online, I would embed the 
video of  Lessig’s presentation. I would also type Lessig’s name in hy-
pertext so that you could click on the hyperlink if  you feel you would 
like to know more about him. Instead, all I can provide is a URL 
where you can find the presentation: http://vimeo.com/22633948 

http://twitter.com/UCEA
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A commitment to the value and quality of  research carries 
with it a responsibility to extend the circulation of  such 
work as far as possible and ideally to all who are interested 
in it and all who might profit by it. (p. xii)

Willinsky went on to state that advances in computer-mediated 
communications mean that a commitment to the access principle 
now necessitates embracing these technologies “to do as much as 
can be done to advance and improve access to research and scholar-
ship” (p. xii).

So, what would a truly modern day scholar/public intellectual 
do? Consider at least two possibilities.

1. Open Access Publishing

Let’s get this out of  the way first: open access and peer review are  
not mutually exclusive. I am not suggesting we eschew peer review2; 
there are plenty of  good examples of  high-quality, refereed journals 
that are open access.3 Willinsky’s (2005) access principle notwith-
standing, there are a number of  other reasons to commit to open 
access; I will touch on only two here.

First, finances. Do you understand the current model? Essen-
tially, you write something really important, sign over your rights to 
a for-profit publisher, and then that publisher charges your university 
(and potentially other subscribers, individual or organizational) rates 
to carry that journal. In other words, you are giving your knowledge 
to a company so they can sell it back to your university. According 
to my trusty university librarian-colleague, my university currently 
pays $771 per year to carry Educational Administration Quarterly. JSL 
costs $265 per year. Think about all of  the articles published by 
members of  your department in just the last year and add up the 
annual subscription prices of  all the unique journals in which they 
were published. Then, think of  what you could have done with 
those funds, especially in these difficult budgetary times.

Second, modernization. As stated in the introductory note, 
and environmental concerns notwithstanding, my form here is con-
strained by the medium. I am limited to 1,500 words,4 which would 
be more manageable if  I could use hypertext. Instead, for most of  
the knowledge claims I make here, I offer a citation or a footnote. 
In most of  those cases, I could have saved “space” by simply hy-
perlinking the text. It would also save you the trouble of  having to 
manually enter URLs into your browser. 

Many open access journals offer .pdf  files of  articles, but 
they also publish the articles in HTML. That allows for hypertext, 
but also for much more. I once published an article (Becker, 2008) 
based on analyses of  National Assessment of  Educational Progress 
(NAEP) data; the NAEP Data Explorer tool generated beautiful 
color maps to clearly visualize between-state variations. Those maps 
had to be published in grayscale, losing much of  the effect. Most 
print journals still cannot handle color graphics. With incredible ad-
vances in data visualization technology,5 there must be a move to 

publishing to the web directly. 

2. Social Media: Blogging and Microblogging

Today, those who best embrace the affordances of  the open web 
and especially social media dominate the educational policy dis-
course. In Hess’s (2010) rankings, Diane Ravitch is Number 1 with 
a bullet. Ravitch (2010) has a new book that she has relentlessly pro-
moted by doing the old-fashioned book tour. But, she has promot-
ed the book and shared her knowledge via modern means as well. 
Ravitch has been a blogger for a few years; her back-and-forth with 
Deborah Meier on Bridging Differences6 stands as a lighthouse for any 
serious scholar exploring the affordances of  blogging as a scholarly 
platform. She has also become an avid user of  Twitter,7 where she 
regularly engages with the public. As a result of  her use of  various 
forms of  social media, Ravitch has (amazingly) positioned herself  
as the leading voice of  the counternarrative to the dominant educa-
tional policy agenda.

There are other reasons to embrace blogging and other forms 
of  social media as forms of  knowledge dissemination. Kjellberg 
(2010) interviewed 12 academic bloggers and found commonalities 
among the functions that their blogs served and their motivations 
for blogging. Combining the six thematically described functions 
and the three main motivations, Kjellberg argued that “there is an 
all-embracing motivating factor that emerges from the combination of  
functions that a blog can have and the related possibility of  address-
ing multiple audiences or a combination of  audiences” (Conclusions 
section, para. 3). First, motivated by sharing with others, a blog al-
lows scholars to disseminate content and express opinions to larger 
audiences than more traditional outlets. Second, needing room for 
creativity and self-reflection, the blog is a tool for practicing writing 
and for keeping up-to-date and remembering; it is a space to house 
early articulations of  one’s ideas. Finally, valuing connections, the 
participants used their blogs for interacting and creating relation-
ships with others.

Other forms of  modern scholarly communication are well 
worth considering, including webinars, podcasting, and digital cu-
ration. I write about those in the longer narrative housed on the 
UCEA blog. In conclusion here, I submit that we live in a time 
of  knowledge ubiquity and not knowledge scarcity. Therefore, I 
stand with Gideon Burton (2009), Assistant Professor of  English at 
Brigham Young University, who wrote,

I don’t want to be complicit in sustaining a knowledge 
economy that rewards its participants when they invest in 
burying and restricting knowledge. This is why Open Ac-
cess is more than a new model for scholarly publishing, it 
is the only ethical move available to scholars who take their 
own work seriously enough to believe its value lies in how 
well it engages many publics and not just a few peers. (para. 
7)

2 I do think we need to seriously reconsider new possibilities for peer review. For example, consider open peer review: http://chronicle.com/
blogs/wiredcampus/taking-a-closer-look-at-open-peer-review/

3 For one comprehensive directory of  open access journals, see http://www.doaj.org/
4 The 1,500-word limit is a constraint of  print-based media, not web-based media.
5 Here, too, I would embed a video or a flash-based infographic demonstrating the amazing possibilities at the intersection of  modern technology 
and data visualization. For this space, I will instead provide a URL to a data visualization exemplar produced by the New York Times: http://www 
.nytimes.com//interactive/2009/07/31/business/20080801-metrics-graphic.html

6  http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/Bridging-Differences/
7  http://twitter.com/DianeRavitch
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If  modernity followed The Enlightenment, I hope you will join me 
in the “public sphere” afforded by modern technologies.
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Leadership, like teaching, learning, and parenting, is strongly in-
fluenced by societal culture. According to Dimmock and Walker 
(2005), there is a robust case for more cross-cultural leadership, col-
laboration, and research to appreciate the full complexity of  cultur-
al influences on leadership. Zhao (2009) noted that global problems 
can only be solved globally, which requires global citizens to under-
stand the nature of  the global problems; their causes; their potential 
effects; their complex moral, economic, and political implications; 
and possible solutions. This can only be accomplished with op-
portunities for educational leaders to collaborate and learn about 
one another’s cultures and systems. Leadership growth in the global 
context is embraced by the San Diego State University (SDSU) doc-
toral program. The SDSU Educational Leadership Doctoral Pro-
gram has five program criteria:

1. Develop high-quality university–community partnerships and 
ongoing contributions to the community.

2. Ensure academic rigor. 

3. Encourage participant connectedness within and across co-
horts.

4. Develop education leaders who are driven to reimagine, rede-
sign, and reaffirm policies and programs through the lens of  
the 21st century.

5. Provide opportunity for students to graduate within 3 years.

The goal of  the fourth criterion focuses on creating global 
leaders for tomorrow’s students. The bedrock of  this criterion is 
providing opportunities for doctoral students to advance their own 
cross-cultural sophistication such that they graduate prepared to 
engage actively and responsibly within the global context. The PK-
12 Educational Leadership doctoral program at SDSU provides 
two avenues to ensure that all doctoral students have a rich global 
experience: (a) a Chinese and American Educational Leadership 
Symposium embedded in a Special Topics course, and (b) an op-
portunity for study abroad through a practicum course. 
The Special Topics course is a summer symposium held at SDSU in 

which PK-12 administrators from across the People’s Republic of  
China are invited to join doctoral students and local school admin-
istrators in the San Diego area for a 1-week symposium. During the 
week, doctoral students lead presentations and round table discus-
sions on the select symposium topic. In preparation for their pre-
sentations, doctoral students conduct robust literature reviews on 
a subtopic from the perspectives of  both United States and China. 
Doctoral students also join the delegation in after-hours events for 
informal discussions around the symposium topic as well as others. 

For their practicum experience, doctoral students can choose 
to participate in a 9-day study-abroad opportunity to China. Dur-
ing this study-abroad experience, doctoral students visit at least two 
provinces, visit an elementary and secondary school, meet with lo-
cal Chinese school administrators for roundtable discussions, and 
visit historical venues to gain a cultural and historical understand-
ing of  the Chinese people. As this is a study-abroad experience, 
students are given a topic for study that they can couple with their 
own research. The required topic of  study is that for the ensuing 
summer symposium. 

In preparation for either or both experiences, students take 
a course in Leadership, Culture, and Diversity. A portion of  the 
course readings and time is dedicated to understanding the Chinese 
culture and educational system.  For more information contact:

Cheryl James-Ward
Department of  Educational Leadership
San Diego State University
5500 Campanile Drive
San Diego, CA 92182-1190
cward@mail.sdsu.edu
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International Superintendents 
Research Network (ISRN) 

UCEA Center for Research on the  
Superintendency & District Governance

During the past several decades, expansion of  the global econo-
my stirred a wide array of  social, economic, and political changes 
in nations around the world. Widespread concern about the qual-
ity of  education contributed to a growing international debate 
focused not only on improving access and excellence in conven-
tional schools, but also on creating next generation schools that 
serve students in the future. Several important themes are emerg-
ing from discussions about educational reform. First, professors, 
policymakers, and practitioners recognize that school principals 
and district superintendents will play pivotal roles in these trans-
formative efforts. Second, the next generation of  educational 
leaders will require an understanding about global interdepen-
dence and being interculturally competent and technologically 
skilled. Third, they will need to be prepared in ways that are fun-
damentally different from conventional practices. These themes 
are woven into the fabric of  discussions among colleagues in ed-
ucational research forums in Europe, Asia, Australia, Africa, and 
North America and are contributing to an expansion of  global 
networking. 

In 2007 the Ministry of  Education in Finland funded the 
Institute for Educational Leadership at the University of  Jyväskylä 
to conduct a study of  school superintendents. The survey in-
strument used in The 2000 Study of  the American Superintendency: 
A Look at the Superintendent of  Education in the New Millennium 
(Glass, Bjork, & Brunner, 2000) informed the Finnish study 
completed by Dr. Pekka Karnervio and Mika Risku in 2009 and 
framed cross-national comparisons with findings from the 2000 
U.S. study. As a Fulbright Scholar at the Institute for Educational 
Leadership, I served as a research advisor and contacted Dr. Olof  
Johansson (Umea University) and Dr. Elisabett Nilfors (Swedish 
Research Council), who were planning a national study of  the 
superintendency in Sweden. The idea to conduct a multinational 
study of  superintendent emerged; colleagues Jan Merok Paulsen 
(Hedmark University College, Norway) and Lejjf  Moos (the Uni-
versity of  Aarhus, Denmark) were invited to join Finland and 
Sweden on the Nordic Study team. Although each national con-
text was unique, these concurrent studies used common research 
categories and similar survey questions that made cross-national 
comparisons possible. Research studies in the three Scandinavian 
countries (Sweden, Norway, and Denmark) began in the spring 
and summer of  2009. Additional studies of  the principal are be-
ing planned. Research papers based on national study findings 
were presented at international conferences including the Eu-
ropean Educational Research Association (2009, 2010), UCEA 
(2009, 2010), and the American Educational Research Associa-
tion (2009, 2010). These various venues were attended by promi-
nent researchers in other nations who expressed an interest in 
exploring the concept of  a broad-based, multinational group to 

engage in the study of  the superintendent. The ISRN was formed 
in 2009 and was affiliated with the UCEA Joint Program Center for 
the Study of  the Superintendency and District Governance in 2010.            

The purpose of  the ISRN is to convene researchers in a 
global effort to study the district superintendent. The ISRN, which 
supports scholarly research that ranges from comprehensive studies 
that are national in scale to those that have more specific foci, uti-
lizes technology to (a) share research designs, methods, and instru-
ments; (b) increase accessibility research findings; and (c) facilitate 
communication and collaboration among scholars. The ISRN thus 
provides a vehicle for supporting the design and conduct of  inter-
national comparative studies as well as a venue for collaboratively 
disseminating findings at international conferences as well as pub-
lishing in refereed journals, book chapters, and books. 

Lars G. Björk
Project Director

Thomas Alsbury 
Director

BELMAS Conference  
July 8-10, 2011 

“Educational Leadership in an Age 
of  Globalisation—Experiences From 

Around the World”
May I extend a warm invitation to join us at the Robinson Ex-
ecutive Centre at Wyboston Lakes near Cambridge, for the 2011 
BELMAS Conference. This event has become a fixture in the cal-
endar for those interested in leadership in education, and it attracts 
professionals from a broad spectrum of  educational interests along 
with delegates from around the world.

This year promises to be no exception, and this is dem-
onstrated in the outstanding quality of  our three guest speakers. 
Themed around the title of  “Educational Leadership in an Age 
of  Globalisation,” there are contributions from Professor Mi-
chael Apple, who is the John Bascom Professor of  Curriculum 
and Instruction and Educational Policy Studies at the University of  
Wisconsin-Madison, Professor Tony Bush of  Warwick University, 
and Maggie Farrar Strategic Director of  Policy and Research at the 
National College.

In addition to this there are other exciting “set pieces” in the 
form of  a Practitioner Workshop and a Leadership in the United 
Kingdom session. Embedded in these sessions is our wish to in-
volve a broader range of  professionals, especially those in nursery, 
primary, secondary, and college settings. Practitioners in all educa-
tional settings are invited to apply for our new Practitioner Prize, 
which will go to the best example of  leadership practice in any 
educational setting, as delineated in papers submitted for the con-
ference.  

Colin W Russell
Chair of  Conference www.belmas.org.uk
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Clark Seminar group photo, April 2011

The American Educational Research Association (AERA) annual 
meeting was held in New Orleans, Louisiana, April 8–12, 2011. 
UCEA collaborated with AERA’s Divisions A and L and Sage Pub-
lications to sponsor this year’s David L. Clark National Graduate 
Student Scholars Seminar at the convention. This was a 2-day event 
held on Thursday, April 7, and Friday, April 8, at the Sheraton New 
Orleans Hotel. 

Thursday events started at 7:45 a.m. with registration and 
continental breakfast. Other activities during the day included 
small-group work sessions (student scholars shared their disserta-
tion work and received feedback from faculty and students in the 
group), poster sessions (student scholars presented their work), and 
a vita workshop. During lunch, participants were engaged with a 
panel, From Dissertation to Tenure and Beyond. The panelists were Eric 
Camburn, University of  Wisconsin-Madison; Kathryn McKenzie, 
Texas A&M University; Matt Militello, North Carolina State Uni-
versity; and Susan Printy, Michigan State University. The panelists 
talked about the publishing process, publishing the dissertation, 
balancing professional and family life, and navigating the tenure 
process. Thursday events concluded with a reception, dinner, and 
scholarly conversation titled Economics, Ideology, and Implications for the 
Future of  Public Education. The speakers were Mike Knapp from the 
University of  Washington and V. Darleen Opfer from Cambridge 
University, who both highlighted the future of  public education in 
the United States in light of  the current economic situation and the 
growing forces of  globalization. 

Friday kicked off  with breakfast followed by small-group 
work sessions and then a panel discussion: Building a Research Ca-
reer. The panelists were Larry Parker, University of  Utah; Karen 
Seashore, University of  Minnesota; John Sipple, Cornell University; 
and Linda Skrla, Texas A&M University. The panelists focused on 
several essential topics related to careers in the academy, including 
job searching, general rules of  survival, mentoring, publishing, and 
grant writing. The Clark Seminar concluded at noon with remarks 
from Michelle D. Young, UCEA executive director. 

The Clark Seminar participants included 42 students and 14 
professors from institutions across the country. The general attitude 
of  both student scholars and distinguished faculty toward the 2011 
Clark Seminar was very positive. For example, one student scholar 
commented, 

This opportunity will always stand out as one of  the best 
parts of  my doctoral program. It affirmed for me my pas-
sion for research. I also very much enjoyed the interactions 
with the other students and learned from those conversa-
tions too.

A seminar faculty posited, “Very talented, well-prepared scholars 
who asked really good questions and had solid grasp of  the lit-
erature.” Another faculty commented, “Wonderful opportunity to 
meet the next generation of  scholars.” These comments reflect the 
significance of  the Clark Seminar from both student and faculty 
perspectives. 

Student participants included Sally Bonet, Michele Bowers, 
Patrick Carr, Joyce Cook, Christopher Cox, Lina Dostilio, Sarah 
Eckert, James Fabionar, Caitlin Farrell, Peter Goff, Tyra Good, 
Kevin Gwaltney, John Hall, Robert Izzo, Ranjini Johnbull, Kristina 
Lavenia, Mark Lavenia, Stephanie Levin, Dildra Martin-Ogburn, 
Allison Mattheis, Julie McCleery, Michael Miles, Cheri Mincklers, 
David Perez II, Jeffrey Poirier, Meredith Richards, Lisa Riegel, Sarah 
Ryan, Nick Sauers, Patricia Schroeder, Virginia Rangel, Paul Sos-
ka, Ann Stalnaker, Don Stryker, Amanda Taggart, Ginger Teague,  
Matthew Welch, Amanda Werts, Paul Wilner II, Sarah Winchell, 
Dara Zeehandelaar, and Cara Zurzolo. The distinguished Clark 
Seminar faculty included Eric Camburn, Bruce Cooper, Kim Dick-
erson, Bill Firestone, Mike Knapp, Kathryn McKenzie, Matthew 
Militello, V. Darlene Opfer, Larry Parker, Susan Printy, Karen Sea-
shore, John Sipple, Linda Skrla, and Michelle Young.

Many thanks to UCEA Executive Director Michelle Young, 
AERA Division A Vice President Linda Skrla, and UCEA Director 
of  Events Avi Ghosh for organizing a very successful 2011 Clark 
Seminar.

David L. Clark National Graduate Student  
Research Seminar 2011

Nathern Okilwa
The University of  Texas at Austin
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The Excellence in Educational Leadership Award is for practic-
ing school administrators who have made significant contributions 
to the improvement of  administrator preparation. Each year, the 
UCEA Executive Committee invites member university faculties to 
select a distinguished school administrator who has an exemplary 
record of  supporting school administrator preparation efforts. This 
is an unusual award in that it affords national recognition, but indi-
vidual universities select the recipients. It provides a unique mecha-
nism for UCEA universities to build good will and recognize the 
contributions of  practitioners to the preparation of  junior profes-
sionals.

Dr. Anthony Annunziato has been an educator for 25 years.  
He has served as a social studies teacher, assistant principal, high 
school principal, and assistant superintendent for business. Dr. An-
nunziato is currently serving as the superintendent at Bayport–Blue 
Point Public Schools in Suffolk County. Among his many notable 
achievements are his work in developing a comprehensive plan for 
restructuring and improving his district based on AASA Standards 
for School Superintendents. Dr. Annunziato has been a leader in 
working with students with diverse learning needs through his work 
in establishing an Alternative High School, working with the Suf-
folk Coalition and Big Brothers/Big Sisters to provide mentorships 
for at-risk students, and instituting a Natural Helpers program for 
students with emotional needs. He is currently president of  the Suf-
folk County School Superintendents Association and a member of  
the Board of  Directors of  SCOPE and the Section XI Athletic As-
sociation. He is also a member of  the National Superintendents’ 
Roundtable and the Horace Mann Society. Dr. Annunziato holds a 
BA in History and an MS in Social Studies Education from Queens 
College, CUNY.  He has also earned an Ed.M. in Educational Ad-
ministration and an Ed.D. in Educational Administration from 
Teachers College, Columbia University.

Mr. Carlos Atencio has a long history of  leadership for 
change in New Mexico. He has worked as an assistant superinten-
dent and superintendent as well as executive director of  the North-
ern New Mexico Network for Rural Education. His work with the 
Northern New Mexico Network for Rural Education is especially 
critical in a state where many small districts and the children in 
them have been chronically underserved. Mr. Atencio is a well-re-
spected figure in educational circles and political circles across the 
state of  New Mexico.

Dr. Clifford Brookhart currently teaches several classes 
each year at the University of  Northern Colorado for the Edu-
cational Leadership and Policy Studies program in leadership and 
organizational development. He also has spearheaded the devel-
opment of  off-campus cohorts around the state, assessing school 
leadership district needs and program logistics for nearly a decade, 
and has served in a variety of  leadership positions for the program 
and former school. Prior to working exclusively with the Educa-
tional Leadership and Policy Studies program, Dr. Brookhardt 
served in a variety of  administrative capacities in the College of  
Education and Behavioral Sciences. Before that, Dr.∂ Brookhart 
had a distinguished career as a superintendent in several Colorado 
school districts. 

Dr. Glenda Brown is founder of  the Phoenix Community 
Learning Center, a K–8 public community school where she serves 
as superintendent. She currently is president of  the Brownstone 
Educational Consulting Group and facilitator for Educational 
Leadership Academy at the University of  Cincinnati. Dr. Brown 
serves as the superintendent of  the Phoenix Community Learn-
ing Center, a charter school that she founded on the principles of  
social justice she was committed to when earning her principal li-
cense. Since the development, Dr. Brown has truly embodied these 
principles, creating a school that embraces a culture of  opportunity 
for all students. The culture of  her school is based on creating an 
environment so that all students are able to achieve. Dr. Brown is 
committed to the development of  high-quality educational leaders 
and is an integral part of  the principal licensure program, serving 
as a facilitator for the summer Leadership Development Academy 
at the University of  Cincinnati. 

Dr. Norman Burkhardt is the former superintendent 
of  Vandalia-Butler City School District and Fort Loramie Local 
School District and was the assistant superintendent at the Sidney 
City School District before retiring in 2010. Dr. Burkhardt recently 
accepted a position as an associate with NEOLA, a national com-
pany that specializes in the development of  school board policies, 
administrative guidelines, and related forms, and he is working with 
numerous client school districts in the area. Dr. Burkhardt’s previ-
ous work in the K–12 education field is an excellent foundation for 
his current work in higher education and school policy. Through-
out his 36 years in education, he has held positions as a classroom 
teacher, coach, assistant principal, principal, assistant superinten-
dent, and superintendent. For the past 3 years, he has been an ad-
junct faculty member in the Department of  Educational Leader-
ship at the University of  Dayton. Dr. Burkhardt is an advisor on 
the board of  EELIT, a company that specializes in providing life 
insurance for educators, and is chairman of  the board of  directors 
for Westminster Financial. 

Excellence in Educational Leadership Awards

Barbara L. Jackson Scholars  
Seminar at AERA 2011

Richard Gonzales
The University of  Texas at Austin

This year’s Barbara L. Jackson Scholars Seminar focused on the 
development of  dissertation study ideas and preparation for en-
try into the professoriate. Students had the opportunity to share 
their topic, the purpose of  their study, and research questions. 
Faculty mentors then facilitated discussion according to each 
Jackson Scholar’s request for feedback on a particular aspect of  
his or her study. Collaboratively, participants asked questions and 
offered ideas to support scholars in further developing these 
ideas productively. Afterward, faculty mentors presented in small 
groups about their paths to becoming faculty in higher education. 
Mentors also shared information about criteria currently used in 
the faculty hiring process. Particular emphasis was placed on the 
importance of  publishing, and Jackson Scholars were encour-
aged to submit projects completed in their program courses to 
strategically selected peer-reviewed journals.
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Mrs. Betty Burks is the deputy superintendent for teach-
ing and learning in the San Antonio Independent School District. 
She has served over 30 years in public education—15 years as a 
campus and district administrator and 17 years as an elementary 
teacher—in large urban, suburban, and rural districts throughout 
Texas. Before joining the San Antonio Independent School Dis-
trict team, Mrs. Burks served as associate executive director of  in-
structional support leadership development for the Texas Associa-
tion of  School Administrators in Austin. She has been involved in 
extensive curriculum, instruction, and professional development at 
all levels of  public school. Her expertise is in leadership develop-
ment and performance and systemic organizational improvement. 
She served as a coach for two National Staff  Development Coun-
cil Academies, which included over 100 educators throughout the 
United States and Canada. Her life’s work as an educator has been 
focused on improving the educational opportunity all children in 
the public school sector. 

Mr. Hugh T. Caumartin, Jr. earned his baccalaureate and 
master’s degrees at Central Michigan University and administrative 
licensure from Bowling Green State University.  Mr. Caumartin 
has a long career as an educator in Michigan and Ohio, serving 
as a high school teacher, elementary school principal, director of  
special education, assistant superintendent, and superintendent. 
Notably, Mr. Caumartin served as superintendent of  Toledo public 
schools—one of  the largest in the state of  Ohio.  Most recently, he 
served as superintendent of  schools in Bowling Green City School 
district, 1997–2011. In addition to 29 years of  experience as an ed-
ucator and school leader, Mr. Caumartin served as a commissioned 
officer in the U.S. Marine Corps and has private sector experience 
in marketing and insurance. He built upon these experiences to 
inform his work as a school- and district-level administrator. Under 
his leadership, Bowling Green City Schools maintained a close re-
lationship with Bowling Green State University, one of  the largest 
producers of  teachers in Ohio and the nation. Mr. Caumartin is a 
school board member of  the Wood Lane School District and is 
active in the Bowling Green Chamber of  Commerce. 

Dr. Darlene L. Robinson Currie has worked for the Rich-
mond Public Schools in a variety of  administrative positions since 
1992. She has served as principal in three elementary schools, as 
coordinator for exceptional education and student services, and 
most recently as director of  professional development. This cur-
rent position has allowed her to make significant contributions to 
the preparation of  school leaders. Dr. Currie successfully repre-
sents Richmond Public Schools in a number of  regional partner-
ships whose goals are to prepare future leaders as well as to sup-
port the continuing development of  current administrators. These 
partnerships include EduLead, Next Generation Leadership Acad-
emy, Metropolitan Educational Training Alliance, and the Region 1 
Superintendents’ Learning Series Council.  Dr. Currie also partici-
pated in the writing of  two federal grants that partner Richmond 
Public Schools and Virginia Commonwealth University.  

Dr. Michael J. Daria has been the executive director of  Per-
sonnel of  Tuscaloosa City Schools since 2005 and has 16 years 
of  combined experiences as an administrator and teacher in Tus-
caloosa City Schools. In addition to his experience in the pubic 
schools sector, Dr. Daria has been an adjunct professor for the 
University of  Alabama Instructional Leadership Program as well 
as the Superintendent’s Academy for the past 4 years. Dr. Daria is 

the chairman of  the Tuscaloosa Teachers Credit Union Board of  
Directors, president elect for the Alabama Association of  School 
Personnel Administrators, and a member of  the Stillman College 
Advisory Committee. He has served on the University of  Alabama 
Special Education and Multiple Abilities Advisory Committee, the 
Belser-Parton Literacy Center Advisory Committee, the Alabama 
Leadership Initiative, and Leadership Tuscaloosa. 

Dr. Troyce L. Fisher has served as the director of  the Wal-
lace Leadership Grant for Iowa since 2003. In that capacity she 
has worked with the School Administrators of  Iowa and the Iowa 
Department of  Education to build a statewide leadership system. 
Initiatives of  this comprehensive leadership system include work-
ing with Iowa State University (ISU) and other members of  the 
Iowa Council of  Professors of  Educational Administration. Dr. 
Fisher has worked specifically with ISU to help design and imple-
ment the superintendent licensure program and served as a clinical 
professor in the ISU program 2003–2005. During her tenure as the 
former executive director of  the School Administrators of  Iowa, 
she initiated such programs as Leading for Soul, the nation’s only 
professional development program for superintendents that fo-
cuses on moral and ethical leadership. A former high school social 
studies teacher, Dr. Fisher has also served as a school improvement 
consultant and as director of  the Educational Services division in 
one of  Iowa’s area educational agencies. 

Mr. William Green serves as the superintendent of  the 
Russell County Schools with a population of  3,410 students. As 
the leader of  this Alabama district, he has explored opportuni-
ties to select and mentor administrators to support the programs 
throughout the district. He works closely with each principal, 
particularly in the area of  school improvement. He trains leader-
ship teams in the area of  planning for strategies and action steps 
to strengthen current programs. He is also actively involved in 
monitoring these programs through instructional rounds at all the 
schools. His leadership style provides strong collaboration with all 
the administrators throughout the district and creates an atmo-
sphere for upcoming leaders to develop the skills to advance in 
a positive school climate. He exhibits sound judgment and initia-
tive in planning, organizing, and in the delivery of  instructional 
programs. He has strong management skills and understands the 
importance of  assessment and evaluation to determine educational 
needs. Mr. Green has high moral standings and works well with 
parents, students, and other teachers.

Mrs. Denise Kelley is recognized for her outstanding con-
tributions as an expert in the field of  educational leadership and 
as a partner with the Florida State University Educational Leader-
ship Preparation Program.  As an elementary school principal for 
Bay County District Schools, Denise has recruited students for the 
program and is an exemplary mentor for aspiring school leaders. In 
this capacity she has spent over 400 hours mentoring Florida State 
University students, shaping positive leadership dispositions, and is 
a valued partner in the leadership-making process.  

Mr. Karl W. Kristoff  has practiced law since 1968 and has 
been engaged almost exclusively in both school law and public-
sector labor relations for over 30 years. He has been designated 
by the New York State Commissioner of  Education as a hear-
ing officer for cases arising under Part 83 of  the Commissioner’s 
Regulations concerning teacher certification. Currently, he is the 
chair of  the Education Law Practice Group. During the course of  
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his work for school districts, Mr. Kristoff  has been involved with 
administrator and teacher certification and tenure matters, student 
discipline problems, school construction matters, school building 
closings, sales and leases, board of  education and annual meeting 
questions, student transportation, competitive bidding for public 
contracts, environmental law problems, religious establishment and 
academic freedom questions, school borrowings, human rights is-
sues, placement of  students with special educational needs, appeals 
from committees on special education decisions, abolition of  posi-
tion matters, public employee collective negotiations, contract ad-
ministration, grievance handling and arbitration, improper practice 
cases before the Public Employment Relations Board, public em-
ployee strikes and other job actions, certified and noncertified em-
ployee discipline and dismissal cases, unemployment insurance and 
workers’ compensation, appeals to the Commissioner of  Education 
and the courts, and more. Mr. Kristoff  is also an adjunct assistant 
professor in the School of  Education at the University at Buffalo, 
State University of  New York

Dr. William Kruskamp has served the educational prepara-
tion program at the University of  Georgia with distinction for the 
past 9 years as an adjunct professor.  In this role, Dr. Kruskamp has 
taught a variety of  courses, and he has made significant contribu-
tions in the development of  curriculum for two key courses in edu-
cational administration at the University of  Georgia. In addition, 
Dr. Kruskamp has successfully led as principal one of  the biggest 
middle schools in the state of  Georgia (Creekland Middle School), 
he has served as the president of  the Georgia Middle School Asso-
ciation, and he has published journal articles and chapters in edited 
books. Dr. Kruskamp is a consummate professional, and he has 
served with distinction the Program in Educational Administration 
and Policy at the University of  Georgia.  

Dr. James D. Mervilde is superintendent of  the Metropoli-
tan School District of  Washington Township in Indianapolis, In-
diana. He received master’s, specialist, and doctoral degrees from 
Indiana University. In addition to serving as a high school English 
and history teacher in Michigan and Indiana, he has been a principal 
in two high schools in Indiana as well as assistant superintendent. 
In addition to numerous accomplishments in his 5-year tenure as 
superintendent, he has served on the board of  directors of  the 
Indiana Public School/University Partnership Group, traveled to 
China as part of  Global Indiana to expand school partnerships and 
exchange possibilities, and was the recipient of  the Dean Berkley 
Award from the Indiana University School Administrators Associa-
tion. Dr. Mervilde has been especially valuable in recruiting highly 
qualified students to the Indiana University graduate programs, in 
providing space for university classes, and in mentoring aspiring and 
new school leaders

Dr. Brian R. Miller serves the North Alleghany School 
District as assistant superintendent for secondary education cur-
riculum. In his 15th year at North Alleghany, Dr. Miller began as 
a health and physical education teacher in 1996. He has served as 
assistant principal at Ingomar Middle School, acting principal at 
Ingomar Middle School, principal at Carson Middle School, and 
assistant superintendent for curriculum. Dr. Miller earned his BS 
from the Pennsylvania State University in Exercise Science. He then 
completed his MS in Educational Leadership from Carlow Univer-
sity. With this degree, he gained certification as a secondary and 
elementary principal. He completed the interdisciplinary Doctoral 

Program for Educational Leaders at Duquesne University, which 
included the Superintendent Letter of  Eligibility. Dr. Miller received 
a commission from the Pennsylvania Department of  Education 
as an assistant superintendent at North Alleghany School District 
through June 2014. 

Dr. Marco Munoz is a senior-level evaluation specialist with 
the Department of  Accountability, Research, and Planning in the 
Jefferson County Public School District, Louisville, Kentucky. He is 
a longstanding Vanderbilt capstone client and the co-instructor of  a 
core Ed.D. course in educational accountability and student assess-
ment. He has guided capstone teams on a wide range of  projects 
that have examined, for example, site-based decision making coun-
cils, the freshman academy experience, the district’s Assessment for 
Learning initiative, and the impact of  data-driven decision-making 
on beginning principals. Dr. Munoz has proven a unique and valued 
collaborator and plays a key role in the intellectual growth and pro-
fessional development of  Vanderbilt Ed.D. students and emerging 
school leaders. 

Dr. John J. Pedicone served as a superintendent of  the 
Flowing Wells School District and a Senior Faculty Fellow in the 
Educational Leadership department at the University of  Arizona. 
At the University of  Arizona, Dr. Pedicone developed a field-based 
master’s program that has been recognized as exemplary through-
out the state. In partnership with Tucson business leaders, he helped 
develop Tucson Values Teachers, a unique collaborative whose mis-
sion centers on recognizing the contributions of  exemplary teach-
ers throughout the community and Southwestern Arizona region.  
In January 2011, Dr. Pedicone accepted the superintendency at the 
Tucson Unified School District. He earned a Ph.D. in Educational 
Administration from the University of  Wisconsin, Madison. Dr. 
Pedicone was Arizona Superintendent of  the Year in 2002 and the 
Arizona Representative to the AASA National Superintendent of  
the Year Program in 2003.  He received the University of  Arizona 
College of  Education Outstanding Achievement Award, the Univer-
sity of  Arizona Distinguished Service Award, and most recently the 
University of  Arizona Alumni Association Professional Achieve-
ment Award and the University of  Wisconsin Alumni Achievement 
Award. Dr. Pedicone currently serves as a member of  the Arizona 
State Board of  Education, Arizona State School Readiness Board, 
Arizona Leads Executive Board, Governor’s Education Advisory 
Board, past co-chair of  the Tucson Business/Education Roundta-
ble, Arizona Business Education Coalition Executive Board, Rodel 
Foundation All A’s Executive Board, Northwest Fire Department 
Pension Board, Saguaro Rotary Board, and president of  the South-
ern Arizona Susan G. Komen Race for the Cure Foundation.

Dr. Shirley Prince is the executive director for the North Car-
olina Principals and Assistant Principals’ Association (NCPAPA). 
 In 2007, Dr. Prince was named North Carolina’s Superintendent 
of  the Year and has since served on the NC State Board of  Educa-
tion as the superintendent advisor. Dr. Prince recently launched the 
Race to the Top funded Distinguished Leaders Program, which was 
developed by the NCPAPA in partnership with the NC Department 
of  Public Instruction and University of  NC Learn NC. The Distin-
guished Leaders Program is a professional development program 
aligned to the new performance evaluation standards for school 
leaders recently adopted by the NC State Board of  Education. Dr. 
Prince received a BA in English from the University of  NC Wilm-
ington in 1974 and taught English at Laney High School for the 
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next 10 years. Along with her teaching, she continued her studies at 
the University of  NC Wilmington and received her master’s degree 
in 1987 in Educational Administration and Educational Supervi-
sion. Dr. Prince received her doctorate in Educational Leadership 
in 1993 from the NC State College of  Education. 

Dr. William Rhoades, Ed.D., is the newly selected super-
intendent of  schools in West Linn-Wilsonville School District in 
Wilsonville, Oregon. He is leaving the position of  assistant super-
intendent of  Hillsboro School District in Hillsboro, Oregon. Dr. 
Rhoades is an advocate for administrator licensure students and 
for Spanish-speaking English language learners. He served as li-
aison and instructor for the University of  Oregon Administrator 
Licensure program in central Oregon. Dr. Rhoades’ commitment 
to equity and diversity is illustrated by his dissertation topic: Assess-
ing Early Literacy Development in Spanish Speakers When Spanish is the 
Language of  Instruction. 

Dr. Eugene Sanders has more than 30 years of  service and 
leadership in education. His previous experiences include teacher, 
principal, professor, and superintendent of  Toledo Public Schools. 
Most recently, Sanders has served as chief  executive officer of  the 
Cleveland Metropolitan School District. Under his leadership, the 
district has become a national model and pilot program for math 
and English Common Core Standards.  The Cleveland Metropoli-
tan School District has been plagued by very low graduation rates, 
and Dr Sanders’s leadership has been integral in achieving the high-
est graduation rates and earning Continuous Improvement ratings 
for the first time in the district’s history. Sanders has authored a 
textbook on urban school leadership and many scholarly articles 
on achievement and organizational improvement in schools. He 
has received a number of  prestigious awards, such as the State of  
Ohio recognition for Education Excellence, through the annual Dr. 
Martin Luther King observance, and Ohio Superintendent of  the 
Year by the Martha Holden Jennings Foundation. Dr. Sanders is 
currently an executive lecturer in the College of  Education at the 
University of  Hawaii at Maui.  

Dr. Jack Silva has served the Souderton Area School Dis-
trict as director of  curriculum, instruction, and assessment in K–12; 
director of  secondary education; chair of  the Social Studies De-
partment; assistant principal; and principal. Since earning his Ed.D. 
from Lehigh University in 2010, Dr. Silva has been named assistant 
superintendent and chief  academic officer for the Bethlehem Area 
School District. Dr. Silva mentors principals, understands program 
development, and has brought systemwide coherence to the district 
while allowing schools flexibility. 

Dr. Cathy Thompson is executive director of  Curriculum 
and Instruction for Seattle Public Schools.  Prior to district-level 
leadership, she served as the principal of  Rainier View Elementary 
School in Seattle, Washington. With six major language groups and 
a focus on creating the same learning conditions for teachers that 
they sought to create for students, Rainier View became a learning 
laboratory for educators throughout Seattle. In addition to her work 
as an elementary school principal, she served as a parent volunteer, 
PTA president, classroom teacher, instructional literacy coach, and 
professional development consultant. Dr. Thompson is a graduate 
of  the Leadership for Learning doctoral program at the University 
of  Washington.

Dr. George White graduated from the Pennsylvania State 

University program with his doctorate in 2006 after many years in 
educational administration. He is currently the superintendent for 
Clarion Area School District in Pennsylvania, serving in that posi-
tion since 2005. He has held several administrative positions in the 
district, including high school principal, technology and curriculum 
coordinator, and media specialist, 1992–2005. His record unmistak-
ably indicates that he is a distinguished school administrator who 
has an exemplary record of  supporting school administrator prepa-
ration efforts. George has an excellent record of  supporting school 
administrator preparation efforts. More recently, he has taught prin-
cipalship courses at Penn State and has proven to be an effective 
and innovative teacher with a clear strength in technology.

Dr. Barbara R. Wrushen completed her Ph.D. from the Uni-
versity of  Tennessee in 2010 where she was both a David Clark 
Scholar and a Barbara Jackson Scholar. Barbara has continued to 
serve the university as an adjunct instructor in the leadership prep-
aration program, teaching the Administration of  Special Services 
and Leadership for Change classes. Barbara’s leadership skills have 
been evidenced through her work as a special education special-
ist, an educational diagnostician, and a resource specialist with the 
Knox County School System as well as a career ladder evaluator 
with the Tennessee Department of  Education.  Her leadership 
skills have been recognized by the three-time selection by her peers 
as Teacher of  the Year and through her induction into Phi Kappa 
Phi International Honor Society.

Dr. Mei-Mei Wong has long been a seasoned school admin-
istrator and a leader in the education community in Hong Kong. 
She has served in several important decision-making bodies in the 
educational sector in Hong Kong. Since her retirement from her 
previous position as a secondary school principal, she has been as-
sisting the Education Bureau of  Hong Kong in setting up a Prin-
cipals’ Institute. Dr. Wong has been one of  the chief  initiators of  
the preparation for principalship program and the professional de-
velopment program for newly appointed principals on Hong Kong 
and has been a strong supporter of  the Hong Kong Centre for the 
Development of  Educational leadership at the Chinese University 
of  Hong Kong. 

Dr. Carol Wooten received her doctorate in School Admin-
istration from the University of  Pittsburgh and is currently the su-
perintendent of  Propel Schools. Prior to this appointment she was 
the superintendent of  the South Side Area School District. She has 
taught biology, chemistry, and German in both public and private 
schools and has been an adjunct professor at Robert Morris Univer-
sity and Point Park University. Prior to becoming a superintendent 
she was a middle school principal, curriculum supervisor, and as-
sistant superintendent in the South Side Area School District. She 
has served on the Executive Board of  Pennsylvania ASCD where 
she chaired the Committee for Curriculum and Instruction. She is 
a member of  the Forum for Western Pennsylvania School Super-
intendents and serves on the Executive Committee. Dr. Wooten 
chaired the Joint Labor and Management Committee for the Beaver 
County Superintendents and was on the Executive Board of  the 
Beaver County Educational Trust. She was a speaker for the Human 
Capital Policy Initiative at the University of  Pittsburgh. She was a 
participant in the Transatlantic Leadership Forum with the Univer-
sity of  Augsburg and the University of  Pittsburgh and in South Side 
Area School District’s Middle School Japan Ambassadors Program, 
where she spent time in schools in the Osaka region. 
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Forecasting the Future of  Leadership Preparation and Practice: 
Reclaiming Ground Through Research, Policy, and Politics

The 25th annual UCEA Convention will be held at the Westin Pittsburgh, Thursday November 17  through 
Sunday November 20, 2011. The purpose of the 2011 UCEA Convention is to engage participants in dis-
cussing research, policy, and practice in educational leadership and administration. This year’s theme, 
“Forecasting the Future of Leadership Preparation and Practice: Reclaiming Ground Through Research, 
Policy, and Politics,” recognizes that the field of university-based leadership preparation is contested, 
while the value of leadership preparation is under assault from multiple directions and by multiple stake-
holders. For updated information, see http://www.ucea.org/annual-meeting-and-exhibits11/

REGISTER STARTING JUNE 13:
http://www.ucea.org/registration2011

Early                                Early Bird  Regular                         Late 
           (before Aug. 1)      (Aug. 1 - Oct. 17)       (After Oct. 17)
UCEA Member Faculty  $150     $175     $200
Non-UCEA Faculty   $185     $205     $225
Practicing Administrator  $185     $205     $225
UCEA Graduate Student  $  60     $  75     $  85

Forecasting the Future of  Leadership Preparation and Practice: 
Reclaiming Ground Through Research, Policy, and Politics

University Council for Educational Administration
The Curry School, The University of Virginia

405 Emmet St. South
Charlottesville, VA 22903

(434) 924-6137

UCEA Employment  
Resource Center 

UCEA Job Search Handbook
The UCEA Job Search Handbook, located on the UCEA website (www.ucea.org), is an online resource for aspiring educational leadership 
faculty members and the institutions that prepare them. Topics include preplanning, preparing an application, the interview, postint-
erview tactics, negotiations, and sample materials. 

UCEA Job Posting Service
UCEA provides, free of  charge on its website, links to job position announcements.  To submit a posting for the website, please e-
mail the URL for the position announcement (website address at your university where the position description has been posted) to  
ucea@austin.utexas.edu. A link will be provided to the job announcement from the UCEA job posting page: www.ucea.org. 
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Pittsburgh was 
referred to as 
the “Gateway 
to the West” 
from its early 
days as a fron-
tier fort. 

Please visit http://www.visitpittsburgh.com/ for 
more information about Pittsburgh, area attrac-
tions, and dining options.

Pittsburgh International Airport 
(PIT) 
www.pitairport.com

Interactive map of the Pittsburgh 
area: 
www.visitpittsburgh.com/mapexplorer

Things to Do in Pittsburgh:
www.visitpittsburgh.com/essentials

All images courtesy of  the Westin Pittsburgh.

The 25th annual UCEA Convention will be held at the 
Westin Pittsburgh, Thursday November 17, through 
Sunday, November 20, 2011. The Westin is Pitts-
burgh’s premier hotel, connected by skywalk to the 
Gold LEED-certified David L. Lawrence Convention 
Center. All rooms have spa-like baths, city or river 
views, and free wireless high-speed Internet access. 

Individuals registered for the conference may reserve 
a room at the hotel at the following discounted rates:
        Single/Double:  $129
        Triple:  $149
        Quad:  $169

All hotel reservations 
should be made directly 
with the hotel by October 
26, 2011.  

IMPORTANT: To reserve 
a guest room, please use 
the dedicated web page 
provided by the Westin 
Pittsburgh for the UCEA 
Convention:
www.starwoodmeeting.com/Book/UCEA2011

The greater Pittsburgh area is full of Native Ameri-
can history in addition to U.S. history and historical 
sites. Located at the confluence of the Allegheny and 
Monongahela Rivers and, the head of the Ohio River, 

Forecasting the Future of  Leadership Preparation and Practice: 
Reclaiming Ground Through Research, Policy, and Politics

The Westin Pittsburgh
1000 Penn Ave.
Pittsburgh, PA 15222
412-281-3700
http://www.starwoodmeeting.com/Book/UCEA2011



28 • UCEA Review • Summer 2011 www.ucea.org

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 Editors:
  Michelle D. Young (UCEA)

  michelleyoung@austin.utexas.edu
  Gerardo Lopez (UCEA)

  lopezg@indiana.edu

Feature Editors:
  Samantha M Parades Scribner (IUPUI)

  smpscrib@iupui.edu
  April Peters (University of  Georgia)

  alpeters@uga.edu

Interview Editors:
  Lisa Bass (University of  Oklahoma)

  dr.bass@ou.edu
  Mariela Rodríguez (University of  Texas at San Antonio)

  Mariela.Rodriguez@utsa.edu 

Point-Counterpoint Editor:
  Mónica Byrne-Jiménez (Hofstra University) 

  Monica.Byrne-Jimenez@hofstra.edu 

Innovative Programs Editor:
  Liz Hollingworth (University of  Iowa) 

  liz-Hollingworth@uiowa.edu

Managing Editor:
  Jennifer E. Cook (UCEA)

  jennifercook@mail.utexas.edu

The University of  Texas at Austin
The University Council for
Educational Administration  
1 University Station-D5400 
Austin, Texas 78712-0374  
Ph: 512-475-8592 
Fax: 512-471-5975
www.ucea.org
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Return Service Requested

May 2011 Jackson Scholars nominations due, May 20
Award nominations due, May 30

June-July 2011 UCEA HQ transition to the University of  Virginia, 
Charlottesville, June 25-August 1

September 2011 NPBEA meeting, Washington, DC

November 2011 Clark Scholar nominations due, Nov. 1
EC meeting, Nov. 15-16
Plenary Session, Pittsburgh, Nov. 16-17
2011 UCEA Convention, Pittsburgh, PA, Nov. 17-20

UCEA Headquarters is moving as of  August 1:

University Council for Educational Administration
The Curry School, The University of  Virginia
405 Emmet St. South
Charlottesville, VA 22903
(434) 924-6137


