
UCEA Review • Summer 2013 • 1www.ucea.org

UCEA  REVIEW
Summer 2013

Arizona State University
Auburn University  
Australian Catholic University
Bank Street College
Bowling Green State University  
Brigham Young University
Chinese University of  Hong
Kong
Clemson University
College of  William and Mary
Duquesne University
Florida Alantic University 
Florida State University  
Fordham University  
Georgia State University  
Hofstra University  
Illinois State University  
Indiana University  
Iowa State University  
Kansas State University  
Kent State University  
Lehigh University  
Louisiana State University  
Miami University
Michigan State University  
New Mexico State University  
New York University 
Nipissing University
North Carolina State University 
Northern Illinois University  
Ohio State University
Oklahoma State University  
Pennsylvania State University
Portland State University  
Rutgers University  
St. Johns University  
St. Louis University
Sam Houston State University    
San Diego State University
Stephen F. Austin State 
University
Temple University  
Tennessee State University  
Texas A & M University
Texas State University– 
San Marcos
Texas Woman’s University
University at Buffalo/SUNY  
University of  Alabama
University of  Arizona
University of  Arkansas
University of  Central Arkansas
University of  Cincinnati  
University of  Connecticut  

Headquartered at the University of  Virginia Curry School of  Education
University Council for Educational Administration

University of  Dayton  
University of  Florida  

University of  Georgia  
University of  Houston  

University of  Illinois–Chicago
University of  Illinois– 

Urbana Champaign  
University of  Iowa  

University of  Kansas  
University of  Kentucky

University of  Lincoln  
University of  Louisville  
University of  Maryland  

University of  Massachusetts–
Boston

University of  Minnesota  
University of  Missouri–

Columbia    
University of  Nebraska–Lincoln  

University of  Nevada– 
Las Vegas  

University of  New Mexico  
University of  North Carolina–

Chapel Hill  
University of  North Carolina–

Greensboro  
University of  North Texas

University of  Northern 
Colorado  

University of  Oklahoma  
University of  Oregon  

University of  Pennsylvania
University of  Pittsburgh  

University of  Southampton
University of  Tennessee–

Knoxville  
University of  Texas–Austin  

University of  Texas–El Paso
University of  Texas– 

Pan American  
University of  Texas–

San  Antonio  
University of  Toledo  

University of  Utah  
University of  Virginia  

University of  Washington  
University of  Wisconsin–

Madison  
University of  Wisconsin–

Milwaukee
Vanderbilt University  

Virginia Commonwealth 
University

Washington State University  
Wayne State University  

Volume 54  Number 2
Efficiencies and School District Size 

in Arkansas

Editor’s Foreword 

The theme for this issue is about the ways in which poverty affects students 
in public schools. The purpose is not to focus on the deficits traditionally 
associated with poverty; instead, it is important to address poverty by mak-
ing changes in schools that will support students’ academic and personal 
growth. School leaders can enact positive changes by considering the effects 
of  poverty on students and how school curriculum, teacher quality, and 
resource allocations can address these effects in meaningful ways. The fol-
lowing article informs us about the impact of  school district size and cost 
per student across school districts in Arkansas. – Mariela Rodriguez          

Both theoreticians and school practitioners have long asked if  there is a 
relationship between school expenditures and student achievement.  In the 
1960s, studies such as the Coleman report of  1966, Jencks et al.’s (1972) in-
terpretation of  the Coleman data, and Boudon’s (1974) interpretation were 
unable to show any meaningful association between school expenditures 
and student achievement and therefore declared that schools made little 
difference.  With the national data from 4,000 schools, 60,000 teachers, and 
570,000 students in hand, it appeared that what made the biggest difference 
was the child’s socioeconomic status.  Trani (2009) found school district size 
significantly related to decreased academic achievement, which was even 
lower when the variable of  student low socioeconomic status was added.  
This coincides with Kennedy and Tolbert (2012), who examined districts 
in Ohio and concluded that increasing district size had a negative effect on 
student achievement.

 Recent data from Arkansas prompted an investigation into these 
questions.  The following questions guided our study:  Are large school 
districts any more efficient in their output in terms of  achievement output 
than small districts?  What are the cost differences in educating students 
among various sizes of  school districts? 

Framework
In an earlier study (Womack, Taylor, & Paul, 1995), average daily member-
ship (ADM) was used as an index of  school district size.  This was done in 
an effort to keep the analysis simple and on a fairly common denominator 
across Arkansas’s 321 independent school districts as they existed in Janu-
ary 1992 and were reported on in 1995. The present study is a replication 
of  the 1995 study.  

Sid Womack, Arkansas Tech University
Kerry Roberts, Stephen F. Austin University

Shellie Hanna, Arkansas Tech University
Peggy Woodall, Henderson State University
Karen Womack, Arkansas Tech University
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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 education-
al administration community in conversation and debate. 
If  you have ideas concerning substantive 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. 

Many other variables could have been used as independent 
variables for classifying and exploring Arkansas school districts: 
number of  certified staff, square mileage within the district boundar-
ies, local mileage assessed, average salaries of  teachers.  Those might 
be useful for subsequent studies, but the most common denominator 
across school districts for comparison purposes seemed to be ADM.  
Many of  the other possibilities for independent variables hinge either 
directly or indirectly upon ADM for their creation.

The Rankings of  Arkansas School Districts on Selected Items (Arkan-
sas State Department of  Education, 1993) were reviewed in arriving 
at a means for investigation in both the 1995 and present studies.  
That document, promulgated annually by the Arkansas State Depart-
ment of  Education, ranked school districts on expense per ADM for 
each of  the previous 2 years, ADM for number of  teachers K–12 
for each of  the previous 2 years, and other variables. From the same 
source, data were obtained from 319 (now 244) school districts about 
dropouts, attendance rates, completion rates, retention rates, pass 
rates on criterion-referenced achievement tests, ACT scores, Ad-
vanced Placement exams, public college remediation, core curricu-
lum enrollment in college math and college science, administrative 
expenses per ADM, and athletic expenses per ADM. 

The fact that many of  these expenses were reported by the 
Arkansas State Department of  Education on a per-ADM basis con-
curred with the decision to use ADM as an independent variable for 
analysis.  Data for the present study were made available electroni-
cally for research purposes.  None of  the data reviewed in the present 
study referenced any student or small group of  students specifically, 
and comparisons were made between different strata sizes of  dis-
tricts rather than between any specific districts.

Approaching the topic of  school district size might at first 
glance seem like an attempt to control the uncontrollable.  How does 
any district control how people move within its borders?  But just as 
it might appear that the topic of  school district size and efficiency 
per education dollar might be a purely hypothetical issue, a casual 
inspection of  the difference between the 319 districts that existed in 
Arkansas in the early 1990s and the 244 that exist today is a reminder 
that policy makers are engineering school districts according to size.  

Finding the optimal size of  district in a given state is a germane 
topic if  consolidation is to continue on such a scale.  There are 
75 fewer independent school districts in Arkansas compared to a 
generation ago, and most of  those mergers came from the ranks 
of  the smallest districts.

Creation of  Strata
Five strata appeared obvious after spending some time with the 
data at the time of  the 1995 study. The same stratification scheme 
was utilized in comparing the 2011 data for this study.  There were 
137 districts in the strata of  smallest schools, ADM of  499 or less 
in 1992.  The second strata had 500–800 students in ADM, and 
there were 56 of  those in 2011.  The third noticeable separation 
in strata was 801–3,000 students and accounted for 108 school 
districts in 1995 and 112 in 2011.  The fourth strata was set from 
3,001–9,000, with 26 districts in both 1995 and 2011.  There were 
four school districts in the “ultra-large” strata for Arkansas in 
1995 and eight in 2011, although in some states they might not be 
considered to be ultra-large.  The largest strata contained districts 
with over 9,000 students in ADM.    

Parameters Versus Statistics  
What is reported here, then, is a set of  population parameters 
rather than sample statistics.  While inferential techniques were 
used to add clarity to the analysis, it was understood that they 
were technically superfluous.  When an entire population is mea-
sured, any observed difference is a real difference (Gay, Mills, & 
Airasian, 2012).

Research Questions
The data were analyzed to answer two research questions:

1. Which size, or sizes, of  school district appears to be most 
efficient in terms of  dollars?  

2.  Which size of  district has the highest achievement in terms 
of  the ACT as a dependent variable?
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ADM than the modest administrative costs associated with edu-
cating the same student in a 3,001–9,000 ADM school ($237.05).  
Lowering administrative costs has not proven to be a plausible rea-
son for consolidation.  Running large bureaucracies ties up a lot 
of  money.  Remember that the per-ADM multiplier in the largest 
strata is much higher because each of  those 9,001+ students is 
costing $593 more than in even a slightly smaller district.  Admin-
istrative cost per ADM accounted for 87% of  the variance in this 
comparison.

If  the choices about retaining larger districts and consolidating 
some of  the smaller ones have not always followed the data, the 
choices about where people locate to live and raise their families 
have not, either (Table 5). Over 5 years, the two largest strata of  
school districts have grown in ADM while the smaller three strata 
have stayed about the same or have decreased in size.  The popular 
choice of  moving to the big city is working against maximizing ef-
ficiency from Arkansas’s education dollar.

Findings
Data were examined to see which strata of  school districts had the 
highest costs per student in ADM.  Costs were highest in the small-
est school districts, averaging $10,598 in 2011 (see Table 1).  The 
next-least efficient size of  Arkansas school district was the largest 
strata, those with over 9,000 ADM.  The cost per student in the 
largest districts was $9,433.

Costs per ADM did not vary statistically except for the smallest dis-
tricts, but the variance between the Strata 5 districts and the Strata 
4 districts had fiscal importance.  It cost about $600 per student 
more to educate a student in a 9,001+ ADM district than in the next 
smaller size district, 3001–9,000.  That inefficiency was multiplied 
by thousands of  students attending the eight largest districts in the 
state.  At least the $10,598 per ADM cost in the smallest strata was 
contained within relatively small numbers of  students.  

The same pattern of  expenditures, of  which sizes of  school 
districts had the largest cost per student in average daily attendance, 
had been present in the 1990, 1991, and 1992 school years (see Ta-
ble 2) in the earlier study.  Those data are included in order to sug-
gest that this pattern may be a matter of  theoretical, not spurious, 
importance. 

The pattern was nearly the same in the 1990s as in 2011:  The very 
smallest and very largest school districts had the highest per-ADM 
expenditures, with little to no significant or practical difference in 
output in ACT units (Table 3). School districts of  501–9,000 ADM 
had small, statistically and practically insignificant differences in 
costs as well as outputs in 1992.  In 2011, it took an additional $588 
per student in the largest school districts in Arkansas to produce 
ACT scores that were barely statistically higher and questionably of  
practical difference.  It is still possible to receive a quality education 
in any size school district in Arkansas (Table 3).

In 2011, the per-ADM administrative costs among the largest 
schools were steeply higher compared to the costs with the four 
smaller strata (Table 4); $830.40 is a much larger investment per 

Table 1
Dollar Cost per ADM in Five Strata of  Arkansas School Districts, 2011

Strata
Dollar cost  
per ADM

No. 
districts

Duncan’s  
significance

< 500 ADM 10,597.70*   37 A (.05)
501–800 ADM 9,415.80 112 B
801–3,000 ADM 9,033.60 112 B
3,001–9,000 ADM 8,845.70   26 B
> 9,000 ADM 9,433.40     8 B

Table 2
Dollar Cost per ADM in Five Strata of  Arkansas School Districts,  
1990, 1991, and 1992

Strata 1990 1991 1992
< 500 ADM 3,159.20 3,526.60 3,498.70
501–800 ADM 2,721.00 3,072.70 3,070.30
801–3,000 ADM 2,556.50 2,900.10 2,965.20
3,001–9,000 ADM 2,628.00 2,995.70 3,001.90
> 9,000 ADM 3,536.30 3,885.50 3,994.80

Table 3
Average ACT Scores Across Five Strata of  Arkansas School Districts,  
1992 and 1995

Strata

1992 1995
Average  

ACT 
score*

Average 
ACT 

score***
No. 

districts
Duncan’s 

significance
< 500 ADM 19.13 19.68   37 C

501–800 ADM 19.31 19.78   56 C
801–3,000 ADM 19.69 20.25 112 BC
3,001–9,000 ADM 20.33 21.06   26 AB
> 9,000 ADM 20.25 21.68     8 A

*Differences < .05. ***Differences < .0001, R2 = 0.11, F = 7.10

Table 4
Administrative Costs per ADM in Five Strata of  Arkansas School  
Districts in 2011

Strata
Dollar cost  
per ADM

No. 
districts

Duncan’s  
grouping

< 500 ADM   19.76   37 D
501–800 ADM   28.73   56 D
801–3,000 ADM   74.98 112 C
3,001–9,000 ADM 237.05   26 B
> 9,000 ADM 830.40     8 A

Table 5
Percent of  ADM Change Over Previous 5 Years Between Five Strata  
of  Arkansas School District Sizes in 2011

Strata
% change 
2007–2011

No. 
districts

Duncan’s  
grouping

< 500 ADM –11   37 D
501–800 ADM  –6   56 CD
801–3,000 ADM  –2 112 BC
3,001–9,000 ADM    4   26 B
> 9,000 ADM  10     8 A
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Snapshots of  School Leadership in the 21st Century:  
Perils and Promises of  Leading for Social Justice,  
School Improvement, and Democratic Community

Editors: 

Michele A. Acker-Hocevar, Washington State University Tri-Cities
Julia Ballenger, Texas Wesleyan University
A. William Place, University of  Dayton
Gary Ivory, New Mexico State University

A volume in the UCEA Leadership Series

We provide snapshots describing this critically important time in our nation when federal educational policy implementation has been at a level 
previously unheard of  in the United States. You also receive access to the 27 focus-group transcripts on which the chapters are based. Instructors 
of  qualitative research may find these data useful in their classes, e.g., for students to practice different types of  data analysis and coding.

The per-ADM costs of  special education are greater in larger 
districts.  Strata 4 districts averaged $695 add-on costs for special 
education, and Strata 5 districts cost $807.  Strata 1, 2, and 3 dis-
tricts averaged $643, $614, and $627, respectively. The expectations 
for free and appropriate public educations may be higher in larger 
districts, but the cost gap is nearly $200 per child receiving special 
education services. 

Conclusions
It is apparent that there is academic quality to be found in any size 
of  Arkansas school district.  Efficiency, however, is a different issue. 
School districts of  3,001–9,000 students had the best combination 
of  efficiency and student achievement.  The 37 very small school 
districts that have survived the previous 20 years of  consolidation 
represent instances of  geographic remoteness.  They have been dif-
ficult to merge with other districts because there has been no one to 
merge them with.  Their inefficiencies seem easy to tolerate when 
the inefficiencies of  the largest districts must be tolerated and with 
the numbers of  students those inefficiencies must be multiplied by.

This study needs to be replicated in other states to see if  
the findings hold true.  When schools get too large, they seem to 
become inefficient, and student learning declines or is not at its 
maximum potential.  This could be because of  the many layers of  
bureaucracy and board policies that hinder learning and answers 
to questions or concerns in a timely manner.  Another factor that 
could hinder efficiency and student achievement in larger districts is 
the inability to contact the top echelon of  the administration.  Su-
perintendents and top ranking assistant superintendents seem to be 
protected by their secretaries, which makes it hard to get an answer 
or an audience. Also, websites are made so cumbersome that it is 
almost impossible to find out how to contact these top administra-
tors, especially the superintendent.  

Another reason for this loss of  efficiency and less than de-
sired student achievement is the make-up of  the board and their 
role.  The board members tend to be on the board for only status 
and for their own personal agenda.  Finally, before policy is made to 
consolidate districts because of  budget considerations, an examina-
tion must be made of  what the effect will be on student achieve-
ment.  This also has implications for making mega-districts smaller. 
It could be possible to have districts-within-a-district like there are 
schools-within-a-school so that student achievement is maximized.

References
Arkansas State Department of  Education. (1993). Rankings of  

Arkansas school districts on selected items. Little Rock, AR: Author.
Boudon, R. (1974). Education, opportunity, and social inequality. New 

York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.
Gay, L., Mills, G., & Airasian, P. (2012). Educational research: 

Competencies for analysis and  applications (10th ed.). Boston, MA: 
Pearson. 

Jencks, C., Smith, M., Acland, H., Bane, M. J., Cohen, D., Gintis, 
H., ... Michelson, S. (1972). Inequality: A reassessment of  the effect 
of  family and schooling in America. New York, NY: Basic Books.

Kennedy, B., & Tolber, J. (2012). The importance of  school district size. 
Capstone course project for SBSCOL 591. Retrieved from http://
polisci.osu.edu/sites/polisci.osu.edu/files/The 
%20Importance%20of%20School%20District%20Size.pdf

Trani, R. (2009). Relationship between student achievement, school district 
economies of  scale, school district size, and student socioeconomic 
status. George Fox University. Retrieved from ProQuest 
Dissertations & Theses database (21997096) 

Womack, S., Taylor, D., & Paul, R. (1995, October). Efficiencies and 
characteristics of  Arkansas school districts. Paper presented at 
the meeting of  the Association of  Teacher Educators, Little 
Rock, AR.



UCEA Review • Summer 2013 • 5www.ucea.org

I was recently invited to listen, learn, 
synthesize and pull together a set of  
key take-aways from the last day and 
a half  of  the 2013 Southern Regional 
Education Board (SREB) leadership 
symposium.  The symposium, which 
worked to tie together teaching and 
leadership, proved a wonderful oppor-
tunity to think through and share les-
sons I have learned about educational 

leadership preparation. 
Before we can get to the specifics of  how to develop leaders 

and/or design leadership preparation and development experienc-
es, we have to be clear about what we mean by the term leadership.  
What exactly is leadership?  What comes to mind?  A list of  char-
acteristics?  A person?  A position?  What kinds of  leaders do we 
need in education?  Is the notion clear?  Is it well articulated in our 
program materials?  If  you ran into the local district superintendent, 
mayor, university president, etc., and you got into a conversation 
about your work, could you articulate your vision of  educational 
leadership to her or him?  What if  this person were rushed, but 
interested—could you articulate your vision between the door and 
her or his car?  

Why is this important?  Developing leadership is a massive 
responsibility, and in order to get the outcomes we want and need, 
we must have a clear idea of  the leadership we are developing.  

Leadership by Design
During the SREB Leadership Summit, Fred Brown of  Learning 
Forward shared a set of  questions urging attendees to think about 
what it is we want students, teachers, and leaders to learn.  He posed 
these questions to make a point:  Identifying what we want folks to 
learn is essential to achieving that outcome.  Arguably, these are the 
beginning and end points of  design. 

Design is an iterative process.  It starts at very beginning.  It is 
a way of  thinking, of  organizing and making things clear.  It requires 
that designers have the end user and end goal in mind throughout 
the entire process. Design is about intentionality: designing with the 
end in mind.

When thinking about designing leadership, there are some 
interconnected principles to consider.  I consider four to be par-
ticularly important: (a) intentionality, (b) interconnection, (c) inter-
dependence, and (d) impact.

Intentionality
The first element is intentionality.  This is perhaps the most impor-
tant element of  designing for leadership. 

During the SREB Leadership Summit, I was really pleased 
by the number of  times that the issue of  “intentionality” emerged.  
Eleanor Dougherty, one of  the major forum speakers, talked about 
intentionality in the design of  classroom assignments.  Kenna 
Barger, another featured speaker, discussed structuring lessons with 

From the Director: Leadership by Design

Michelle D. Young
UCEA Executive Director

intention, and Betty Fry, an SREB project director, described the in-
tentionality built into the Florida Turnaround Leadership Program 
Design.  The number of  times intentionality was mentioned gave 
the impression that this design principle is the rule rather than the 
exception—but I’m not sure that is the case.

Let’s focus on the leadership development work we engage in 
within our programs.  Earlier we considered what we meant by lead-
ership generally and educational leadership specifically; now let’s ar-
ticulate the kinds of  leaders or leadership that we are trying to devel-
op in our programs.  Consider completing the following sentence:  
“Graduates of  my institution’s program ___________________.” 
Putting into words the kinds of  leaders we are working to develop 
and what we want them to be able to know, do, and believe possible 
isn’t particularly easy, but it is important.  It should be the first step 
in fleshing out a program of  learning.

In thinking about your definition of  leadership, you may have 
listed features from the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Con-
sortium (ISSLC) standards or the National Board for Professional 
Teaching standards for advanced leadership.  Since the ISLLC stan-
dards were first released in the late 1990s, their influence has been 
significant.  Most states have either adopted or adapted these stan-
dards, and they serve as an anchor for many preparation programs, 
evaluation systems, and to some degree the National Board.  The 
extensive use of  the ISLLC standards to guide leadership prepa-
ration, practice, and evaluation has solidified their role as the de 
facto national leadership standards.  Thus, having a definition that is 
anchored to the standards would be unsurprising.  However, using 
state or national standards without question or as a default indi-
cates a lack of  true engagement with issues of  program intent or 
purpose.

Furthermore, a good deal has changed in the decade and 
a half  since the original publication of  the ISLLC Standards for 
School Leaders (Council of  Chief  State School Officers, 1996) as 
well as during the time since the standards were updated in 2008 
(Council of  Chief  State School Officers, 2008).  Standards and ac-
countability issues have come to the fore, not only in K-12 schools 
and districts but also in college and university preparation programs.  
Moreover the pace of  change in educational policy and practice has 
not slowed in recent years.  Indeed, since the revision of  the stan-
dards in 2008, important federal and state-level policy movements 
have emerged with significant implications for the practice of  edu-
cational leaders. 

What leadership is and must do is shifting.  Education is ex-
periencing a significant amount of  change.  The Common Core 
State Standards are merely one example of  educational change with 
implications for educational leaders.  With the increasing emphasis 
on the role of  leaders in fostering teacher quality, significant de-
velopment will need to occur among the leadership and aspiring 
leadership core to understand, be able to identify, model, evaluate, 
and develop effective teaching practice.  These changes in expec-
tations and learning have significant implications for educational 
leadership. More localized changes, such as the growth in English 
language learner populations in certain regions of  the United States, 
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also hold significant implications for how leaders are prepared and 
practice. Thus, while state and national standards should have an im-
portant role within a given leadership development program, most 
programs will have a larger, more extensive or possibly more focused 
intent.

Once programs have a solid definition of  the kinds of  lead-
ers they are working to develop, theory-of-action statements (Ar-
gyris & Schön, 1996) can be developed that tie program elements 
to program outcomes.  The UCEA Curriculum Mapping Guide (Orr, 
O’Doherty, & Barber, 2012), which is available free of  charge on the 
UCEA website (http://ucea.org/curriculum-mapping-guide/), pro-
vides a worksheet that can guide the articulation of  program theories 
of  action.  Essentially, this process involves drawing a clear line be-
tween specific learning experiences offered within a program and the 
outcomes of  the program.  For example, a theory-of-action state-
ment might read something like, “Because leadership candidates in 
our program do x, they develop the knowledge and ability to do y.”  

Theory-of-action statements are helpful in articulating the 
goals of  programs, courses, assignments, and individual candidate 
development.  More importantly, the articulation of  program theo-
ries of  action is the first step in intentional curriculum design.  Pro-
gram principles or theories of  action together represent a program 
theory of  how the preparatory content, pedagogy, and experiences 
can best develop candidates into leaders.  As such, a theory of  action 
identifies the core concepts to be taught, the means by which learn-
ing is facilitated, and the nature of  field experiences.  The theory of  
action also spells out how core concepts individually and collectively 
yield intended candidate outcomes of  quality leadership.

Integration
The second element of  leadership by design is integration—the in-
tegration of  preparation with practice, of  knowledge with theory, of  
philosophy with action. Although the most obvious tool for authen-
tic learning is the internship, it is neither the only tool nor always 
used properly.  Significant thought and planning should be dedicated 
to designing learning experiences that are both authentic and inte-
grative.  

Over the last 6 years, UCEA has worked with faculty and prac-
ticing leaders from over 20 institutions and school districts to de-
velop a framework for learning in educational leadership programs 
that has authentic and powerful learning at its core.  The framework, 
powerful learning experiences (UCEA, 2011; http://www.ucea.org/
lsdl-preparation-modules-new/), is based on adult learning princi-
ples and includes the following nine characteristics:

1. Experiences are authentic, meaningful, and relevant.

2. Experiences involve sense making around critical problems of  
practice and involve problem finding, linking theory and prin-
cipled practice.

3. Experiences explore, critique, and deconstruct from an equity 
perspective.

4. Experiences require collaboration and interdependence.

5. Experiences develop confidence in leadership.

6. Experiences place both the professor and student in a learning 
situation.

7. Experiences empower learners and make them responsible for 
their own learning.

8. Experiences shift learners’ perspective from the classroom to 
the school, district, or state level.

9. Experiences have a reflective component.

Building leadership capacity involves much more than expos-
ing leadership candidates to information about leadership and what 
leaders do; it also requires practice, feedback, and more practice. It 
is important to point out, that while powerful learning experiences 
may include field-based practice, this is not an essential ingredient. 
Simulations, case studies, and demonstrations are among a number 
of  potential teaching strategies that might be used in designing a 
powerful learning experience.  For examples of  numerous power-
ful learning experiences visit the UCEA curriculum module sec-
tion of  the UCEA website (UCEA, 2011; http://www.ucea.org/
lsdl-preparation-modules-new/).

Regardless, one cannot deny the power of  a well-designed 
and supported leadership internship. Well-designed internships 
develop one’s understanding of  administrative routines and daily 
tasks, engage leaders in real-life and real-time problem framing and 
problem-solving experiences, and provide an opportunity to see 
the impact of  decision making in the short and longer term. The 
importance of  a high-quality internship is bolstered by research in 
educational leadership and other professional fields and adult learn-
ing theory in general (Young, Crow, Murphy, & Ogawa, 2009). 

Developing high-quality and authentic learning experiences 
(whether they take place as part of  a course or as part of  a practi-
cum or internship) can be one of  the greatest challenges for pro-
gram developers.  Many programs and partnerships struggle to find 
funding for internships and options for gaining candidate release 
time from teaching or administrative duties so that they can engage 
in field-based leadership experiences.  Even under ideal circum-
stances, however, the day-to-day challenges and needs of  schools 
can overwhelm even well-supported and well-planned clinical ex-
periences. 

Having a memorandum of  understanding, like those includ-
ed in the SREB (2008) leadership development module on district 
partnerships, while not foolproof, can help a great deal.  Like any 

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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learning experience, however, it is essential that field-based experi-
ences be well defined and that everyone involved in supporting and 
facilitating the experiences understands the expectations and over-
arching goals for the experience.

Interdependence
A well-designed field experience is dependent upon the third ele-
ment of  leadership by design: interdependence.  SREB (2009) has 
a really helpful set of  resources for university and districts seeking 
to develop partnerships, such as “Developing Internship Programs 
for School Leaders.”  Well-designed university–district partnerships 
are mutually beneficial to the organizations involved and provide 
a powerful combination of  resources and expertise for leadership 
development. 

However, interdependence refers to more than university–
district partnerships. As my colleagues George Peterson and Paula 
Short and I argued in the early 2000s, the field of  education needs 
to adopt a league mentality (Young, Petersen, & Short, 2002).  
Resources and expertise for educational leadership development 
reside in many organizations and entities.  Efforts should be made 
to build bridges among the different stakeholder groups.  Too many 
universities, school districts, and professional associations continue 
to think like loners:  “We know best, they don’t know what they 
are doing, we can do this better/cheaper/faster, their ideas/work/
contributions are irrelevant, it is too much work to collaborate…”  
Many of  us have heard these messages in some form or another 
consistently over the last two decades, and it is time for our 
profession to grow up.  Too often our thoughts devolve to turf  
and boundary disputes, concerns over market share or visibility, and 
other micropolitical spoilers, instead of  puzzling over how we can 
work together to achieve our goal.

Have you ever wondered what part we have played in dis-
abling, rather than enabling, educational leadership capacity due to 
inaccurate notions about our selves, our institutions, and others—
due to our inability to work interdependently?  As one of  SREB’s 
leadership team members, Kathy O’Neill, noted, “We can’t imple-
ment any significant change or even do high-quality impactful work 
in isolation.”  It is important that we recognize the incredible wealth 
around us as well as our own limitations, and more importantly we 
need to start capitalizing on those resources as never before.  The 
stakes increase every second for the children in our schools.  

If  we really want to ensure that every leader in every school 
has the capacity to support the learning of  all students, then we 
must work as a professional community, and we must think about 
our work together as career long, from the initial identification and 
tapping of  aspiring leaders forward.  We need to work together to 
design and build the kind of  leadership our schools deserve, to de-
fine the leadership we want for specific contexts, to identify prom-
ising candidates, to select them, to develop them, to support and 
evaluate them. 

Impact

The fourth element of  leadership by design is impact.  The four 
elements—intentionality, integration, interdependence, and im-
pact—are strongly interrelated.  Impact and intentionality in a way 
represent the beginning and end of  the design process, though the 
relationship is iterative. We know we must design with the end in 
mind—in other words, for impact.  Designing for impact, however, 

involves more than articulating the kind of  leadership we intend 
to develop, as we did through our theory-of-action statements.  
Indeed, it involves thinking through the formative and summa-
tive evaluations and indicators of  candidate learning and readiness 
that will allow us to answer the question: “Did we accomplish our 
goal?”  

In answering this question, faculty will need to identify both 
the outcomes they expect as well as the program components 
they believe will be most influential.  To facilitate program design 
and evaluation, UCEA has developed a formative and summative 
evaluation planner, Developing Evaluation Evidence (Orr, Young, & 
Rorrer, 2010).  The planner is organized according to logic model 
characterizing the impact of  leadership preparation.  It reflects 
how program inputs and outcomes are conceptualized and vali-
dated in evaluation research on leadership preparation programs.  
The planner includes

• a conceptual model of  the link between leadership prepara-
tion and outcomes,

• a guide for identifying evaluation evidence, and

• an evaluation-planning worksheet. 

Given that most programs are guided by their own theory 
of  action or program theory, which connects choices in program 
content, delivery, and design to expected outcomes, the planner 
supports a variety of  program designs.  For those interested in 
understanding whether their program had the intended outcome, 
the Initiative for Systemic Program Improvement through Research 
in Educational Leadership (INSPIRE) survey suite was specifically 
designed for this purpose (see UCEA, 2013; http://edleaderprep 
.org/inspire/2013/Initiative-for-Systemic-Program-Improvement 
-through-Research-in-Educational-Leadership.html). The SLPPS 
suite, which includes a program features survey, a program 
graduate survey, a practicing leader survey, and a teacher survey, 
helps programs assess the impact of  various program features. 

Devoping a
Purposeful and
Coherent 
Leadership
Preparation
Curriculum:

A Curriculum
Mapping Guide

www.ucea.org/curriculum-mapping-guide/
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Closing Thoughts on Designing Leadership 
In recent years, many leadership faculty members have redesigned 
the content and delivery of  their preparation programs to enhance 
and improve their influence on graduates’ leadership practices and 
school effectiveness.  The story of  our field includes considerable 
energy flowing into the improvement and enhancement of  prepa-
ration programs in educational leadership (Young et al., 2009). 

Programs that offer intentionally designed powerful learning 
experiences look quite different than those with more traditional 
program elements and practices. Developing programs with in-
tention, particularly when achieved collaboratively, will take time 
and effort.  To assist program faculty in their work to design high-
quality programs, UCEA offers a number of  resources.  Several 
of  these resources were mentioned above, such as the Developing 
Evaluation Evidence planner (Orr et al., 2010), UCEA’s (2011) curric-
ulum modules, and the Curriculum Mapping Guide (Orr et al., 2012).  
The UCEA Curriculum Mapping Guide begins with the premise that 
highly effective programs are intentionally designed.  It includes 
eight worksheets that walk program faculty through the process of  
articulating program theories of  action, curriculum mapping and 
design, coherence checks, developing powerful learning experienc-
es, and program evaluation. Each worksheet provides a set of  ques-
tions and protocols for facilitating conversations with colleagues 
about the program curriculum. 

Over the course of  its 55-year history, UCEA has consistently 
worked to engage university faculty in program development and 
improvement efforts.  Its activities have focused on the develop-
ment of  innovative programming, case studies, simulations, and 
standards; fostering research, publications, and research utilization; 
and supporting collaboration around program improvement. The 
resources mentioned above seek to continue UCEA’s contributions 
in the important area of  quality leadership preparation.
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Point/Counterpoint: 
Leadership in and Beyond Poverty

Mónica Byrne-Jiménez
Hofstra University 

The issue of  poverty continues to challenge school leaders nation-
wide. In the midst of  the “great recession” and as a result of  the 
stalemate in Washington, DC, evident in the continued sequestra-
tion and calls for austerity, schools are assuming greater responsi-
bilities for keeping children fed and ready to learn. The increasing 
levels of  poverty in suburban America have only highlighted what 
urban and rural schools have known for decades: Poverty hurts the 
most vulnerable in the community first.

But poverty exists in many forms: financial, intellectual, emo-
tional, spiritual. Schools often focus on the “financial” poverty of  
students without recognizing the “intellectual” poverty of  teach-
ers and leaders. This gap between what children and communities 
believe they can do and what schools and educators think children 
can do results in poverty of  the heart and soul of  all those involved 
in the learning enterprise. School leaders therefore must under-
stand the situation of  poverty but not be limited by it or by their 
own worldview, which assumes middle-class norms. We have long 
known that schools do not need saviors. Schools do need leaders 
who roll up their sleeves, understand that they don’t know what they 
don’t know, and commit to finding the wealths in the community.

This Point/Counterpoint focuses on the perspectives of  
those preparing leaders for urban and rural communities in the 
context of  poverty. The team from Lehigh University, led by faculty 
members Drs. Beachum and White, highlight the need to problema-
tize our definitions of  poverty and our subsequent inability to see 
the potential of  “poor” schools and children. Drs. Militello and Fu-
sarelli from North Carolina State share how their program listens to 
and privileges the voices of  communities marginalized by poverty. 
In both essays, it is clear that leaders must see poverty not as an indi-
vidual circumstance, but as a system rooted in historical, economic, 
and racial terms that limits opportunities for entire communities. 
Getting current and aspiring leaders to this level of  awareness and 
then helping them acquire the necessary skills is the challenge that 
these contributors lay at the feet of  program faculty. We must be 
critical of  our own assumptions about and experiences with poverty 
even as we engage aspiring leaders in this exploration. We must be 
ready to recognize and challenge the deficit models embedded in 
our pedagogy and programs, in order to discover the many poten-
tials that exist in urban and rural communities.

Urban Schools: Poverty, Plight, and Potential

Floyd D. Beachum, George P. White,
Anne Marie FitzGerald, & Adafo L. Austin

Lehigh University

On a recent trip to San Francisco for the American Educational 
Research Association annual meeting, one of  our team members 
was crossing a street in normal fashion heading back to the hotel. 
While waiting for the traffic signal to change, there was a gentle-
man sitting on the ground asking for money. He did not have a 
sign, or a speech, he just kept repeating the same words: “Can you 
give a little help?” This experience unearthed some major contra-
dictions. He was asking for help, yet surrounded by upscale hotels 
and shopping. Many of  us were at an international conference with 
poverty as the theme, yet to what extent does our work reach those 
most in need? And for those of  us who do research on urban 
schools or in urban communities, to what extent do we recipro-
cate? Many researchers get studies, grants, and notoriety from the 
urban plight, yet have we really improved the urban predicament? 
The purpose of  this essay is to better understand the notion of  
poverty, make connections to the plight of  urban schools, and to 
illuminate the potential in urban communities.

Understanding Poverty

In the United States, while no formal caste system exists, socio-
economic class navigation can be difficult (moving upwards of  
course). Although everyone knows that class issues exist, these is-
sues are almost never discussed, debated, or deconstructed. “Class 
is rarely talked about in the United States; nowhere is there more 
intense silence about the reality of  class differences than in educa-
tional settings” (hooks, 2003, p. 142). Ironically, this silence is con-
sent, and in a strange way we all play our roles in a comprehensive, 
covert, class-based game of  chess. 

Ruby Payne (2001), for all of  the criticism and critique she 
received, was insightful when she stated that poverty had to do 
with a lack of  resources (for an alternative perspective see Kun-
jufu, 2007). We see that children’s vulnerability is not because they 
have a moral failing or some connection to their race/ethnicity, 
but a lack of  resources, which could place any of  us at risk. At the 
same time the issue of  poverty is complex and can be linked to fac-
tors like the employment status of  parents, family dynamics, family 
earnings, and the educational attainment of  the parents (Obiakor 
& Beachum, 2005). As many of  us are aware, there is a huge con-
nection between poverty level and academic achievement. Epps 
(2005) stated, 

Wealth affects achievement in several ways; through its ef-
fect on the amount of  cultural capital to which a child is 
exposed, the ability of  families to live in communities with 
good public schools or to choose private schools, and the 
provision of  an ethos of  high academic and career ex-
pectations, students’ achievements are maximized. (p. 222) 

Dean’s PSR  
Designation Forms

July 1, 2013 is the due date for Dean’s PSR 
Designation Forms.  Forms will be e-mailed 
around early July and can be faxed back or scanned 
and sent as an e-mail attachment.
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This largely confirms what many of  us already know, that the 
quality of  a child’s education is largely based on family income, edu-
cational status, social and cultural capital, and/or wealth (McCray & 
Beachum, 2011; Milner, 2010). Similarly, by using a broader defini-
tion of  resources we understand that a higher class status gives ac-
cess to the language of  the middle class, travel opportunities, values, 
ethos, culture, and even humor. Not that these are bad things, but 
when we as educators and leaders believe that they are the norm and 
then we judge everyone else by these standards, then it becomes a 
problem. The mechanisms of  class separation can quickly lead to 
classism. This almost always negatively impacts those at the lower 
levels of  the class hierarchy. We must keep these things in mind as 
we work with urban schools and communities.

Revisiting Urban Schools

Urban schools have once again taken center stage with heightened 
scrutiny on superintendents in big cities, the public release of  stan-
dardized test score data, and the great interest in teacher activities 
and student behaviors. Additional evidence can be found in books 
(Beachum & McCray, 2011; Morris, 2009; Noguera, 2008; Payzant, 
2011), movies like Waiting for Superman (2010), and specials on tele-
vision such as “Heart of  the City”: Detroit’s Dropout Factories 
(2009). The word urban, on one hand, signifies a geographical loca-
tion in, near, or around a major city or it can be linked to population 
density (Obiakor & Beachum, 2005). On the other hand, it can also 
signify poverty, crime, and/or people of  color. Although the words 
may vary, we all know who lives there and we usually get a particular 
image in our minds when these places are mentioned. In reference 
to schools, “It is common knowledge that students who are poor 
and of  color are overrepresented in urban schools and that sub-
urban schools are attended largely by students who are White and 
more affluent” (Villegas & Lucas, 2002, p. 45). 

This geographic isolation is further complicated by the fact 
that far too many teachers and educational leaders are plagued by 
deficit-based theory and pathology instead of  strength-based theory. 
This ideology overtly or covertly supports a belief  in the intellectual 
inferiority of  students of  poverty and students of  color (Brooks, 
2012; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). This notion further advocates that 
these deficiencies can be genetic or cultural. It also spawns a view-
point that narrowly blames the victim and privileges middle-class, 
dominant culture. According to Larson and Ovando (2001), “When 
we use universal standards to judge student competence, without 
acknowledging disparities in either economic resources or oppor-
tunity, we consistently privilege the privileged” (p. 133). This is a 
major lesson for those of  us who are from, live in, work with, or are 
concerned about urban schools and communities. It highlights our 
agency and ability to interrupt cycles of  poverty, violence, under-
achievement, and stagnation through our interactions and relation-
ships with people in urban areas. We must engage these communi-
ties with the kind of  liberatory consciousness (Beachum, 2011) that 
recognizes their situation, respects their humanity, and situates us as 
learners and not only as leaders. 

Urban School Potential

As faculty members and graduate students, we are learning these les-
sons in real time as we work with preservice and practicing school 
administrators in Allentown and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. During 
a workshop with a group of  these administrators, a Lehigh faculty 

member wrote the word urban on the board and asked them to 
provide descriptors. They slowly began to list the likely answers: 
crime, drugs, gangs, violence, etc. Then, the facilitator asked them 
to do the exercise again noting only positive descriptors. This time 
the group produced words like community, diversity, uniqueness, and 
opportunity. While they were all too familiar with the litany of  nega-
tive comments, they also recognized the power and potential of  
urban schools and communities. It is this energy and perspective 
that we must utilize to improve urban schools. 
It will take new ideas, creative programming, and constant reflec-
tion. In our work, we have started doing neighborhood walks, 
with teachers and administrators actually walking and engaging 
the local community (people, stores, agencies, etc.). Sample ques-
tions could include these:

• What do you like about living in the neighborhood?
• How would you describe the families in this neighborhood?
• Do you have children in the neighborhood school?
• How would you describe the neighborhood school?
• How does the school connect with families in the neighbor-

hood?
• What would help you feel more connected to the school?

For more on the neighborhood walk, see the following URL: 
http://ucea.org/neighborhood-walk-ple/. We also have engaged 
urban school administrators by pairing up new urban school lead-
ers with experienced mentors. As we work with urban school 
teachers and administrators we learned some lessons. First, people 
have practice-based needs to address immediate problems. Sec-
ond, many communities are underserved, but people still should 
get the respect that they do deserve. And finally, in order to do 
this work, it takes a commitment to addressing the plight of  urban 
schools. Cornell West (2008) said that you have to love the people 
in order to lead the people. This takes an authentic understanding 
of  people’s situation while balancing that with our own beliefs and 
intentions. We must be ever vigilant of  the role that we as outsid-
ers play and see ourselves as leaders, learners, and co-creators. The 
work we do in urban communities is deserving of  our very best.
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We Make the Road by Walking:   
How Principal Preparation Can Get 
Beyond Poverty and to Community

Matt Militello & Bonnie Fusarelli
North Carolina State University

Preparing school leaders is a difficult enterprise. The local de-
mands and politics are largely hidden and capricious, state-level 
bureaucratic burdens of  standards are often untenable, and the 
constant bombardment of  hortatory pressures from the national 
level further exacerbates preparation. As a result, there has been a 
steady diet of  reconceptualizing university-based programs and a 
proliferation of  alternative preparation programs.  

These constant pressures may have led to what Larry Cuban 
(1990) called “reform[s] again, again, and again.” This tail chas-
ing is a function of  the constancy of  strategies that address the 
deficits associated with low-performing schools and community. 
Few efforts have viewed schools and communities as participants 
and assets to the improvement efforts. We submit that in order to 
advance any efforts of  school improvement there must be 

• knowledge and acceptance of  the historical traumas and 
current dimensions of  poverty and social inequities that 
have damaged communities, and

• commitment to invite and incorporate the marginalized voic-
es and knowledge of  community members into the solutions 
or healing that is needed. 

New Leadership Preparation in Northeastern North 
Carolina

Northeast North Carolina has a clear and present spirit rooted in 
faith and family. In the Northeast a resiliency and hope is enacted 
within families and in churches. In the midst of  this there are in-
stitutional and systemic deficits. Historical issues have created chal-
lenges of  abject poverty and racial segregation in the 14 districts 
that comprise Northeast North Carolina. North Carolina’s lowest 
performing schools are disproportionately clustered in this rural 
area. Taken together as a state, these 14 counties would rank num-
ber one for the highest teen pregnancy, infant mortality, and other 
deficit metrics. 

The Northeast Leadership Academy (NELA) was funded 
from federal Race to the Top funds. The academy is directed by 
North Carolina State University and is training three cohorts of  
emerging leaders in Northeast North Carolina. NELA is tapping 
into and building on local strengths to bolster both human capi-
tal and systemic capacity. In doing so, NELA has reconceptualized 
leadership preparation—taking it from the deficits to assets; from 
“I” to the “we”; from on campus to on site; from school leader-
ship to community leadership; from superhero to servant leaders; 
from “course” focus to “just-in-time, needs-based” topical prepara-
tion; and from a lone wolf  to a Wolfpack (pun intended). Thus, our 
cadre of  60 NELA graduates can create a tipping point (a critical 
mass of  similarly educated, highly motivated, and networked lead-
ers), creating a new narrative of  high expectations and performance 
(for more information, program features, and hundreds of  digital 
artifacts see http://go.ncsu.edu/nela).

As we developed NELA, we rejected the notion that conse-
quences of  historical traumas and the lack of  graciousness to com-
munity participation can be viewed solely through the lens of  pov-
erty (viz., Bomer, Dworin, May, & Semingson, 2008; Gorski, 2008; 
Valencia, 2010). Instead of  adapting a deficit model of  leadership 
preparation, we dig into the causes of  poverty. As such, our prepa-
ration is anchored in liberation—first by understanding the root 
causes of  poverty and then by harnessing the community assets to 
begin a new narrative of  healing and hope.

Signature Pedagogies, Learning, and Artifacts

To best exemplify this work, we offer three student artifacts. For 
each of  our learning objectives (tied to the North Carolina School 
Executive Standards), we co-construct learning experiences for our 
students. In turn, students create and publicly post an artifact that 
demonstrates their understanding or competency of  the objective.

1. Digital storytelling.  Digital storytelling is driven by its 
creators (Lundby, 2008). The process engages and empowers the 
voices of  the story tellers, “thereby examining and improving their 
positions as leaders and learners in their communities” (Freidus & 
Hlubinka, 2002, p. 26). We worked closely with the Llano Grande 
Center for Research and Development (see www.llanogrande.org). 
Llano Grande pioneered the utility of  digital storytelling as a ped-
agogy (Guajardo, Guajardo, & Casaperalta, 2008). Llano Grande 
worked with our student Fellows in multiday retreat settings to cre-
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ate a series of  community stories as well as thematic stories. One link 
for each is provided:

• Halifax Community Digital Story: http://vimeo.com/32097737
• Oxford Murder Digital Story: http://vimeo.com/52814058

2. Social justice advocacy. We have woven social justice ad-
vocacy into our preparation. In fact, social justice is a main tenant of  
our postprogram support. Students investigate group stereotype threat 
(Steele, 2011), the language of  equity traps (McKenzie & Scheurich, 
2004), and school leadership dimensions to ameliorate school injustices 
(Theoharis, 2010). The video artifact highlights some of  the feature of  
this advocacy work:

• Social Justice: https://vimeo.com/39192804

3. Community internship. Each NELA Fellow participates in 
a full-time, 6-week summer internship with a community organization. 
Fellows learn about the vision, mission, and daily operations of  the 
organization; better understand how community organizations can 
work in conjunction with schools and other institutions to meet critical 
needs; and gain a deeper appreciation for how the assets in the com-
munity can be leveraged to support students (Block, 2009). In addition, 
Fellows work with other leaders in organizations to design a plan for a 
community-based, school-affiliated initiative that addresses local needs 
and develop a viable grant proposal to support this initiative. To date, 
more than seven grants have been successfully funded. The video arti-
fact highlights one community internship experience:

• Cohort I Community Internship: https://vimeo.com/28057478

The ruling by Judge Howard Manning in Leandro v. State of  North 
Carolina (1997) found that not all students in Northeast North Carolina 
were receiving an “equal opportunity to receive a sound basic educa-
tion.” More than a decade later, this problem persists. How can we 
stem the tide of  educational inequalities? The purpose of  NELA is to 
harness the fertile grounds of  community awareness to reclaim school 
and community outcomes. We believe our graduates are well situated 
and capable of  envisioning, dreaming, and enacting this reclamation 
process. We believe NELA liberates Fellows to see, reflect, and action 
plan by harnessing the power of  community. By rejecting the myo-
pic notions of  poverty as a deficit, we believe a holistic approach that 
engages leaders, schools, and communities will reverse the trend of  
developing school leader advocates for community to advocates with 
communities.

The Leandro case demonstrates the futility of  case law, whereas, 
more recently, federal statue (No Child Left Behind) equally demon-
strates the impotency of  high-stakes accountability. Perhaps instead 
of  looking upward and outward we should seek answers from within. 
Perhaps instead of  mandates and sticks, we would be well served be-
ing inclusive and gracious. Perhaps experiences within the communities 

will provide insights and solutions. Perhaps “we make the road 
by walking” (Horton, Freire, Bell, Gaventa, & Peters, 1990) in 
the footsteps of  community members—for that is where the 
promises reside and hope endures.
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course-based knowledge and skills to real-world situations. Unique 
to the field experience is the focus on the school improvement 
process, where students take leadership at their school site to im-
prove learning for a targeted population of  students. Like the doc-
toral program, the MA and credential programs are cohort based, 
and SDSU accepts two cohorts each year. One of  these cohorts 
is in partnership with San Diego Unified School District, where 
students experience value added components customized to the 
needs of  this large, urban district. This partnership is helping the 
school district develop their leadership capacity and provides men-
tor principals and specific professional development to program 
participants.   

Faculty in the Department of  Educational Leadership are ac-
tively engaged in research and other activities to promote closing 
the achievement gap, develop cultural awareness and understand-
ing, and bring new insights to educational leadership and organi-
zational reform. Such efforts include faculty’s involvement in the 
National Center for Urban School Transformation, directed by Joe 
Johnson; the National Center for the 21st Century Schoolhouse, 
directed by Cynthia Uline; and the Chinese and American Educa-
tional Leadership Symposia, coordinated by Cheryl Ward.

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

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

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

UCEA Welcomes New Member: San Diego State University

The mission of  the San Diego State University (SDSU) Depart-
ment of  Educational Leadership is to prepare future school leaders 
who desire to make a powerful difference in the lives of  students. 
The department’s motto is Learn, Lead, Transform: 

• Learn how to respond to emerging challenges and opportuni-
ties facing schools.

• Lead and nurture the capacity of  others toward a vision of  
excellence for all demographic groups of  students.

• Transform schools into dynamic learning communities that 
focus on results.
SDSU offers an EdD in Educational Leadership with a Spe-

cialization in PK-12 Education, an MA in Educational Leadership 
with a Specialization in PK-12 Education, and a credential program 
in School Administration. 

 The doctoral program, with classes scheduled primarily on 
Saturdays, accommodates working professionals’ schedules and 
seeks candidates who hold school leadership positions wanting to 
continue their education to make a greater difference in schools 
and organizations serving PK-12 students.  Students work together 
in cohorts to solve real problems of  practice, engage in inquiry-
based problem solving, and develop a systems thinking approach 
to understanding issues of  relevance in education. The program is 
designed to enable candidates to complete coursework and a dis-
sertation in 3 years by providing individual support for academic 
writing and dissertation study from the outset of  the program. The 
program is unique in that dissertation committee members include 
an outside practitioner who is actively employed in the work of  
PK-12 schools.  

The MA and credential programs are based on national 
ISLLC standards and the California Professional Standards for Ed-
ucational Leaders. Field-based experiences are central to the pro-
gram, offering participants the opportunity to immediately apply 
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Innovative Programs:
Westminster College’s Graduate School Goes Blended Learning

Hans W. Klar
Clemson University

This article, originally submitted by Robert L. Zorn, the Graduate 
School Coordinator at Westminster College, is about the Westmin-
ster College Graduate School’s educational administration program, 
which has been transformed from the traditional classroom format 
to a blended learning format. This article highlights various aspects 
of  this innovative program as well as the rationale for the shift to 
this new paradigm of  pedagogy for graduate studies. 

Westminster College is located in New Wilmington, Penn-
sylvania. The Graduate School at Westminster offers master’s de-
grees in teaching, K-12 school principal preparation, K-12 school 
superintendency preparation, and a reading specialization. The 
school also will soon be offering a degree in special education. In 
the 2012–2013 academic year, the school transitioned from the tra-
ditional learning format found in most graduate school classrooms 
to a blended learning format for all graduate courses. 

An Introduction to Blended Learning
At Westminster, blended learning, as the name implies, is a blend of  
the traditional face-to-face class format with assignments complet-
ed online. Each three-credit course taught using the blended format 
consists of  14 three-hour sessions. Instructors may hold up to sev-
en of  the sessions online in lieu of  face-to-face classes. In essence, 
blended learning is a mix of  face-to-face and on-line interaction. 

• Creativity in faculty is fostered through their engagement with 
students in online, out-of-class assignments that encourage 
independent study and inquiry.

• Creativity in students is fostered by encouraging discovery 
across a wider range of  resources.

• Student learning is increased by increasing student responsi-
bility for learning.

• Self-pacing by students allows them to progress at varying 
rates within the time parameters set for the course.

• Students share their work with fellow students.

• Discussion among students via blogging about their assign-
ments completed for the course brings them closer together 
as classmates.

• Learning is flexible, at times more convenient for students.

All these factors culminate to engage students in a meaningful 
learning environment. Using online technology in learning is also 
enjoyable for many students and creates excitement in the learning 
process by making it more active and more personalized. 

The transition to blended classes at Westminster was made 
to enhance students’ learning experiences in a number of  ways. 
One reason was to foster students’ abilities to collaborate with their 
classmates through effective written communication related to the 
completion of  online assignments. Completing assignments in this 
manner allows students to conduct research and share a much wid-
er range of  materials, texts, and resources than otherwise possible. 

It also helps students develop critical thinking, collaboration, and 
problem-solving skills, all critical in the 21st-century workplace. In 
all of  these ways, blended learning affords students experiences that 
they might not otherwise have.

Blended learning provides students with the flexibility to ac-
commodate the myriad demands they have on their time today. It 
enables them to better utilize their time for and their focus on learn-
ing as they have more control over their time on task, more choice 
of  where and when their learning takes place, and more say about 
the pace at which their learning occurs. Another factor, location, is 
key in that student learning is not restricted to campus classrooms, 
libraries, labs, or other brick-and-mortar buildings. Attendance, of-
ten required as part of  a traditional college course grade, is not a 
factor for blended, out-of-class assignments. 

Teaching Blended Learning Courses
Teachers in blended learning courses become mentors who actively 
guide students through the completion of  research assignments. 
Throughout the process, students are able to ask their teachers ques-
tions online and have been found to ask more questions through 
the various online media available to them than they do in regular 
classroom settings. This has helped instructors make the learning 
experience more personal for students. 

In the assignments students complete during the distance-
learning portion of  each course, the emphasis is on individualizing 
each student’s learning opportunities. Instructors accomplish this 
by designing out-of-class learning experiences that foster student 
engagement in the learning process within the typical university se-
mester. As students reflect on and share their thinking with their 
peers, they share knowledge, attitudes, conclusions, and data analy-
ses from their coursework. Students have a week to submit their 
completed work, findings, conclusions, research, and questions via 
e-mail to the instructor. Students are able to pace themselves within 
this timeframe, and they are able to explore more resources than 
they are usually able to within the confines of  a traditional course 
syllabus. The instructor then reviews the students’ work and e-mails 
feedback to them, answering questions and guiding the students’ 
inquiries into the subject matter.

In addition to learning individually, students are able to collab-
orate with their peers via an interactive portal to complete their as-
signed studies. Students access this portal through technology they 
typically already own: tablets, computers, laptops, smart phones, or 
iPod Touches. Using these devices, students engage in complex, 
higher order thinking assignments and give feedback to their peers 
and instructors. They also enjoy the hands-on aspect of  learning 
using these devices.

Transforming Into a Blended Learning Program
To incorporate blended learning into a traditional program, faculty 
in-services related to understanding how technology can be utilized. 
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Development on how to create out-of-class assignments that fos-
ter individualized student learning may need to be provided. Also, 
as blended learning often involves faculty members working with 
students one on one and in small groups rather than in large class 
settings, faculty may need assistance in learning to teach in these 
formats. Research has shown that professional development related 
to these changes in pedagogy is critical to the success of  online 
blended teaching.

Students’ Perspectives: Flexibility
In a recent survey, graduate students at Westminster College were 
asked what they thought about blended learning versus traditional 
courses. All of  the students who responded to the survey indicat-
ed they preferred the blended learning format for one key reason: 
flexibility. Students indicated they preferred the flexibility found 
in blended learning because they could learn the material at their 
convenience, at a time that suited their schedule, and at a pace and 
depth they determined for themselves. Flexibility also included the 
fact that learning opportunities were not being restricted to the 
campus settings. 

In the survey, students also reported that they liked blended 
learning because they enjoyed using computers to blog with their 
fellow students and instructors about the assignments and the 
courses. They noted that the use of  technology enabled them to 
come closer together than they would have in a traditional class 
setting. 

All of  these graduate students were adults who worked full 
time and had numerous other responsibilities, so it was not sur-
prising that they favored the flexibility found in blended learning 
for evening graduate courses. However, this does not diminish the 
value found in blended learning. It is a new, integrated learning para-
digm for a new age. At Westminster College in New Wilmington, 
Pennsylvania, this innovative program is being well received by stu-
dents and faculty alike.

For more information about Westminster College’s use of  
blended learning, please contact:

Dr. Robert L. Zorn
Graduate School Coordinator

Westminster College
New Wilmington, PA

zornrl@westminster.edu
(724) 946-7055

www.UCEA.org

          UCEA Amazon 
          Bookstore

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 
keynote speakers and browse topics of  interest. 
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Interview With Ed Fuller & Sheneka Williams,  
UCEA Associate Directors of  Policy & Advocacy

Lisa Bass
North Carolina State University

LB: Can you tell me about UCEA’s Policy and Advocacy Center?

SW: Technically, we are not yet a center, but Ed Fuller and I are Co-
Associate Directors of  Policy and Advocacy for UCEA. A call went 
out last year for our positions, and Ed and I were the two selected 
from a pool of  applicants. 

This initiative came to be when there was a call last year for 
center directors. Both Ed and I were interested and applied. We 
were selected to serve in the capacity as a team. We are just now get-
ting the center off  the ground. Our goal is to get at the forefront of  
policy issues that affect UCEA’s mission. That’s our primary goal, 
and also to advocate for UCEA’s stance on those policy issues.

LB: Describe the structure of  the center, or center to be?

SW: Ed and I report directly to Michelle Young, Pamela Tucker, 
and the current UCEA president for any given year. Last year teams 
were formed to work on subareas, such as communication and tech-
nology. The question was asked last year how people would learn 
about the center. The committees were formed from other people 
in UCEA on how to give our work prominence. The committees 
are in the process of  establishing goals.

EF: Yes, and to add to what Sheneka has said, I am the Director 
of  the Center for Evaluation and Policy Analysis at Penn State and 
use the resources of  that center to help with my UCEA work. Also, 
we both use graduate students in our departments to work on these 
issues.

LB: I realize your center is still under development, but are there 
any current projects you would like to highlight?

SW: We actually have two major projects currently under develop-
ment. Our work highlights the current policy context in projects 
we choose to undertake. The current project we are working on 
involves principal preparation and principal preparation programs 
evaluation. This is the big push in federal education policy as relates 
to Race to the Top. The first thing we want to do is to release a state 
of  the states (a report card of  all 50 states) and how they evaluate 
their leader preparation programs. 

Our other project that we are going to release is a call for 
papers on the policy context of  Race to the Top. Both of  these will 
roll out right around UCEA time.

I would like to add that Ed and I are not able to undertake 
ALL of  the very important issues that currently face educational 
administration. As our role and work continues to be defined, then 
we will select an area of  policy interest each year and develop proj-
ects that fit those issues. This year our focus tends to be on principal 
evaluation and the evaluation of  principal preparation programs. 

LB: How is the center positioned to address social issues?

EF: While we do not directly address social issues, we indirectly 
address them by advocating for policies that provide equal access to 

high-quality school leaders for all kids. We also advocate for prepa-
ration programs that train school leaders to identify and ameliorate 
the inequities in their own schools.

SW: Yes, that is true. Our position on social justice issues is more 
indirect than direct. For instance, we are positioned to take a stance 
on whether or not superintendents should hold licensure and/or a 
teaching certificate. Our aim is to advocate for schools and universi-
ties who operate licensure programs. We also use research to stake 
our claims as a protection not only for the profession but also for 
students whose overall achievement might be impacted in the long 
term. 

LB: This theme of  this issue of  the UCEA Review is poverty and 
advocacy. How does the work of  your center address the theme?

EF: While we do not directly address the issue of  poverty, we be-
lieve poverty is critical problem in our country and has severe nega-
tive effects on schooling. While schooling can improve outcomes of  
all students, including those in poverty. Research is very clear that 
living in poverty is associated with children experiencing a greater 
number of  stressors. These stressors, in turn, impede the ability of  
children to learn.  Well-funded and early education programs can 
remedy some, but not all, of  the effects of  these stressors. 
     So, we advocate for programs and policies that reduce pov-
erty. But, realizing policy makers are currently unwilling to make 
the economic investment to seriously address the issue of  poverty, 
we also support education policies that provide extra funding to 
schools serving kids in poverty, early education, smaller class sizes 
(especially in earlier grades), and greater access to support services 
(including counselors, mental health specialists, and medical staff).

SW: Though we do not directly address social justice issues, we 
do address policy and advocacy issues. For instance, our current 
initiatives take a position on leader preparation evaluation and the 
evaluation of  leadership preparation programs, as indicated by Race 
to the Top. For instance with regard to the goal of  protecting the 
quality of  leadership preparation, Ed and I have a teleconference 
tomorrow with UCEA directors to discuss superintendent prepara-
tion and licensure in Indiana. There is a law currently waiting on the 
governor’s signature in Indiana that states that superintendents do 
not have to have teacher licensure or a superintendent’s certificate. 
Basically anyone from any industry could become a superintendent. 
We are getting involved because we are concerned about what im-
pact this will have on the district’s children. This issue is indirect-
ly related to poverty because high-poverty areas will suffer most. 
High-poverty districts are where you have the most superintendent 
turnover. Since this is the case, what are the implications for these 
students? These are the students who will definitely be in public 
schools. Other students will have other options. 
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LB: Is there a way for other UCEA members to become involved?

EF: We currently have an invited task force. UCEA members, 
both faculty and students. UCEA members can also become in-
volved by writing issue briefs and blog posts. They can be submit-
ted to Sheneka and I, and we will post them on the website once 
we get that up and running.

SW: Yes, we currently have small committees formed to work on 
communications, technology, etc. As our work gains traction and 
some of  those members choose to transition to other positions, 
then we will need assistance in focusing the UCEA vision for ad-
vocacy and policy.
     We would love for other people to become involved as we 
further develop our goals and initiatives. We could use people who 
are directly connected to politicians and policy makers to provide 
any school policy related issues for their states—or even writing a 
policy brief  on that, because we can’t cover 50 states.

LB: How do you suggest UCEA members become involved in 
your initiatives?

EF: There are multiple ways to participate:
1. Attend UCEA special symposiums at the conference.
2. Participate on Day on the Hill activities at the conference.
3. Write issue briefs and blog posts.
4. Become active in policy and politics in their own state.
5. Conduct research on the core issues of  UCEA, including 

how school and district leaders can address the issues sur-
rounding poverty.

SW: Definitely, and if  any UCEA members have direct contacts 
at the federal and/or state level in terms of  education policy, then 
we welcome their assistance. The work is large, but before we can 
delegate responsibilities, we have to make sure we are all speaking 
the same language in terms of  UCEA’s mission.

LB: How do you believe UCEA members can most effectively 
address poverty?

EF: UCEA members can address poverty in a number of  ways, 
most important of  which is to support policies that directly ad-
dress the issues of  poverty such as supporting a living wage, creat-
ing more progressive taxation systems, supporting more affordable 
housing, and improving access to resources (include schooling) to 
those living in poverty.

SW: I agree with what Ed says. I am hoping we are heading to-
wards a greater number of  policy initiatives. What I am hoping is 
that we develop a survey for UCEA plenum members in which 
they note the major issues, such as poverty. We have as a goal to 
tackle two issues per year.  

EF: Of  course, UCEA members are strongly encouraged to re-
search issues surrounding poverty. UCEA members should also 
vote. Our votes are important in electing policy makers who will 
address poverty.

LB: Are there any other points you would like to add?

SW: Yes, we would like to increase the visibility of  the center and 
the work that we do. We would like to publish policy briefs that 
could be highlighted on UCEA’s website, and also in special issues.

Also, we would like to add links of  our briefs to other web-
sites such as the National Education and Policy Center, run out of  
Colorado, and to other think tanks who share a similar goals to ours, 
as well as other professional organizations like AACTE. We hope 
these types of  activities will increase our visibility.

* * *

Sheneka M. Williams is Assistant Professor of  Educational Lead-
ership and Policy at the University of  Georgia. Her research exam-
ines educational opportunity through the lens of  student assign-
ment policies and school choice and has been published in Urban 
Education, Peabody Journal of  Education, and Education and Ur-
ban Society.

Edward J. Fuller is Associate Professor in Educational Adminis-
tration and Director of  the Penn State Center for Evaluation and 
Education Policy Analysis. His areas of  expertise are policy, educa-
tor turnover, and evaluation. 

Download  now:   
http://ucea.org/recent-publications/
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Webinars With UCEA & The Wallace Foundation

1. Sustaining the Work Beyond the Grant: Lessons From Leadership Preparation
Participants:

Jody Spiro, Director of  Education Leadership, The Wallace Foundation
Karen Sanzo, U.S. Department of  Education Communications Hub Director
Ann P. O’Doherty, Director of  the Danforth Educational Leadership Program, University of  Washington

Facilitator: Michelle D. Young, UCEA Executive Director

This webinar will focus on a recent study by The Wallace Foundation to assess the sustainability of  its grant programs as 
well as similar findings from a review of  U.S. Department of  Education Leadership Development Grants. Findings from 
the two efforts highlight lessons that preparation providers should be aware of  when planning for the sustainability of  
program enhancements and improvements. Join UCEA Executive Director Michelle Young in welcoming three panelists 
from the UCEA stakeholder community for a discussion of  lessons learned from research and practice.  

Date/time: June 27, 2013, 3:00 p.m. EST. See next page for details.

2. The Making of  a Principal: Lessons From the Field
Tentative Participants:

Rashida Morgan, Director of  Leadership Development for Charlotte–Mecklenburg County Schools
Andy Cole, Educational Leadership Development Consultant, Former Director of  Leadership Development for Fairfax 
County Public Schools
Ann P. O’Doherty, Director of  Principal Leadership Development at the University of  Washington

Facilitator: Michelle D. Young, UCEA Executive Director

This webinar will focus on the recent Wallace Foundation report, The Making of  the Principal: Five Lessons in Leadership Train-
ing. This report highlights lessons that preparation providers need to be aware of  in recruiting, developing, and retaining 
principals in today’s demanding educational context. Join UCEA Executive Director Michelle Young as she welcomes three 
panelists from the UCEA stakeholder community and they discuss lessons learned from research on effective leadership 
development.  

Possible Dates: Late July - early September, 2013

3. The District Role in Supporting School-Level Leadership
Participants:

Edward J. Fuller, Pennsylvania State University
Beverly Hutton, National Association of  Secondary School Principals
Trisha McManus, Hillsborough County Public Schools

Facilitator: Michelle D. Young, UCEA Executive Director

This webinar will focus on a recent Wallace Foundation report highlighting the important role that districts must play in 
supporting school-level leaders. Recent research has demonstrated the many challenges facing school leaders, particularly 
during their first few years in the job.  Join UCEA Executive Director Michelle Young in welcoming three panelists from 
the UCEA stakeholder community in a discussion focused on how universities and districts can work together to support 
school-level leaders and develop district capacity in this area.  

Possible Dates: September 9-13, September 16-20, 2013

These webinars are made possible by 
a generous grant from  

The Wallace Foundation.
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At a Crossroads: The Educational Leadership 
Professoriate in the 21st Century
by Donald G. Hackmann & Martha M. McCarthy

This volume represents the results of  a comprehensive study of  
educational leadership faculty and the departments and programs 
in which they work. It reports the characteristics, activities, and 
attitudes of  educational leadership faculty involved in university-
based educational leadership preparation programs in 2008 and 
provides longitudinal comparisons with data from studies con-
ducted since 1972. Findings are compared by type of  institution 
and with respondents grouped by sex, race, administrative experi-
ence, type of  appointment (tenure-line or clinical), length of  time 
in the professoriate, and affiliation with UCEA and the National 
Council of  Professors of  Educational Administration. While the 
number of  university-based leadership preparation programs 
continues to grow, the average faculty size has declined. Among 
major trends are an increase in female faculty (from 2% in 1972 
to 45% in 2008) and the reduction in gender differences in at-
titudes and activities since the mid-1980s. Also, over the past few 
decades, there has been a significant increase in faculty occupying 
non-tenure-line positions, having administrative experience, and 
focusing on leadership in general, in contrast to a content special-
ization. These and other developments have significant implica-
tions for leadership preparation 
programs and for knowledge 
production in our field.

www.infoagepub.com/ 
products/At-a-Crossroads

Save the Date:
Second Annual UCEA International Summit

Sunday, November 10, 2013

During the 2012 UCEA Convention, the inaugural International Summit was held at the University of  Denver campus. 
Based on the success of  this initial experience, participants enthusiastically endorsed holding another International 
Summit, which will be on Sunday, November 10, 2013, from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. at the Hyatt Regency Hotel 
in Indianapolis. This year’s planning committee is Tom Alsbury (Seattle Pacific University), Lars Bjork (University 
of  Kentucky), and Thu Suong Nguyen (Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis). Plans are being made 
to involve scholars from around the world to share trend in policies and research on leadership development and 
preparation. 

If  you have questions or suggestions for the summit, please contact Bruce Barnett, UCEA Associate Director of  
International Affairs (bruce.barnett@utsa.edu), at the University of  Texas at San Antonio.
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David Arsen, Yongmei Ni, & Rose M. Ylimaki  
Receive EAQ’s William J. Davis Award

Arsen, D., & Ni, Y. (2012). The effects of  charter school competi-
tion on school district resource allocation, EAQ, 48, 3-38.

David Arsen (Michigan State University) and Yongmei Ni (The 
University of  Utah) examined two questions: 

1. How does resource allocation change in school districts expe-
riencing sustained charter school competition? 

2. Among districts exposed to charter competition, are there dif-
ferences in the resource allocation adjustments between those 
that do and do not succeed in stemming further enrollment 
loss to charters?  

The authors utilized fixed-effect models to analyze a statewide pan-
el data set of  Michigan school districts from 1994 to 2006. The 
authors considered several dimensions of  resource allocation—for 
example, average class size, teacher salaries, and spending shares 
devoted to a variety of  disaggregated instructional and noninstruc-
tional functions, including administration. 

Overall, the results did not support the hypothesis that com-
petition from charter schools spurs regular public schools to shift 
resources to achievement-oriented activities. Charter competition 
has had remarkably little impact on standard measures of  district re-
source use in Michigan schools. On the other hand, higher levels of  
charter competition clearly generate fiscal stress in districts. More-
over, changes in resource allocation cannot explain the differing 
trajectories of  districts that do and do not turn back the competi-
tive challenge. There are no significant differences in the resource 
allocation changes made by districts that stabilize enrollment loss 
to charters and those that continue to spiral down. In conclusion, 
Arsen and Ni found no support for the hopeful prediction that 
competition from charter schools will compel school district lead-
ers to shift resources to achievement-oriented activities. 

Ylimaki, R. M. (2012). Curriculum leadership in a conservative era.  
EAQ, 48, 304-346.

Rose M. Ylimaki (University of  Arizona) examined how recent 
conservative cultural political shifts have affected the meanings of  
curriculum leadership in schools. The author examined four prin-
cipals in the wake of  the No Child Left Behind Act and other re-
lated policies and trends. This was a critical ethnographic study of  
principals’ curriculum leadership in four northeastern U.S. elemen-
tary schools. All four principals were highly aware of  the politics 
surrounding curriculum decision making, pedagogy, and assess-
ments. Ylimaki conducted monthly observations and interviews 
with the four principals, teachers, parents, and students from the 
fall of  2003 to the spring of  2006. Furthermore, interviews were 
conducted with the superintendent and community members who 
were involved in curriculum issues. 

Drawing on a theoretical framework at the intersection of  
educational leadership, curriculum theory, and cultural politics, the 
data revealed two categories of  curriculum leadership in a con-
servative era—namely, new professional curriculum leadership and 
critical curriculum leadership. These curriculum leadership catego-
ries emerged over time and were constructed in relation to “other” 
curriculum leaders and broader cultural political shifts. 

There is growing interest in curriculum leadership among 
educational administration and curriculum scholars as well as 
practitioners. Although instructional or curriculum leadership has 
been studied extensively in educational administration, these stud-
ies have not explicitly considered curriculum theory or the role of  
politics. In curriculum studies, leadership has received little atten-
tion. Findings from this study suggest the need for a new field of  
curriculum leadership at the intersection of  educational adminis-
tration and curriculum studies.

Congratulations to the recipients of  the 2013 William J. Davis Award! The William J. Davis Award is given annually to the authors of  the 
most outstanding article published in  Educational Administration Quarterly (EAQ) during the preceding volume year. The Davis Award was 
established in 1979 with contributions in honor of  the late William J. Davis, former Associate Director of  UCEA and Assistant Professor 
at the University of  Wisconsin-Madison. This year the awards were presented during the AERA Division A Business Meeting by Casey 
Cobb, the editorial team leader for EAQ at its new host site, the University of  Connecticut. 

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-list@virginia.edu. A link will be provided to the job announcement from the UCEA job posting page: www.ucea.org. 
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BELMAS Conference: 

July 12-14, 2013

“Leading Beyond the Organisation”
http://www.belmasannualconference.org.uk/

The conference organizing committee is arranging additional work-
shops and activities. Saturday will be an optional tour of  the Uni-
versity of  Oklahoma campus including the Ssam Noble Museum of  
Natural History and the Fred Jones Museum of  fine art. Also, there 
is a plan to include the Jacobson House, which highlights the art-
work and culture of  the Kiowa 5. Sunday will include a workshop for 
practitioners, workshop for graduate students, and an international 
perspectives discussion on educational reform. Also, there is to be a 
graduate student reception before the keynote and a reception for all 
participants following the keynote. A new feature will be the gradu-
ate student poster session, with the posters remaining on display the 
whole conference. We are featuring topical “fireside chats” at prese-
lected destinations (e.g., wine bar, brewery, fondue restaurant, etc.) 
that people can sign up for so that everyone has a place and doesn’t 
feel left out. The conference is to feature a number of  entertaining 
and educational sections in between research, including short re-
enactments of  westward expansion with the Buffalo Soldiers, Na-
tive American storytelling, Hispanic performers, a youth choir, and 
others.  Details will be provided soon at our website (under develop-
ment): www.ou.edu/values2013  

Contact Hollie Mackey at valuesandleadership@ou.edu  
for further information.  

The theme for the 2013 conference is Ethical Leadership 
across Borders: Multiple Realities and Building Collec-
tive Capacity. Research papers and posters will address the 
ethical dimensions of  leadership within the context of  multiple 
stakeholder perspectives and contributions for building collec-
tive capacity in and across educational contexts, institutions, 
and organizations. Building from the core concepts presented 
at the 2012 conference in Brisbane, Building Capacity for Mo-
ments of  Challenging Choices, this conference focuses on the 
ways in which multiple perspectives across geographic, profes-
sional, cultural, and philosophical borders contribute to build-
ing collective capacity during challenging moments influencing 
decision making and action planning. Aligned with the theme 
of  multiple realities, ethical leadership is broadly defined as af-
fecting all levels and domains of  the educational pipeline to in-
clude nontraditional leadership roles. Unique to this conference 
is a focus strand on athletics and the ways in which organized 
sports impact education and ethical decision making in both 
K-12 and postsecondary settings. Four strands for research 
align with the conference’s theme:

•  Building ethical cultures: Risk-taking and enabling 
distributed ethical leadership across multiple domains to 
bridge the theory-practice divide.

•  Technology and the changing facets of  leadership: 
Exploring ethical leadership within online communities 
and nontraditional educational experiences.

•  Man vs. machine: Understanding people as a part of  and 
apart from the education or organizational system.

•  Student voice and the moral purpose of  activism: 
validating marginalized voices across the border of  
underrepresentation. 

18th Annual Values & Leadership Conference
September 29- October 1, 2013

Skirvin Hotel, Oklahoma City, hosted by the University of  Oklahoma

The historic  
Skirvin Hilton Hotel 
1 Park Ave
Oklahoma City, OK 73102   
(405) 272-3040
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UCEA Plenary Field Trip:  
Ritchie Program for School Leaders and the Denver Green School

Peter Huidekoper, Jr.

They gathered from all around the country. Right away they were 
asked to leave.

The more than 100 attendees for the Annual Plenary Session 
of  UCEA had barely arrived in Denver on November 16, 2012, 
when they hopped on buses and headed out to visit five schools.

It is UCEA’s mission to advance “the preparation and prac-
tice of  educational leaders for the benefit of  schools and children.” 
So the opening day of  the 5-day convention began “with the end 
in mind,” a trip into schools to see the “end result” of  a principal 
preparation program: effective leaders in schools.  

Professors who serve as representatives for the 100+ member 
UCEA institutions—all of  them offering principal preparation or 
certification programs—boarded five buses to spend nearly 2 hours 
of  their first afternoon in one of  five Denver schools: Cole Arts 
and Science Academy; Denver Green School; Harrington Elemen-
tary Beacon School; Martin Luther King, Jr. Early College; and Noel 
Community Arts School.

The Ritchie Program for School Leaders at the 
University of  Denver
Why these five? Because at each school the administrators are either 
graduates of  the University of  Denver’s Ritchie Program for School 
Leaders, or they mentor current Ritchie students who intern for the 
year in their school; they are also engaged in the Denver Wallace 
Pipeline Initiative—thanks to a 5-year grant from the Wallace Foun-
dation. So we were off  to meet past and current “Ritchies,” as they 
call themselves, to see their schools—and above all, to learn how the 
Ritchie Program had helped prepare them for the job.

We gathered at the Marriot Denver City Center to begin our 
excursions around the city to the five schools. Leading each of  the 
visits was a current Ritchie student; Jennifer Klein guided our group 
southeast across town to the 2-year-old Denver Green School.

I asked Jon Schmidt-Davis, director of  the Learning-Centered 
Leadership Program for the Southern Regional Education Board, 
about his expectations of  the visit. He spoke of  “the value of  get-
ting out in the schools, to see what’s going on, to see what questions 
it raises in my mind—and hopefully to see something new.” As it is 
a central concern for many, I asked him about the special challeng-
es of  preparing school leaders to work in turnaround schools. He 
spoke of  efforts in Florida to create a pipeline of  100 principals for 
turnaround schools—90 traditional schools and 10 charters—and 
of  the particular skills and personality they may need to change the 
culture in school building in a short amount of  time.

Two broader issues were on the mind of  Charles Vanover, 
assistant professor at the College of  Education at the University 
of  South Florida, St. Petersburg: how institutions like his can help 
school leaders be effective in their evaluation of  teachers, and how 
the next generation of  principals can guide their schools to meet the 
Common Core standards. Vanover believes principal preparation 
programs like his, “by training students to be instructional leaders,” 
will enable the next generation of  principals to do a much better job 

of  supporting classrooms and teachers. “I see this as a great oppor-
tunity,” he said. “This is the right direction.” 

Like the Ritchie Program in Denver we were to learn about 
that day, the University of  St. Petersburg’s program, Vanover told 
me, provides candidates lots of  practical experience. His program 
expects its students to be well trained in curriculum and proper 
teacher-evaluation methods, so that once they begin to serve in 
schools as assistant principals, they “are ready to act as instructional 
leaders” on Day 1.

The Ritchie Program for School Leaders was created by the 
University of  Denver and Denver Public Schools a decade ago. It 
welcomed its first class of  15 students in 2003; there are 18 men 
and women in the program this year. The impact on leadership in 
Denver Public Schools has been significant. We are told that of  
the 124 Ritchie alumni working in Denver Public Schools, 80% or 
110 are in leadership positions in the district. Out of  Denver’s 168 
schools, Ritchie alumni serve as principals or assistant principals in 
55 schools. Several schools have a leadership team composed of  
Ritchie graduates

Visit to Denver Green School
Once off  the bus and in a classroom, the 20 of  us met with two 
of  the school’s three coleaders (they have no “principal”), each a 
graduate of  the Ritchie Program. “Craig, Ritchie 3,” and “Mimi, 
Ritchie 5,” identify themselves by the number of  their cohort year; 
Craig Harrer was in the third class of  Ritchies (2005-06); Mimi Diaz 
completed the program 2 years later. Four seventh graders joined 
them to tell the story of  the Denver Green School. 

Harrer and Diaz opened the school in the fall of  2010. “We 
came to Ritchie because we wanted to change things and be part of  
that change,” Diaz explained. At first the goal was not to learn how 
to start a new school. However, “all we saw and learned at Ritchie 
encouraged us to think of  what a school we’d like to create might 
look like. So we began to investigate what models and designs were 
out there.” This was taking place, she added, just as then-Governor 
Bill Ritter was attempting to move Colorado towards a green econ-
omy, with a greater focus on sustainability. For these educators, it 
connected with their own interests of  how to reach students.  

In its 1st year, the Denver Green School offered ECE, kinder-
garten, first and second grades, as well as sixth grade; it has added 
a grade each year and is now a K-8 school serving over 400 stu-
dents. The seventh graders presented the school’s distinct mission: 
to provide a “hands-on, brains-on experience that includes all stu-
dents, staff, families and community, preparing all learners to lead 
the way toward a sustainable, bright, and green future.” Harrer and 
Diaz told us told how and why their school became an “Innovation 
School” (based on a law passed by the Colorado legislature in 2009) 
and listed the waivers from district and state policy this has given 
them to be more flexible with staffing, the curriculum, the budget, 
and the calendar—including its “shared leadership model.”    

“We want to be autonomous”
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The UCEA visitors posed a number of  questions. One 
asked, “Why the shared leadership?” Another asked, “How are de-
cisions made with three coleaders?”

Diaz explained that their model developed due in part to 
“concerns about what happened (at some of  the new schools 
after) a great leader … left.” The Denver metro area has several 
examples to serve as a warning. With three leaders, they felt the 
school’s existence would not depend on one superman or super-
woman staying many years. Furthermore, she said, “We believe in 
the concept of  a teacher-led school.” 

Other questions: “How do you sustain this for teachers, how 
do you keep them from burning out?” “How does choice work 
here (at this school, and in Denver)? How many kids choice in 
from outside the neighborhood?” And a question was directed 
to the four students who stayed with our group: “How does this 
school compare to the school you were in before—or to what your 
friends at other schools say about their classes?”

Given the many changes in Denver Public Schools of  late, 
Harrer and Diaz said they thought it appropriate that Ritchie now 
devotes more time to preparing future leaders to work in schools 
as they are being shut down, or in “new schools” moving into old-
er buildings where another program has been terminated (such as 
the Green School). To be ready to lead these new schools requires 
more focus on school design and curriculum mapping.

Dr. Shannon Hagerman (Ritchie Class of  2004) also pro-
vided information during our visit. Named principal of  Montclair 
Elementary in 2004, which later became one of  the first Innova-
tion Schools in the district, Hagerman went on to serve as execu-
tive director of  Innovation Schools.  She is now the director of  
the Denver Teacher Residency in partnership with the University 
of  Denver. The Ritchie Program, in her experience, encouraged 
school leaders to “dare to be different” and provided them the 
skills to succeed. 

The Denver Green School’s leaders echoed her point. They 
felt the Ritchie Program had given them numerous opportunities 
to explore critical questions, especially, one said, just at those times 
when “I am thinking that I’m just banging my head against that 
brick wall.  It helps me to consider a different way.”

Becoming an Innovation School has not always meant Den-
ver Green School can chart its own course. “We want to be au-
tonomous. Let us do the work,” one of  the school leaders told us. 
They acknowledged there were “tensions” in the relationship with 
the district as the school “pushed back” frequently over issues. But 
again, they felt grateful for their preparation. The Ritchie Program 
“often puts you in that situation where you’re addressing the issue 
of  an old mental model and you’ve got to figure out another way 
to do it.” 

Jennifer Takes the Microphone
As the bus took us back to the Marriott in the center of  the city, 
Jennifer Klein, a recent graduate of  the Ritchie program, spoke to 
the 20 of  us. Klein accepted a job in the Denver Public School Of-
fice of  School Reform and Innovation before she graduated from 
the program in 2012. She explained key elements in the Ritchie 
Program: systems thinking, distributive leadership, and being a 
learning organization. Another focus: attention to “cultural eq-
uity”—and finding ways to use data as fully as possible to address 
matters of  equity. (Equity and Diversity are among the nine Core 

Values of  the Ritchie Program; see http://www.du.edu/education/
display/docs/applications/RitchieDPS_ProgramOv.pdf  )

“Every Ritchie cohort is first involved in an organizational di-
agnosis of  a school,” Klein told us. “We take a look at the health of  
a school; it’s the hub of  the wheel,” and it “sets the stage for the rest 
of  the school year.” When interviewing for a job, Ritchie students 
even do a mini-diagnosis of  the school organization. 

The Ritchie program “helps position us in a way that can help 
us test innovative practices and pushes you to the next level.” Fur-
thermore, with enough “Ritchies” out there in the school district, 
she believes, it can lead to a changed mindset at the district office. 
Klein seconded comments made by the leaders at the Green School, 
saying, “Ritchie does a great job of  breaking down old models and 
developing new mental models,” helping them to imagine new ap-
proaches.

“In our program,” Klein asserted, “you get a lot of  people 
who question authority. We get together every Thursday at 12:00 
and we’re asked to push on what we are seeing and how it is impact-
ing us as leaders. Such reflection encourages us to go back to our 
school and ask, Why? Why is the system the way it is? We are not just 
being compliant.” She spoke of  professors at University of  Denver 
who encourage them to “push on the system.” They feel they now 
can ask, “Why do we do this?” In addition, to have others in their 
weekly discussion—including at times the district superintendent—
has proven valuable. 

An Impact on the System
The Ritchie presence is strong—and growing. No question that it 
is having a big impact on leadership in the state’s second largest 
district—and by far its largest urban school system.  

One consequence of  the growing number and influence of  
the 120 graduates “infiltrating” the Denver system (Klein’s word) 
has been some tension, she noted, a fear by some outside the pro-
gram that it has become “an elitist group” granted privileges in hir-
ing or in placement unavailable to those trained in more traditional 
programs.     

Aware that the Wallace Foundation has been a generous sup-
porter of  the Ritchie program, a 5-year grant that will soon come to 
an end, several wondered about the viability of  the program with-
out such funding. Klein sounded confident that the program was 
here to stay. “It’s now part of  the district’s mission, to continue to 
have this pipeline of  future principals” coming through the Univer-
sity of  Denver’s Ritchie Program.

Debriefing
Back at the Marriott preparing for a debriefing session on the visit, 
Shelby Cosner, associate professor at the College of  Education, 
University of  Illinois at Chicago, told me she found it “very helpful. 
It’s so useful to get the granular perspective” of  this nontraditional 
preparation program. “We could read about it,” Cosner added, “but 
to have the chance to see it from the perspective of  the school and 
from Ritchie graduates, to talk with people who have been in the 
program, that made it very useful.”  

She noted the similarities and differences of  her own program 
at the University of  Illinois at Chicago; for example, she was struck 
by the greater emphasis on system-thinking at the Ritchie Program, 
while hers stresses organizational and instructional development 
at the school and teacher levels. Cosner especially enjoyed learn-
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ing how—like Chicago’s—this Denver program had continued 
to evolve.

In the debriefing session, Susan Korach, associate profes-
sor in University of  Denver’s Morgridge College of  Education 
and cocreator of  the Ritchie Program, invited comments and 
suggestions based on the visits to the five schools. Nearly all were 
highly favorable: “I was impressed to see the data-driven decision 
making at Harrington.” “While there was much evidence of  test-
ing, I was glad to see a caring community.” Another echoed that: 
“At Martin Luther King, they made clear they saw the data in a 
personal way.”

Call for Nominees
2014 Excellence in Educational Leadership Award

Deadline: March 15, 2014

The Award

The UCEA Executive Committee is asking for nominees for the 18th Annual Educational Leadership Award, in recognition 
of  practicing school administrators who have made significant contributions to the improvement of  administrator prepara-
tion.  This distinguished school administrator should demonstrate an exemplary record of  supporting school administrator 
preparation efforts.  This award, one of  national recognition, provides a unique mechanism for UCEA universities to build 
good will and recognize the contributions of  practitioners to the preparation of  educational leaders.  Funds to establish the 
Educational Leadership Award were originally donated to UCEA by the Network of  University Community School Districts, 
a consortium of  school districts in university towns.  However, UCEA now fully funds this important initiative.

The Procedure

The UCEA Plenum Representative (PSR) at each participating university should consult with colleagues and other constituen-
cies designated by faculty to identify a worthy recipient.  The PSR (or a designee) should plan to make the award presentation 
at an annual departmental, college, or university ceremony.  The nomination deadline is March 15, 2014.

After that time, UCEA will provide official certificates of  recognition to universities who have designated a recipient 
and publish the names of  the award recipients and their sponsoring university in the UCEA Review. Additionally, recipients’ 
names will be placed on the UCEA mailing list for 1 year. If  desired, UCEA also will provide a boilerplate press release for 
announcing the award recipient to news agencies; however, the university may choose to coordinate this announcement 
through its public relations office in order to include additional information about the award presentation. To nominate a 
candidate, please complete the Nomination Form found on our website: http://www.ucea.org/the-excellence-in-educational/

http://www.ucea.org/the-excellence-in-educational/

Nominations due March 15, 2014

Questions?  Call UCEA Headquarters at (434) 243-1041

One person had a different take on the testing culture he had 
witnessed. He was concerned not to hear “much of  a critique of  
what I see as an oppressive accountability system.” To him, the 
school leaders had sounded too compliant with a system focused 
so heavily on test data.

For the most part, though, the comments were extremely 
positive: One complimented the school she visited for the way it 
was using the flexibility granted to it as an Innovation School. A 
final quote from one enthusiastic professor—sounding less than 
professorial: “I was blown away by the parent involvement at Cole!”  

An afternoon well spent by all.
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The Excellence in Educational Leadership Award is for practicing 
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 exem-
plary record of  supporting school administrator preparation ef-
forts. This is an unusual award in that it affords national recogni-
tion, but individual universities select the recipients. It provides a 
unique mechanism for UCEA universities to build good will and 
recognize the contributions of  practitioners to the preparation of  
junior professionals.

David Baker (nominated by the University of  Arizona) has 
served 20 years in the Flowing Wells Unified School District in 
Tucson, Arizona, beginning in 1991 as a fourth-grade teacher at 
Centennial Elementary School. His administrative career began in 
1995 as an assistant principal at Flowing Wells Junior High School 
followed by a principalship for 2 years at Mesa Verde Elemen-
tary School in the neighboring Amphitheater School District. 
Dr. Baker returned to Flowing Wells Junior High School in 1998 
as principal until he was appointed Associate Superintendent in 
2002. He earned his doctorate in Educational Leadership from 
the University of  Arizona in 2002. In 2013 Dr. Baker was ap-
pointed superintendent of  the Flowing Wells Unified School 
District. Dr. Baker’s notable accomplishments are marked by his 
commitment to educational leadership preparation, professional 
development, and supportive community relationships within a 
high-performing, culturally diverse, and high-poverty context. He 
continuously serves as an ambassador for the Educational Lead-
ership Program and has been an active participant as an adjunct 
professor, on doctoral committees, advisory boards, panels, and 
as a guest speaker in courses. Most recently, he assisted the faculty 
with a statewide Arizona leadership development program for 
persistently underperforming schools, training leadership teams 
in assessment literacy skills. Dr. Baker also serves the College of  
Education as a member of  Professional Preparation Board to im-
prove P-20 education and transitions from K-12 to postsecond-
ary. Dr. Baker has also volunteered on several committees with 
the Arizona Department of  Education, working on issues related 
to school improvement and state assessments.

Michael Barry (nominated by the University of  Wiscon-
sin-Milwaukee) is currently the Assistant Superintendent for the 
Oconomowoc Area School District, having served in a simi-
lar role for the Pewaukee School District (1988-2004).  Mr. Barry 
earned his bachelors degree in accounting from DePaul Univer-
sity in 1984 and his master’s degree in Educational Administration 
from the University of  Wisconsin-Madison in 1988. Mr. Barry has 
been a resident of  Oconomowoc for the past 20 years. His wife 
Karen is a reading teacher for the Kettle Moraine School Dis-
trict, and his two children attend Oconomowoc public schools. In 
July 2013, Mr. Barry will join the Madison Metropolitan School 
District located in Madison, Wisconsin.

2013 Excellence in Educational Leadership Awards

Kevin Brown (nominated by Texas State University) came 
to Alamo Heights Independent School District (AHISD) in 
2000 and has served as Superintendent of  Schools since 2008. 
Previously, he was Director of  Personnel and Public Information 
for the district. As superintendent, he has led AHISD through 
a major, collaborative, strategic planning process to ensure the 
district’s tradition of  excellence continues. Dr. Brown began his 
career teaching American history, government, sociology, psy-
chology, and student leadership at Southwest High School in San 
Antonio. In his 1st year at Southwest, the faculty and students 
named him Teacher of  the Year (1992). At McNeil High School 
in Round Rock, he taught AP macroeconomics and served as 
the Social Studies Department Chair. He then served as an as-
sistant principal in New Braunfels ISD at the elementary and high 
school levels and as the principal at Carl Schurz Elementary for 
the 3 years prior to coming to AHISD. Schurz, a Title I school, 
earned TEA Recognized Status in 1999-2000. Dr. Brown has 
taught graduate courses at Texas State University as an adjunct 
professor.  He earned his undergraduate degree in Government 
with Honors from the University of  Texas at Austin in 1989, his 
master’s in Education Administration from Texas State University 
in 1996, and a doctorate in Education Administration from Texas 
A&M University in 2004. Dr. Brown has a passion for public edu-
cation and believes that quality teachers and a supportive commu-
nity are critical components to the success of  children and to the 
continued success of  our democratic way of  life. 

Elisa Calabrese (nominated by Florida Atlantic University) 
currently serves as Chief  Talent Development Officer of  Bro-
ward County Public Schools, Florida. Her bachelor’s and mas-
ter’s degrees are in History and Political Science, and her doctorate 
is in Curriculum, with an emphasis on Instructional Leadership 
and Education Policy. She has 26 years of  experience in teaching, 
school-based administration, district administration, and higher 
education. Prior to her current position, she served as Director of  
the Teaching and Leadership Center, a joint position of  Broward 
County Public Schools and Florida Atlantic University. Serving as 
principal developer and writer of  various federal, state, founda-
tion, and community grant proposals, Dr. Calabrese has secured 
over $70 million to support district strategic initiatives for the de-
velopment, implementation, and enhancement of  innovative pro-
grams for developing and retaining high-performing teachers and 
school leaders. Through her leadership, the Office Talent Devel-
opment provides an array of  professional learning and continuing 
education programs, coaching, and facilitation services, thereby 
establishing a well-defined organizational structure and integrated 
processes for the district’s professional learning systems. Dr. Cal-
abrese and her staff  provide professional learning services to the 
over 30,000 instructional, administrative, and noninstructional 
support personnel in the district; she and her staff  are responsible 
for ensuring that professional learning offered in the district pro-
motes high-quality instruction and enhances employee produc-
tivity. Dr. Calabrese has served on various Florida Department 
of  Education and local community organization committees that 



UCEA Review • Summer 2013 • 27www.ucea.org

include Chair of  Florida Department of  Education’s Teacher 
and Leader Preparation Implementation Committee for Race to 
the Top, Florida Department of  Education’s School Leadership 
Program Review Committee, and The United Way Task Force 
on Empowering Effective Teachers.

Phyllis Crawford (nominated by Louisiana State Univer-
sity) has been a leader in education for over 49 years. She holds 
a BS, master’s in Education, master’s in Supervision and Admin-
istration, and a Reading Specialist certificate, all from Louisiana 
State University. Mrs. Crawford started her educational career 
as an elementary school teacher with a specialty in reading and 
quickly distinguished herself. She taught all grades in elementary 
school. As a result of  her exceptional ability to inspire students 
to read, she was awarded Teacher of  the Year for Louisiana, trav-
eling to the White House for a luncheon with then-President 
Reagan. Following 19 years in the classroom, Mrs. Crawford 
served as principal of  Audubon Elementary School for 15 years. 
When Sherwood Middle Academic Magnet School needed 
help transitioning to an academic magnet school, she was asked 
to lead the transformation. Under her leadership, both Audubon 
Elementary and Sherwood Middle School have consistently been 
recognized as exemplary schools, culminating in the Sherwood 
Academic Magnet School being recognized as a National Blue 
Ribbon School in 2009. Mrs. Crawford has been recognized as 
the parish and regional Principal of  the Year for both her el-
ementary and middle school positions. Her uplifting spirit and 
enthusiasm for teaching have stayed constant throughout her 
career. She never misses an opportunity to share life’s lessons, 
and it is clear that she truly believes her motto that “every day 
is a gift.”

Deb Dabbert (nominated by the University of  Nebraska-
Lincoln) completed her undergraduate and graduate programs at 
the University of  Nebraska–Lincoln. She received her BS in 1974 
and Master of  Education in 1978. In 1992 she earned her Super-
visory Certificate with Special Education Endorsement through 
the Department of  Education Administration and in 1995 her 
Supervisory Certificate with Elementary Principal Endorse-
ment. Ms. Dabbert’s administrative experiences have all been 
with Lincoln Public Schools. She started as a Special Educa-
tion Coordinator at Meadow Lane Elementary and progressed 
to an Elementary Coordinator position at Brownell Elementary. 
She is completing her 17th year as an elementary principal, hav-
ing served at Eastridge, Belmont, and Hawthorne elementaries. 
During her tenure with Lincoln Public Schools, she received the 
Marie Bourke Leadership Award, Junior Achievement Bronze 
Leadership Award, the Venture in Partnership Continuing Ser-
vice Award, and was a Lincoln Jaycees Outstanding Young Ed-
ucator Finalist. She has served on committees on curriculum, 
teacher and administrator appraisals, graduation requirements, 
English language learners, evaluation and assessment, personnel 
development, special education, gifted education, professional 
learning communities, community learning centers, and emer-
gency management. She belongs to the National Association of  
Elementary School Principals, Nebraska Council of  School Ad-
ministrators, Association for Supervision and Curriculum Devel-
opment, and Phi Delta Kappa.

Clifford Davis (nominated by the University of  Tennessee) is 
the Knox County, Tennessee, Executive Director of  Secondary Ed-
ucation. He assists with program evaluation and strategic planning 
for secondary schools. He is integral in curriculum assistance and 
planning and acts as the liaison between the Knox County Central 
Office and the secondary school principals in the county. He has 
also served as principal of  two high schools, beginning his career 
as a math teacher. Dr. Davis was a recipient of  the Milken Family 
Foundation National Educator Award and has served as President 
of  the Knox County Association for Secondary School Principals 
as well as President of  the West Knoxville Toastmasters. He has 
been an adjunct instructor and a practitioner partner for School Fi-
nance and the Principalship in the University of  Tennessee leader-
ship preparation program. Dr. Davis was appointed as a member of  
the Protective Service Task Force, a member of  the School Licen-
sure Review Team for Tennessee, and a search committee member 
for a University of  Tennessee teacher education math professor job 
search. Dr. Davis received his EdD from the University of  Tennes-
see. 

Eric C. Eshbach (nominated by Duquesne University) is Su-
perintendent of  the Northern York County School District in 
Dillsburg, Pennsylvania. Dr. Eshbach began a 5-year commission at 
Northern York in 2012. Upon receiving his bachelor’s degree from 
Elizabethtown College, Eric taught fourth and fifth grades. He re-
ceived his master’s in Education Administration and his principal 
certification from Western Maryland College. He served as a build-
ing administrator from 1994-2001. Dr. Eshbach served as Assistant 
Superintendent of  Upper Adams School District and then received 
two commissions, serving 8 years as Superintendent. As a mem-
ber of  Duquesne University’s Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program 
for Educational Leaders, Dr. Eshbach defended his dissertation in 
2008. Dr. Eshbach has served as an adjunct faculty member at York 
College, Wilson College, and the Pennsylvania State University Cap-
ital College, teaching courses at the undergraduate, graduate, and 
principal certification levels. As the current president of  the Penn-
sylvania Association of  School Administrators (PASA), he has 
served in a variety of  capacities to develop the next generation of  
school and district leaders. In collaboration with the Pennsylvania 
Department of  Education, he developed and presented modules of  
the Leadership for Teaching initiative for administrators through-
out Pennsylvania. He also served as a member of  the Pennsylva-
nia Teacher and Principal Evaluation Project Stakeholder Steering 
Committee, assisting in developing an evaluation system for teach-
ers and principals. Dr. Eshbach frequently presents to prospective 
and newly appointed superintendents through his work with PASA.

Dorita P. Gibson, Deputy Chancellor for Equity and Ac-
cess, (nominated by New York University) began her career with 
the New York City Department of  Education in 1982 and has 
had extensive experience as a teacher, educational evaluator, special 
education supervisor, assistant principal, middle school principal, 
deputy superintendent, regional deputy superintendent, regional su-
perintendent, deputy chief  executive officer, and Senior Supervis-
ing Superintendent. In her current position, Dr. Gibson continues 
the Department of  Education’s efforts as part of  Children First 
to provide every family and every child from all backgrounds and 
neighborhoods with equal opportunity and access to high-quality 
programs, with a focus on ending long-standing ethnic and socio-
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economic disparities. Prior to this role, she was Senior Supervis-
ing Superintendent for the New York City Department of  Edu-
cation.  She formally supervised Network Leaders when she was 
appointed to the position of  Deputy Chief  Executive Officer for 
Integrated Curriculum and Instruction, which was a Learning 
Support Organization for 379 NYC Public Schools. Previously, 
Dr. Gibson served as principal of  Adrien Block Intermediate 
School 25Q. During her tenure, this school was well known for 
its high academic achievement. Dr. Gibson recognized her pas-
sion for education and love for working with children while she 
was a student in college.  After graduation, while working as a 
Montessori teacher in Delaware and New Jersey, she realized that 
this method would work well with children with special needs and 
pursued a master’s in Special Education. Dr. Gibson earned her 
BS in Psychology from Albertus Magnus College, in New Ha-
ven, Connecticut, and her license in Montessori Education from 
DePaul University in Chicago. In 1981, she received a master’s in 
Special Education from New York University.  Soon thereafter, 
as a Dansforth Scholar, she received a professional diploma in 
Administration and Supervision from The City College of  New 
York. In 2005, Dr. Gibson received her doctorate from New York 
University. She is currently an adjunct professor at New York Uni-
versity.

Raymond Gonzalez (nominated by Rutgers University) 
was appointed as the Chief  School Administrator of  Wayne 
Township Public Schools, New Jersey in 2011. His appoint-
ment ended Wayne Township’s years of  searching for a full-time 
superintendent to lead the higher performing district fraught with 
complicated fiscal and political challenges. Since his arrival, he has 
successfully worked with the board of  education and administra-
tion to refocus the district on moving forward by working togeth-
er to achieve common goals. Prior to this position, he served in 
instructional and administrative positions in urban and suburban 
settings. He has been a teacher, coordinator, supervisor, director, 
principal, assistant superintendent, and superintendent. Before 
entering education, he started his professional career as an ana-
lyst and consultant for a financial services and research firm. Dr. 
Gonzalez received the Geraldine R. Dodge Foundation Award 
as a 1st-year, alternative-route teacher. Dr. Gonzalez received his 
bachelor’s degree in Sociology from Princeton University, a mas-
ter’s in Urban Education from New Jersey City University, and an 
additional master’s in Educational Administration and Supervi-
sion from Rutgers University, where he also earned his doctorate. 
His research interests are urban education, leadership, data use by 
educators, and accountability. 

John Hefty (nominated by the University of  Northern Col-
orado) began his professional career as a science teacher at Platte-
ville Junior High School in Wisconsin. In 1971, he earned his PhD 
in Educational Administration from the University of  Wisconsin 
at Madison and became the high school principal in Platteville, 
Wisconsin. In 1974, he moved to Longmont, Colorado, to take 
a high school principal position in the St. Vrain School District 
and then moved to the position of  Assistant Superintendent for 
Instruction in that district. He then became the assistant super-
intendent, area superintendent, and deputy superintendent in the 
largest school district in the state, Jefferson County. Following his 

service in Jefferson County School District, Dr. Hefty became 
the superintendent of  Eagle County Schools and then Brighton 
Public Schools, serving each district for 4 years. In 2004, he as-
sumed a leader of  educational leaders role by accepting the posi-
tion of  executive director of  the Colorado Association of  School 
Executives (CASE). During his time at CASE, he advocated for 
education in a variety of  state and national venues. After retiring 
from CASE, Dr. Hefty served in the Educational Leadership and 
Policy Studies program at the University of  Northern Colorado 
by teaching a variety of  principal and superintendent licensure 
courses. The faculty and students feel extremely fortunate to have 
the opportunity to work with and learn from such an impressive 
yet humble educational leader who truly makes a difference in the 
lives of  everyone he interacts with.  

Paul King (nominated by St. John’s University) is Executive 
Director of  the New York City Department of  Education’s 
Office of  the Arts and Special Projects, which oversees arts in-
struction in the city’s public school system. Prior to this appoint-
ment, he served for 4 years as the Department of  Education’s 
Director of  Theater Programs. In this role, he helped to create in-
structional resources to support arts education in New York City 
Public Schools, including the Blueprint for Teaching and Learning 
in the Arts: Theater. Mr. King is an accomplished arts educator 
who brings a breadth of  experience to the Arts Office. He has 
worked tirelessly to improve arts education. In Mr. King’s point-
of-view, “We have a unique responsibility in New York City to 
make the most of  the City’s exceptional arts resources so that all 
of  our students have access to the arts. No K-12 education should 
be complete without arts learning experiences.”  Mr. King holds a 
BA in Theater from Colorado College and an MFA in Performing 
Arts Management from Brooklyn College. He lives in New York 
City and has two children in New York City Public Schools.

Michael Larsen (nominated by Brigham Young Univer-
sity) was recently appointed as the new principal of  Sierra Bo-
nita Elementary School for the Nebo School District in Utah. 
He has served as principal of  Rees Elementary School for the 
last 7 years. He was employed at Mapleton Elementary where he 
taught fifth grade for 4 years and served as school facilitator for 
2 years. He was also a counselor for 5 years at the Nebo School 
District’s Shadow Mountain summer camp. Mr. Larsen received 
a bachelor’s degree in Elementary Education from Weber State 
College in 1996 and a master’s in Educational Leadership from 
Brigham Young University, where he was selected for the Leader-
ship Preparation Program. He was chosen as Rookie Principal of  
the Year for Nebo School District and Principal Innovator of  the 
Year by the Utah Association of  Elementary School Principals. 
Nebo School District Elementary Director Julie Warren describes 
Mr. Larsen as a “leader who leads by example. He has excellent 
communication skills, vision, and the ability to share his passion 
for education with others. He is a man of  integrity and is devoted 
to doing what is best for kids. He is superb in making personal 
connections with children. Children can feel Mr. Larsen’s love and 
concern through his enthusiasm and positive energy. He continu-
ally looks for ways to create and implement school improvement. 
He is well versed on current education trends and knows how to 
inspire others to achieve school visions and goals.” 
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Karen List (nominated by the University of  Connecticut) is 
Superintendent for the West Hartford Public Schools in Connect-
icut. She is focused on inspiring and preparing all students to realize 
their potential and enhance the global community. To that end, the 
District Development and Performance Plan for Continuous Im-
provement guides the work of  schools and departments. West Hart-
ford has 10,000 P-12 students in 17 buildings. Kiplinger’s Personal Fi-
nance Magazine identified West Hartford as one of  the 10 best places 
in the nation to raise a family, due in part to the schools. She previ-
ously was Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum & Instruction in 
the district. Her primary responsibilities included P-12 curriculum, 
instruction, assessment, professional development, district improve-
ment planning, staff  and program evaluation, and budget develop-
ment. She serves on the College Board’s Superintendents’ Advisory 
Panel and is an elected member of  the National Suburban School 
Superintendents group. She has worked with the Harvard Graduate 
School of  Education Principals’ Center for 10 years as an Advisory 
Board member, and as cochair of  the Advisory Board and Group 
Leader for Summer Institutes. Dr. List is an adjunct faculty member 
with the University of  Connecticut School Leadership Program. She 
is active statewide with various organizations in leadership develop-
ment, school improvement planning and PK-3 alignment. She was 
an elementary principal in West Hartford for 16 years. During her 
tenure, two schools she led achieved National School of  Excellence 
status.

Ah Chuen Liu (nominated by The Chinese University of  
Hong Kong) received his bachelor’s and master’s degrees from the 
Chinese University of  Hong Kong. He started his teaching career 
as a secondary school teacher some 30 years ago and served as the 
founding principal of  the Christian Alliance Southwest Chan Memo-
rial College for 15 years. He played a central role in local educational 
reforms, holding significant public offices, the most noteworthy be-
ing member of  the Hong Kong Examination and Assessment Au-
thority, the Education Commission, the Curriculum Development 
Committee, the Quality Education Fund steering committee, and 
several university advisory boards responsible for teacher training 
and development. Mr. Liu served as Chairman of  the Hong Kong 
Subsidized Secondary Schools Council 2008-2012. As the council is 
the largest and most influential educational organization in the re-
gion’s secondary education system, this was a highly regarded posi-
tion, signifying leadership and charisma. Mr. Liu has been very sup-
portive of  the school leadership development programs organized 
by his alma mater. He has been serving as a head assessor on the 
Principalship Certification Program in the Hong Kong Education 
Bureau since its inception in 2003 while also participating in the de-
signing and delivery of  the program and in the training of  trainers. 
Over 1,000 aspiring school principals have benefited from Mr. Liu’s 
teaching and mentoring. His enthusiasm and commitment has not 
only helped chart the direction for leadership development in Hong 
Kong but also inspired many principals to join hands for the benefit 
of  the local educational community.

Chris Manno (nominated by Rutgers University) teaches 
master’s and doctoral level courses in school leadership for the Col-
lege of  New Jersey, Delaware Valley College, and Rutgers Uni-
versity. He is President of  the Burlington County Association of  
School Administrators. He serves on the Board of  Advisors for the 
Burlington Riverfront YMCA, Burlington Township Food Pantry, 

and Burlington Township Dollars for Scholars Committee and 
is an active Burlington Rotarian. He was named Superintendent 
of  the Year for Burlington County, the New Jersey Central Re-
gion, and New Jersey State Superintendent of  the Year for 2013. 
Dr. Manno began his career in education long before he entered 
a classroom as a teacher. He grew up in Hamilton Township, 
NJ, where he discovered a flair for working with young people. 
In 1990, he received a bachelor’s degree in Mathematics from 
Trenton State College. He then began his career in education in 
Hillsborough, NJ, as a mathematics teacher and coach. He was 
recognized in Somerset County as Best Teacher and Coach of  
the Year. In 1994, Mr. Manno earned a Master of  Education in 
Mathematics and a Master of  Educational Leadership in 1998. 
He earned his Doctorate in Educational Administration and Su-
pervision from Rutgers University in 2005, while working un-
der Dr. Bill Firestone. Dr. Manno’s writings have been included 
in books and journals on the topics of  leadership, curriculum 
improvement, and early childhood education. Dr. Manno for-
mally entered the field of  educational leadership as Supervisor 
of  Mathematics in Westfield, NJ, and then became the Assis-
tant Superintendent in Montgomery Township, NJ. He assumed 
the role of  Superintendent of  Schools in Burlington Township 
in 2005. He developed partnerships with various community 
groups, including the Emergency Preparedness Task Force and 
the Schools and Faith-Based Roundtable. Dr. Manno, his wife, 
and four children reside in Burlington Township and are all 
proud Burlington Township Falcons.

Steven Massey (nominated by the University of  Minne-
sota) has been the principal of  Forest Lake Area High School 
in Forest Lake, Minnesota, for 10 years. Prior to his work as a 
principal, he served as the executive director of  an alternative 
school in Minneapolis for 10 years. Dr. Massey earned his BA 
from Loras College in Dubuque, Iowa, his MA from the Uni-
versity of  Minnesota-Duluth, and his doctorate from the Uni-
versity of  Minnesota-Twin Cities in Educational Policy and Ad-
ministration. During his tenure as principal, Forest Lake Area 
High School was recently named as a “Top 2000 High School” 
in Newsweek and the Daily Beast, receiving a ranking as the No. 
1,319 high school in the nation and the 29th ranked high school 
in Minnesota. Dr. Massey is a passionate and focused visionary. 
Under his leadership, Forest Lake Area High School is driven 
by a college readiness mission that all students can reach high 
standards. In addition to his work as a high school principal, Dr. 
Massey is an adjunct professor at the University of  Minnesota in 
the administrative licensure program.

Jeff  Mills (nominated by the University of  Oklahoma) 
has been the Oklahoma State School Board Association ex-
ecutive director since October 2008. With 527 school districts 
in Oklahoma, Mills enjoys the opportunity to train, represent, 
and serve the local school boards throughout the state. He be-
gan his K-12 career as a teacher for Snyder Public Schools and 
has worked as a coach, elementary and high school principal, 
and superintendent in both small and large school districts. Dr. 
Mills is an advocate for local control as the best form of  gover-
nance for public schools. Oklahoma school board members are 
dedicated to creating the best learning environment possible for 
schoolchildren The Oklahoma State School Board Association 
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works to reinforce this philosophy to state leaders and local com-
munities. Within a system with such inclinations, Dr. Mills is an 
experienced school administrator, serving as superintendent for 
Woodward, El Reno, and Leedey Public Schools. He understands 
the inner workings of  public schools; the political landscape; and 
the vital relationship between school boards, superintendents, and 
communities. Recently Dr. Mills was made President-Elect of  the 
Oklahoma Association of  School Administrators, President of  
the United Suburban Schools Association, and Vice-President of  
the Oklahoma Association of  School Administrators. He has also 
served in a variety of  leadership roles in civic and community 
service organizations. He was named District 14 Administrator of  
the Year by the Oklahoma Association of  School Administrators 
in 2003-04. Dr. Mills has a PhD from Oklahoma State University, 
a master’s in Education from Southwestern Oklahoma State Uni-
versity, and a BS from Northwestern Oklahoma State University.

Sharon R. Moffitt (nominated by Florida Atlantic Univer-
sity) serves as the Director of  Leadership Development for Bro-
ward County Public Schools. A lifelong Floridian, she began 
her career as a teacher and teacher leader in the rural/suburban 
area of  the district. Her advocacy for children and public educa-
tion has spanned the dynamic changes of  the last 30 years. Her 
career pathways with the Broward County Public Schools includes 
experiences as teacher, reading specialist, assistant principal, prin-
cipal and district administrator. In her career, her colleagues rec-
ognized her as Teacher of  the Year, and the North Area [Parent] 
Advisory Council awarded her a Crystal Apple Award. Dr. Mof-
fit’s dedication to her mission is characterized by her intelligence, 
optimism, determination, hard work, compassion, inexhaustible 
drive and laser focus on (a) improving the educational system and 
(b) supporting the continuous development of  leaders. Her re-
search interests include the investigation of  the sustainability of  
school improvement efforts. This interest led her to a doctorate 
at Florida Atlantic University. As a school leader, she facilitated 
professional development for the Coalition of  Essential Schools 
and she was selected as a member of  the National School Reform 
faculty.  She is a principle writer of  the Race to the Top grant, 
PROPEL, which was awarded to Florida Atlantic University and 
Broward County Public Schools. This grant is designed to restruc-
ture the preparation of  educational leaders for the 21st century. 
In addition, Dr. Moffitt serves as an adjunct professor for Florida 
Atlantic University and Saint Leo’s College. Dr. Moffitt is well 
known for her ability to develop teams and encourage the leader 
in every one and for her trustworthiness. She is a sought -after 
mentor and coach, most often working out of  the spotlight. 

Jayne H. Mohr (nominated by Michigan State Univer-
sity) has served as Associate Superintendent of  Traverse City 
Area Public Schools (TCAPS) since August 1994. Dr. Mohr has 
provided leadership to numerous strategic plans including focus 
on instructional effectiveness, resource support, and commu-
nity connections with commitments in instructional core, global 
competency and continuous improvement. During her time with 
TCAPS, student achievement has improved and new and innova-
tive programs have flourished.  Dr. Mohr believes every learner 
must be involved in inspiring, supportive, and challenging learn-
ing environments to reach their full potential. During her tenure, 
TCAPS’s music, theatre and arts programs earned top recognition 

at regional and state competitions. Extensive academic and extra-
curricular clubs are available at all levels. Universal preschool is 
also growing within the district. Most recently TCAPS has devel-
oped a partnership with Harvard University and is implementing 
Instructional Rounds based on the medical rounds model. The 
district has added a Front Street Writers program in partnership 
with the National Writers Series, an additional Montessori pro-
gram, an International School, and a Chinese Exchange Program.  
Dr. Mohr is recognized as a visionary leader at the national, state, 
and local levels with more than 30 years experience in public edu-
cation. Dr. Mohr earned her doctorate from Western Michigan 
University in Educational Leadership, an Educational Specialist 
in Educational Administration, MA in Guidance and Counseling, 
Reading, and BA in Education from Northern Michigan Univer-
sity.  

Kelli Moore-Hodge (nominated by Auburn University) is 
currently the Superintendent for the Chambers County School 
System in Alabama where she has worked for 19 years. She has 
taught prekindergarten, kindergarten, and second grade across 
the county. She has been principal at LaFayette Eastside Elemen-
tary and Fairfax Elementary Schools before moving to the county 
level as a senior administrator. During her time in the central of-
fice, Dr. Hodge began to mentor and assist aspiring principals 
through face-to-face and online meetings to provide them with 
experiences in areas of  instruction, law, and finance as well as an 
opportunity to develop leadership skills. Dr. Hodge is a lifelong 
resident of  Chambers County and attended Chambers County 
Schools. After graduating from Valley High School she attended 
Southern Union State Community College and Troy University, 
where she obtained her BS degree in Early Childhood Educa-
tion. Dr. Hodge taught kindergarten and second grade for 2 years 
before attending Auburn University for a MS in Early Childhood 
Education. She returned to the classroom for 2 more years before 
enrolling in Troy University, Phenix City, where she graduated 
with an EDS in School Leadership. Recently, Dr. Hodge earned 
her EdD from Liberty University in Educational Leadership. Dr. 
Hodge is a National Board Certified Teacher and has presented 
numerous workshops for the East Alabama Regional Inservice 
Center, numerous school systems in Alabama, and Auburn Uni-
versity.  She is currently involved in research in the areas of  the 
effectiveness of  public school prekindergarten in Alabama and 
developing a valid and reliable behavior screening and progress 
monitoring instrument for children of  all ages.  

Heidi Ondek (nominated by the University of  Pittsburg) 
has served as the Assistant Superintendent at Quaker Valley 
School District in Pennsylvania since 2006.  Dr. Ondek received 
her bachelor’s in Education from Slippery Rock University, her 
master’s and Principal Certification from Duquesne, and her EdD 
and Superintendent Letter of  Eligibility from the University of  
Pittsburgh. Dr. Ondek began her career as a special education 
teacher. In 1995, she was named Director of  Special Education, 
Curriculum and Staff  Development in the Fort Cherry School 
District. In her next position as the principal at Bellevue Elemen-
tary in the Northgate School District, Dr. Ondek implemented a 
student assistance program and school-based mental health ser-
vices. Under her tenure, Bellevue was recognized by A+ Schools 
and the Harvard Graduate School of  Education for exemplary 
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performance. Since 1995, Dr. Ondek has served as a Special 
Education Compliance Monitor for the Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of  Education. Prior to taking on the Assistant Superin-
tendent position in Quaker Valley, Dr. Ondek served as the high 
school principal in the district, where she worked to expand 
AP and online course offerings and engaged faculty to pursue 
reform. In her current position, Dr. Ondek is responsible for 
personnel management, principal supervision, professional de-
velopment, and new teacher induction. She is also the liaison to 
the educational services committee of  the school board and the 
chair of  the student discipline review board.  

Glenn Pethel (nominated by the University of  Georgia) 
serves as Executive Director of  Leadership Development for 
Gwinnett County Public Schools, the largest school district 
in Georgia with more than 162,000 students.  He previously 
served as the Chief  Human Resources Officer for Gwinnett 
and also served as the Executive Director of  Human Resources 
for the St. Johns County School District, St. Augustine, Florida. 
He has worked as a teacher, assistant principal, and principal. 
He has served as an adjunct professor for Emory University, 
the University of  Georgia, and Georgia State University. His 
work in public education has focused on human resources and 
talent management, primarily through leadership in the recruit-
ment, selection, and development of  teachers and school-level 
leaders. Dr. Pethel currently directs the activities of  the Quali-
ty-Plus Leader Academy for Gwinnett County Public Schools 
and The Wallace Foundation’s Principal Pipeline Initiative with 
Gwinnett County Public Schools. The Quality-Plus Leader 
Academy’s programs include the Aspiring Principal Program, 
Aspiring Leader Program, District Leader Program, Just-in-
Time Training for school leaders, the Leader Mentor Program, 
and the district’s annual Summer Leadership Conference. Dr. 
Pethel also wrote and directed a successful school leadership 
grant with The Broad Foundation. He coordinates the Race to 
the Top initiative for the school district, including all work re-
lated to teacher and leader evaluation. Dr. Pethel’s professional 
honors include recognition as an Outstanding Alumni of  the 
University of  Georgia’s Educational Leadership program. He 
has worked extensively with assessment centers over 20 years 
and led training in a number of  states and for the Department 
of  Defense Dependent Schools.

Fran Riddick (nominated by North Carolina State Uni-
versity) is Assistant Superintendent for Instructional Support 
and Development in Johnston County Schools in North 
Carolina. A native of  New Haven, Connecticut, she enrolled 
in North Carolina State University to study mathematics edu-
cation and psychology. Dr. Riddick was a math teacher in the 
Wake County Public School System while she earned an MEd 
in Curriculum and Instruction, with a concentration in Instruc-
tional Technology from North Carolina State Universtiy. This 
degree led to a district-level position as Senior Administrator 
for K-12 Instructional Technology in the Wake County Public 
School System. During her tenure in that position, Dr. Riddick 
obtained a master’s in School Administration and an EdD from 
North Carolina State University.  

Joseph J. Roy (nominated by Lehigh University School 
Study Council) is Superintendent of  Schools of  Bethlehem Area 
School District, the sixth largest school district in Pennsylvania. 
Since the start of  his tenure as Superintendent in August 2010, 
Dr. Roy developed and implemented the district’s Roadmap to 
Educational Excellence, a framework for establishing goals for 
school improvement. Dr. Roy also introduced restorative practices 
at both Liberty and Freedom High Schools to build positive rela-
tionships and improve school safety. Previously, Dr. Roy served as 
the Assistant Superintendent of  the School District of  Springfield 
Township in Montgomery County, Pennsylvania. He also served as 
principal of  Springfield Township High School and Palisades High 
School. The creation of  the Palisades Academy, a school-within-a-
school, and the implementation of  a standards-based curriculum 
ultimately resulted in Palisades High School earning National Blue 
Ribbon School recognition. At Springfield, the faculty’s focus on 
research and information literacy skills earned the school national 
acclaim. Dr. Roy is the 2011 recipient of  the United Way of  the Le-
high Valley’s Community Builder Award. He is also the 2004 recipi-
ent of  the Montgomery County Human Relations Commission’s 
Multicultural Educator of  the Year Award. He received the School 
Library Journal’s 2004 Administrator of  the Year Award and the 
2005 National School Public Relations Association’s Outstanding 
Communicator Award. Dr. Roy received his undergraduate degree 
from Franklin and Marshall College, his master’s from Bucknell 
University, and his doctorate from Lehigh University.

Sid Salazar (nominated by San Diego State University) is 
Assistant Superintendent of  Instructional Support Services in the 
San Diego Unified School District. He has been an educator for 
30 years at the PK-12 and community college levels. Throughout 
his career, he has served students as a teacher, counselor, assistant 
principal, and principal. As a proponent of  school improvement 
strategies, Dr. Salazar has participated in the development of  stra-
tegic plans for districts. These plans call for district-wide reform 
actions founded on a set of  beliefs that support the futures of  
all students. His collaboration with teachers, postsecondary institu-
tions, and community members has developed collectively effica-
cious schools where everyone is responsible for student learning. 
Dr. Salazar’s participative leadership style empowers all stakehold-
ers to contribute to a culture of  change. His relentless efforts to 
close student achievement gaps engage teachers and leaders in pro-
fessional learning communities that analyze data and make right 
decisions about instruction and assessment. Including teacher, 
student, and parent voices in making these right decisions to en-
sure equitable learning opportunities for all students has been Dr. 
Salazar’s passion.

Mary Jo Scalzo (nominated by the University of  Dayton) 
has served as an educator in both public and nonpublic school 
systems for 41 years. She began her career teaching elementary and 
junior high students, later serving as the Education Coordinator 
for a multicounty emergency medical services federal grant proj-
ect. In the early 1980s she began a 17-year career as an elementary 
principal. In 1992, she joined the Oakwood School District in Ohio 
as principal; was later appointed Director of  Curriculum, Instruc-
tion, and Assessment; and from 2004 through June 2013 served 
as Superintendent. Dr. Scalzo earned her BS, MS, and PhD from 
the University of  Dayton. She was an adjunct professor for the 
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University of  Dayton in the Department of  Educational Admin-
istration 1992-2006 and currently serves on the Dean’s Advisory 
Committee for the School of  Education and Allied Professions. 
Her professional affiliations include the Buckeye Association of  
School Administrators, where she currently serves on the Execu-
tive Committee; the Dayton Area Superintendents’ Association; 
the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development; 
Phi Delta Kappa; and Learning Forward. She is a member of  the 
Oakwood Rotary and an Advisory Board member for the Ket-
tering-Moraine-Oakwood Chamber of  Commerce. Dr. Scalzo 
presents and consults on the topics of  leadership development, 
organizational culture, alternative compensation reform, and edu-
cator evaluation.

Keisha Scarlett (nominated by nominated by the Univer-
sity of  Washington) is a 2008 graduate of  the Danforth Edu-
cational Leadership Preparation Program of  the University of  
Washington, and is currently in her 3rd year as Principal of  South 
Shore P-8 in Seattle Public Schools. She previously served as As-
sistant Principal at McClure Middle School in Seattle. Prior to be-
coming an administrator, she taught for 6 years and worked as 
an instructional leader and coach for 3 years. Ms. Scarlett is com-
mitted to the pursuit of  equity and social justice to eliminate the 
achievement gap through equitable, high-quality education for all 
children. Ms. Scarlett develops teachers into teacher leaders and 
encourages teacher leaders to serve as building level leaders. In 
addition to her professional responsibilities, she serves as a prin-
cipal-in-residence for the Danforth Program. Her contributions 
include mentoring a current Danforth student; inducting a 1st-
year assistant principal, also a Danforth graduate; and providing 
ongoing support and leadership to teacher candidates through the 
Ackerley Network of  schools. When asked why she chose to be-
come a school leader, Ms. Scarlett shared, “It’s this opportunity to 
prioritize and anchor yourself  in what a high-quality public educa-
tion can do for students and for our society. [Being an educational 
leader] provides an opportunity to support the immense capabili-
ties of  teachers who are the closest to touching kids…and build 
teachers’ capacity to be able to do the work, and hopefully inspire 
[teachers] to want to do the work with a sense of  urgency.” Devel-
oping strong teachers into strong educational leaders is one of  the 
many ways that Ms. Scarlett enacts her vision of  creating equitable 
school environments for each and every student.

Toni Thompson (nominated by the University of  Texas 
at San Antonio) currently serves as Associate Superintendent for 
the Human Resources Department in the San Antonio Inde-
pendent School District in Texas. She has been employed with 
San Antonio Independent School District for several years, serv-
ing as Chief  Human Resources Officer for the last 13 years. Ms. 
Thompson served as an Administrative Officer in Human Re-
sources prior to her current position. Ms. Thompson earned both 
her bachelor’s and master’s degrees from Southwest Texas State 
University. She pursued elementary education and special educa-
tion as a course of  study with an emphasis on working with chil-
dren with emotional disturbances. Ms. Thompson began her ca-
reer in education teaching in the Edgewood Independent School 
district, where she taught emotionally disturbed youth in a psy-
chiatric facility. She then moved to the San Antonio Independent 
School District, where she served the District as an Educational 

Diagnostician and a Special Education Supervisor before mov-
ing to Human Resources. Her career focus has always been on 
supporting and developing others.  Ms. Thompson continues to 
develop professionally, currently working towards certification as 
a professional coach in a program accredited by the International 
Coach Federation. Through this coaching and leadership creden-
tial, she will continue to empower others and transform her envi-
ronment. Ms. Thompson is an avid fan of  the San Antonio spurs.

Paula Vincent (nominated by the University of  Iowa) 
serves as Heartland Area Education Agency’s Chief  Adminis-
trator. In this role, she serves as the Agency’s Chief  Executive 
Officer with responsibility for overseeing the agency’s day-to-day 
operation and strategic planning in conjunction with the Board 
of  Directors. She became the Agency’s Chief  Administrator 
July 2010. Dr. Vincent was most recently superintendent of  the 
1,600-student Clear Creek Amana Community School District, 
Iowa. Prior to that, she was the associate superintendent of  the 
Cedar Rapids Community School District, director of  special ed-
ucation at Grant Wood AEA, and a classroom teacher in subur-
ban Kansas City and rural Iowa. She is a member of  the board of  
trustees at McPherson College, in McPherson, Kansas, her alma 
mater. Dr. Vincent received her bachelor’s degree at McPherson 
College and her master’s and doctoral degrees from the University 
of  Iowa. She is known for her work in personalizing learning for 
each child, use of  innovative systems to support teacher learning, 
and incorporating the principles of  interactive design and quality 
improvement into the daily work of  schools.

Lawrence Wess (nominated by Pennsylvania State Uni-
versity) is the current Executive Director of  the Pennsylvania 
School Study Council, a partnership involving the EDLDR 
Program at Penn State University and member school districts, 
intermediate units, and area vocational-technical schools. It serves 
as a key outreach organization for the College of  Education. Prior 
to this position, he worked as a Distinguished Educator for the 
Pennsylvania Department of  Education, as a facilitator for the 
Pennsylvania Principals Inspired Leadership program, and as a 
consultant for various schools and intermediate units in Pennsyl-
vania. He has been a teacher, middle school principal, curriculum 
director, and superintendent in Pennsylvania public schools. Dr. 
Wess has also been an adjunct instructor for undergraduate and 
graduate education classes for Penn State and St. Francis Univer-
sity.  His service to Penn State includes a term as the President for 
the Penn State College of  Education Alumni Society Board and as 
a member of  the Penn State Alumni Association Council.
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2013 David L. Clark Seminar Attendees

The Clark Seminar is sponsored by UCEA, Divisions A and L of  the American Educational Research Associa-
tion (AERA), and SAGE Publications. A special thank you to all the faculty and scholars who joined us at the 
2013 David L. Clark Seminar, April 26–27, in San Francisco, CA. 

This long-standing and well-respected seminar has been jointly sponsored by AERA Divisions A & L and UCEA 
for close to 20 years, and this year celebrates the 29th anniversary as a research seminar. The seminar brings emerging educational admin-
istration and policy scholars and noted researchers together for 2 days of  presentations, generative discussion, and professional growth. 
This seminar allows a select group of  graduate students who are initiating their dissertation research the opportunity to interact with a 
distinguished group of  scholars in order to receive valuable feedback on their dissertation research. It was a valuable time of  exchange, 
networking, listening, and sharing. In all, 42 scholars and 12 faculty members were brought together for 2 days of  presentations, generative 
discussion, and professional growth.

Congratulations to the Clark Scholars who attended this year’s seminar:
Lauren Bailes
Ann Elizabeth Blankenship
Colleen E. Chesnut
Rebecca Cohen
Jennifer Rene Crandall
Lisceth Cruz
Jenna Cullinane
Chryssa Delgado
Thad Dugan
Rosalyn Earl
Jessica Gottlieb
Scott Grubbs
Wesley Henry
Dorothy Hines

Emily Hodge
Kathleen Mulvaney Hoyer
Haigen Huang
Qinghua Huang
Twanjua L.G. Jones
Richard Kirk
Dana Lebental
Melinda A. Lemke
Jia Liang
Hilario Lomeli
Regina Lopez
Leah McAlister-Shields
Gereon Vaughn Methner
Wendi Miller-Tomlinson

Richard Vernon Moore
Tammy Wu Moriarty
Vincent Mutembeya Mugisha
Xiao (Art) Peng
Tiffany Perkins
Dwayne Raiford
Dagoberto Ramirez
Vidya Shah
Jason A. Swanson
Glenda Toneff-Cotner
J. Taylor Tribble
Yinying (Helen) Wang
Douglas Wieczorek
Sean Williams

The 2013 David L. Clark Faculty Participants:

UCEA
Matt Militello, North Carolina State University
Rick Mintrop, University of  California–Berkeley
Hanne Mawhinney, University of  Maryland
Gerardo Lopez, Loyola University

AERA - Division A
Tricia Browne-Ferrigno, University of  Kentucky
Tina Reyes, University of  Houston
Kathryn Schiller, University at Albany–SUNY
Donald Hackmann, University of  Illinois

AERA – Division L
Lawrence Picus, University of  Southern California
Carolyn Kelley, University of  Wisconsin–Madison
Lora Cohen-Vogel, University of  North Carolina–Chapel Hill
Sharon Rallis, University of  Massachusetts

Are You a Clark Seminar Alumnus? Join our growing David L. 
Clark Scholars and Faculty alumni network on LinkedIn!
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http://ucea.org/annual-convention-2013/

The 27th annual UCEA Convention will be held at the Hyatt Regency Hotel in Indianapolis, Indiana. The convention 
will commence Thursday, November 7, 2013, at noon and will conclude Sunday, November 10, 2013, at 1:00 p.m. The 
purpose of the 2013 UCEA Convention is to engage participants in discussions about research, policy, and practice in 
educational leadership and administration. Members of the Convention 2013 Program Committee are Mark A. Gooden 
(University of Texas–Austin), Terah Venzant Chambers (Texas A&M University), Muhammad Khalifa (Michigan State 
University), and Samantha Paredes Scribner (Indiana University–IUPUI).  

The 27th Annual UCEA Convention theme, “Seeking New Understandings of Persistent Challenges: A Call to Action to 
(Re)Unite Research, Policy, and Practice with Community,” is meant to capture the importance of the role of commu-
nity contexts in which we all exist, navigate, and serve. At times, educational reforms are discussed in the absence of 
a community’s role in education. This year’s theme addresses connections between and among research, policy, and 
practice, with attention to a broad range of community concerns. To this end, the conference theme acknowledges that 
many of the challenges facing educational leadership are longstanding and have important historical contexts that must 
be considered. Given the chronic nature of these issues, we intend for the 2013 Convention to provide a forum for fresh, 
engaging, and viable ideas that will be useful to researchers, practitioners, and policy makers and, more importantly, to 
encourage coalitions where these constituent groups can work together to put these ideas into action. 

We acknowledge that there are competing notions of what or who counts as “community” and how local, state, and 
federal politics and current reforms may privilege or disadvantage different “communities.” Educational leaders, increas-
ingly, must skillfully navigate the politics of “community” and its competing conceptions. Thus, we encourage broad, 
far-reaching interpretations of community and consider the role of educational leadership in international settings; local 
neighborhood contexts; local, state, and federal environments; and, of course, communities within schools.  Further, 
we realize that community will resonate in diverse ways across the field of educational leadership, ranging from “school 
community” and “professional learning community” to “the Black community” and “a community of scholars.” Common 
to all of these notions of community is a sense of coming together for a purpose, such as seeking new understandings 
of persistent challenges.

Things to do in Indianapolis: http://visitindy.com/ucea2013
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Special Thanks to our Convention Sponsors:

The Wallace Foundation
The Brock Prize Foundation

Penn State University
Texas A&M University

Indiana University (convention host)

Convention details: http://ucea.org/annual-convention-2013/
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The 27th Annual UCEA Convention
Hyatt Regency Downtown, Indianapolis, Nov. 7-10, 2013

REGISTRATION OPENS JULY 1: 
http://www.regonline.com/ucea2012convention

International Scholars
In keeping with UCEA’s longstanding tradition of an international focus and collaboration with aligned organizations 
worldwide, we welcome international attendees to the 2013 Annual Convention. If you require a letter of invitation to travel 
to the UCEA Convention, please e-mail your request to uceaconvention@gmail.com 

UCEA Graduate Student Summit
The 2013 UCEA Graduate Student Summit will be held at the Hyatt Regency in Indianapolis. The summit will commence 
Wednesday, November 6, 2013, at noon and will conclude Thursday, November 7, 2013, at 2:00 p.m. The purpose of the 
2013 UCEA Graduate Student Summit is to provide a space for graduate students to engage in authentic dialogue about their 
scholarly work. This summit will offer opportunities to meet and network with graduate students and faculty, to participate in 
presentations, and to receive feedback on your research. Although we are no longer accepting proposals, we welcome all 
graduate students to participate in the summit by attending the presentations. Registration for the summit is done through 
RegOnline as you register for the 2013 UCEA Convention. Registration begins July 1, 2013. For more information visit:  
http://www.ucea.org/graduate-student-home

Registrant Early Bird 
(through Sept. 3) Regular Late

(beg. Oct. 20)
UCEA Faculty $ 190 $ 215 $ 230
Non-UCEA Faculty $ 220 $ 245 $ 270
UCEA Graduate Student $   75 $   95 $ 115
Non-UCEA Graduate Student $  95 $ 115 $ 135
Practitioner $ 205 $ 230 $ 255
Other $ 220 $ 245 $ 270
Graduate Student Summit* $  35 $  35 $  35

*In addition to applicable Graduate Student registration rate listed above

It is the policy of UCEA that all persons 
in attendance at the 2013 UCEA 
Annual Convention and Exhibition, 
including participants who plan to 
attend one or more sessions, are 
required to register. Registration is not 
transferable. 
Rates increase after September 3, 
the end of early bird registration. Early 
bird registration provides several 
advantages: a discount on registration 
fees, hotel accommodations at special 
guaranteed group rates, and no delay 
or inconvenience on site.
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LODGING DETAILS
Hyatt Regency Downtown Indianapolis 
One South Capitol Ave.
Indianapolis, IN 46204
(317) 632-1234
http://indianapolis.hyatt.com/en/hotel/home.html

Rates
Individuals registered for the conference may 
reserve a room at the hotel at the following 
discounted rate, good until October 21. Please 
keep in mind that availability is limited, and rooms 
should be booked as soon as possible.

Single/Double: $ 144.00
Triple:               $ 169.00
Quad:               $ 194.00

Check in: 3:00 pm. Check out: 12:00 p.m. noon. 
Features include indoor heated pool, jacuzzi, 
revolving rooftop restaurant, gym, nearby tennis and 
golf facilities. In-room Internet service $9.95 daily. 

Reservations
IMPORTANT: To reserve a guest room, please use the dedicated web page provided by the Hyatt Regency:
https://resweb.passkey.com/Resweb.do?mode=welcome_ei_new&eventID=10581923

If you wish to have the option of making your reservations via phone, please call Toll Free: 1-888-421-1442

The 27th Annual UCEA Convention
Hyatt Regency in Indianapolis, IN

November 7-10, 2013
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Call for 5-Minute Video Submissions
UCEA Convention 2013

General Information
The 27th annual UCEA Convention will be 
held at the Hyatt Regency Hotel in India-
napolis, Indiana, Thursday, November 7 
through Sunday, November 10, 2013. The 
convention theme is “Seeking New Under-
standings of Persistent Challenges: A Call 
to Action to (Re)Unite Research, Policy 
and Practice with Community.” 

The 2013 UCEA Convention will play host 
to the second annual UCEA Film Festival! 
UCEA has opened an opportunity for 
submissions of 5-minute videos that explore 
broadly the landscape of quality leadership preparation, 
including our research and engaged scholarship, our 
preparation program designs and improvement efforts, our 
policy work, and the practice of educational leaders. 

Video Submission Guidelines
• Video running time: 5 minutes or less
•  Deadline for video submissions: July 31, 2013
• Video quality: Filmmakers are encouraged to create the 

videos using High-Definition (HD) video (higher resolu-
tion than Standard-Definition or SD video). 

• Audio quality: Filmmakers are recommended to use 
a high-quality microphone to capture sound, such as a 
lapel or lavalier mic for individual speakers or a boom 
microphone to record group interviews or classroom 
instruction.

• Rights & clearances: Filmmakers must secure all rights, 
licenses, clearances, and releases necessary for partici-
pants, music, and locations for conference exhibition and 
web streaming.

Submission deadline: July 31, 2013
See next page for Submission Form 

Call for Video Submissions:   http://ucea.org/27th-annual-convention-call-fo/

• Format: Videos must be submitted on a 
DVD formatted in MPEG video Region 
1/North America. Each DVD must be 
accompanied by a completed and 
signed Submission Form. Mail DVD and 
Submission Form to:

Jennifer Friend, Associate Professor
Educational Leadership, Policy & 
Foundations
University of Missouri
328 Education Building
5100 Rockhill Road
Kansas City, MO 64110

Filmmakers will be notified of the videos selected for the 
2013 UCEA Convention by September 1, 2013. Video sub-
mission materials WILL NOT be returned. 

Note: In order to create a video with high production value 
(professional filming, clear audio, editing, and postproduc-
tion), we suggest partnering with the film studies program at 
your institution or with students in specialized high school 
film production programs.

Contact Information
Jennifer Friend, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Program Coordinator, pK-12 Educational Administration
Educational Leadership, Policy and Foundations
University of Missouri-Kansas City
Phone 816-235-2550
E-mail friendji@umkc.edu
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UCEA Film Festival 2013 - Video Submission Form

Video Title: _________________________________________________________________________________

Video Running Time (must be 5 minutes or less): __________________________

Contact Person: ______________________________________________________________________________

Email: _____________________________________________  Phone: _________________________________

Institutional Affiliation: ________________________________________________________________________

Name of  Educational Administration Preparatory Program Featured in Video: ______________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

Video Producer(s): ____________________________________________________________________________

Video Director: ______________________________________________________________________________

Brief  Synopsis of  Video: _______________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

Mail completed submission form and DVD by July 31, 2013 to:

Jennifer Friend, Ph.D.
Associate Professor, ELPF
University of  Missouri
328 Education Building
5100 Rockhill Road
Kansas City, MO 64110

• Rights & Clearances – Filmmakers must secure all rights, licenses, clearances and releases necessary for participants, music, and loca-
tions for conference exhibition and web streaming.

• Videos must be submitted on a DVD formatted in MPEG video Region 1/North America.

• Filmmakers will be notified of  the videos selected for the 2013 UCEA Convention by September 1, 2013. Video submission materi-
als will NOT be returned.

• Selected videos will be posted on the UCEA website and featured prior to the general sessions at the 2013 UCEA Convention in 
Indianapolis, Indiana.
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Contributing to the UCEA Review

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

General Editor:
  Michelle D. Young (UCEA)

  mdy8n@virginia.edu

 Feature Editors:
  April Peters (University of  Georgia)

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

  Mariela.Rodriguez@utsa.edu 

Interview Editor:
  Lisa Bass (North Carolina State University)

  lrbass@ncsu.edu

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

  Monica.Byrne-Jimenez@hofstra.edu 

Innovative Programs Editor:
  Hans Klar (Clemson University) 

  hklar@clemson.edu

Managing Editor:
  Jennifer E. Cook (UCEA)

  jenniferellencook@yahoo.com

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

2013-14 Calendar

Non-Profit Org.
U.S. Postage 

PAID
Charlottesville 

Virginia
Permit #350

UCEA Review
The UCEA Review is published three times a year (winter, sum-
mer, fall) and distributed as a membership benefit by the UCEA. 
Address changes and other corrections should be sent to UCEA 
at the above address.
Michelle D. Young..............................................Executive Director
Pamela D. Tucker..................................Senior Associate Director
Bruce Barnett.................Associate Dir. of  International Initiatives
Julian Vasquez Heilig.................Associate Dir. of  Program Centers
Liz Hollingworth..........................Associate Dir. of  Publications  
Scott McLeod..............................Associate Dir. of  Communication
Cristobal Rodriguez.....Associate Dir. of  Grad. Student Development
Edward J. Fuller...........Associate Dir. for Policy and Advocacy 
Sheneka Williams....Associate Dir. for Policy and Advocacy 
Lisa Wright, CPA................................. ...............Financial Manager
Jennifer E. Cook..............Publications & Communications Editor
Lieve Pitts.............................................................................HQ Staff
Pei-Ling Lee.... ...................................................................Webmaster
Erin Anderson..................................................Graduate Assistant
Carmen Foster..................................................Graduate Assistant
Amy Reynolds....................................................Graduate Assistant

Address Service Requested

June 2013 UCEA/Wallace Foundation webinar

July 2013 Dean’s PSR forms due July 1
UCEA Convention registration begins, July 1
BELMAS Conference, July 12-14, Scotland
UCEA Film Festival submissions due July 31

September 2013 Deadline for Fall issue of  UCEA Review, Sept. 1
Values & Leadership Conference, Oklahoma City,  
Sept. 29-Oct. 1

November 2013 UCEA Graduate Student Summit, Nov. 6-7, Indianapolis, IN
UCEA Convention Nov. 7-10, Indianapolis
UCEA International Summit, Nov. 10, Indianapolis

March 2014 Excellence in Educational Leadership nominations due  
Mar. 15


