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SECTION I: INVESTIGATOR:
Principal Investigator’s Name: (Last) ________________________ (First) ______________
Institution: _______________________________________________________
Address:_________________________________________________________________
Telephone #s: Office: _______ Cell: ______________E-mail: ___________________   

SECTION II: STUDY INFORMATION 
Title: ______________________________________________________________
· Anticipated Start & End Dates: ____/_____/___ - ____/___/___ 

Please note: No work with subjects may begin prior to approval by the IRB
SECTION III: SUBJECT POPULATION: Indicate the subject population(s) that will be involved in the research project.
[X ]Adults (competent to consent) 
SECTION V: REQUEST FOR PROTOCOL REVIEW 
____ I am requesting an EXPEDITED REVIEW under category: 4 5 6 7 8 9 
SECTION VI: SIGNATURES 
INVESTIGATOR: I accept responsibility for the research protocol described herein. I am aware of all the procedures to be followed and I will monitor the research and notify the IRB of any CHANGES or significant problems.  Further, I certify that I have undergone training in basic human subjects protections.
Principal Investigator’s Signature: _____________________________________ Date: ______/______/______ 

 By signing above, I certify that I have undergone training in basic human subjects protections and will conduct my work on this project according to established ethical principals and the protocol contained in this application.
RESEARCH DESCRIPTION

Growth and improvement in education requires continuous inquiry and evaluation. Yet, most graduate education leadership programs lack the capacity to assess their effectiveness and impact. This study aims to provide evaluation evidence for __________________ cohorts of ______________ leadership preparation program in ___________ (institution). It will also contribute to generalizable knowledge on leadership preparation approaches and their impact on leadership practices by adding to a national data base of leadership preparation programs’ survey results. The programs are pooling the survey results for integrated analysis on the relationship between preparation and practice. This work is sponsored in part by the UCEA/LTEL-SIG Taskforce on Evaluating Leadership Preparation Programs.

This study design is for an on-line survey of 100% of program graduates from within the last five to 10 years.  Through a comparative evaluation of graduates, we can determine the benefits of various program approaches for knowledge development and innovation diffusion in the field. 

Background

University-based leadership preparation programs (500+ nationwide) are the predominant means that the 50 states use to prepare principals and educational leaders for their schools and districts (Baker, Orr, & Young, 2007). In recent years, these programs have been sharply criticized for being resistant to calls for improved quality of their graduates and for a reluctance to update their curricula, pedagogy and program delivery. While some program innovation has occurred in recent years—e.g., cohorts; university and district collaborations; intensified internships; and added active learning strategies and reflective practice—the lack of evaluation hinders innovation diffusion, program improvement and capacity building. Without evidence of effectiveness and impact, there is limited adoption of new ideas and little impetus to reform ineffective practices. Existing evaluations are typically limited to satisfaction measures and have not built cumulatively on prior program evaluation research (Orr, 2009).

There is a sense of urgency and critical policy debate as many states, urban districts, and foundations question how best to prepare leaders, particularly given existing shortages and demands for leadership in reforming schools. National accreditation standards (e.g. National Council on Accreditation for Teacher Education [NCATE]) and state policies require programs to demonstrate program effectiveness and leadership outcomes, yet evaluation tools and strategies are unavailable. Consequently, the field as a whole needs evaluation capacity building. This entails developing and establishing agreed upon evaluation measures, instruments and methodology to assess program effects on graduates and the schools they eventually lead, and for ascertaining differences between innovative and conventional practices.

In 2001, professors from 20+ public and private universities formed the Taskforce on Evaluating Educational Leadership Preparation
 for collaborative evaluation research, to compare program approaches and their impact on graduates’ leadership and school improvement, and build evaluation capacity in their institutions and the field generally. It undertook significant conceptual work on evaluation design and piloted studies that formed the basis for this follow-up study of graduates. Using that work, this project seeks to compile evidence on this institution’s leadership preparation programs and participate in a multi-institutional study as well to compare program outcomes.

METHODOLOGY

This study is a follow-up survey of graduates and alumni. We propose to assess leadership preparation and its influence on graduates in terms of: 

· leadership aspirations, intentions and capacity to lead;

· self-reported leadership practices of graduates who have become principals;

· principals’ assessment of their school staff (engagement, capacity and effort) and schools (instructional improvements, organizational learning capacity, and collaborative culture); and

· assessment of school improvement and student engagement, learning and achievement. 

In the Taskforce’s conceptual work [as outlined by (Orr, 2006)], we found program difference in their clarity, coherence and depth according to their: 1) focus on education and student achievement; 2) theory of leadership and focus on the principalship; 3) use of active, transformative learning strategies; and 4) content and field-based learning experiences.  We assert that programs which are clearly and cohesively focused, provide challenging content, support and in-depth applied learning experiences will be more effective than others in preparing graduates who can lead effectively. This study will enable our institution to compare graduates’ experiences on the extent to which their program had innovative features and approaches—central use of reflective practice; significant collaboration between school districts and program faculty; and intensive internship experiences. 
As part of this work, our aim is to solicit feedback from graduates and alumni about their preparation program, their leadership development and practice, and their school improvement work if they have become principals. This study is designed to explore the complex relationships between preparation, leadership practices, and school improvement work.  Individual graduate ratings will not be shared with the principal, district officials or others, and will only be used for aggregate analysis with other principal ratings.

The research is being conducted by __________________, in cooperation with the Taskforce on Evaluating Leadership Preparation Programs, co-directed by Dr. Terry Orr (Bank Street College), Dr. Andrea Rorrer (University of Utah), and Dr. Michelle Young (University of Texas, Austin).

The results of the study, when combined (confidentially) with the survey results from other institutions, will be used to inform the principals’ leadership preparation programs on the relationship between their program features and their graduates’ leadership practices. The findings may be used as a report to the program, for conference presentations and as articles to be published in journals and other publications.

HUMAN SUBJECT POPULATION

There is one sample population: 100% of program graduates from the last 5 years (10 years) from the ____________________________________leadership preparation program and 20 other leadership preparation programs (as shown in Appendix 1).  

Recent graduates from the _________________________________leadership preparation program are invited to participate in a research study on the relationship between principals’ leadership preparation and their leadership practices and school improvement work. The programs will develop a list of recent graduates (5-10 years) from their own records, to whom they will mail and email a common survey instrument. 

All program graduates will receive an invitation to participate in the survey on-line. This will include a research description and informed consent guidelines. The same information will be included as the first page of the survey. Respondents must check that they give their consent before proceeding with the survey. The survey can be stopped and started at any time. 
All data collected will not have individual respondent identification, except as is known to individual respondents, to connect their survey data in the future. All completed surveys will be maintained in secure data files at the University of Utah. All collected survey data will be restricted to professional use only by project-related staff. Only summary findings that aggregate information for the program as a whole will be shared. The program will receive a clean data file of their responses without personal identification information.
SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The survey instrument, which is available for preview at www.slpps.org, covers several conceptual areas and is based primarily on prior validated scales and measures drawn from related studies, as shown in Appendix 2. Survey items and scales (as shown in Appendix 3) are drawn from the federal School and Staffing Survey of teachers and principals, and research studies on leadership effectiveness in school improvement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). The survey is also based on an instrument developed by Dr. Terry Orr in conjunction with the Wallace Foundation-funded Study of Innovative Principal Preparation and Professional Development Programs, co-directed by Linda Darling Hammond and Debra Meyerson (Stanford University School of Education) (Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007).The survey is also aligned with the ELCC standards for leadership and its preparation (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2002)
All graduates are asked to complete the first half of the survey. Only those who have advanced to the principalship are asked to complete the remaining questions.

TIME INVOLVEMENT & CONFIDENTIALITY 

The survey will require approximately 20 minutes to be completed. No names will be recorded on the survey, and respondents will only be asked to provide two sets of numbers (the year they graduated from the program + the month, day and year of their mother’s birth) to create a unique identification number to correlate future follow up surveys. Their participation in the study is completely voluntary and each can chose not to answer any question or the survey itself without consequence. 

The risks and benefits, for the responding graduates associated with this study are similar to those experienced in thinking about one’s work. Their participation in the study has the added benefit of contributing to the field’s understanding about how leadership preparation and leadership practices are related, and hopefully indicate areas in which leadership preparation can be strengthened, for his or her program and other programs nationwide.  

Access to data files will be limited to program staff and maintained in locked file cabinets; individual survey data will not be shared with program or district officials or other individuals; only aggregate findings will be reported so that individuals will not be identifiable.

INFORMED CONSENT

The research description and informed consent will be explained in the survey cover letter. All potential participants will be told that their participation is voluntary. Participants’ consent will be given in the completion of the survey. Participants are welcome to request a copy of the study findings, regardless of whether they complete the survey.

RESEARCH SITE

The study does not use research sites, except to the extent that surveys are distributed by the leadership preparation program to its graduates.

References
Baker, B., Orr, M. T., & Young, M. D. (2007). Academic drift, institutional production and professional distribution of graduate degrees in educational administration. Educational Administration Quarterly, 43(5), 279-318.

Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., Meyerson, D., Orr, M. T., & Cohen, C. (2007). Preparing leaders for a changing world. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University, Stanford Educational Leadership Institute.

Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2000). The effects of transformational leadership on organizational conditions and student engagement with school. Journal of Educational Administration, 38(2), 112-129.

National Policy Board for Educational Administration. (2002). Instructions to implement standards for advanced programs in educational leadership for principals, superintendents, curriculum directors and supervisors. Arlington, VA: Author.

Orr, M. T. (2006). Research on Leadership Education as a Reform Strategy Journal of research on leadership education, 1(1), 1-5.

Orr, M. T. (2009). Program evaluation in leadership preparation and related fields. In M. D. Young & G. Crow (Eds.), Handbook of Research on the Education of School Leaders. New York, NY: Routledge.



Appendix 1: Profile of the university programs in the sample (partial list)

	Institution
	Primary Features

	Program B  


	This two-year program, sponsored by a private Research 1 university, is focused on principal preparation, using a cohort structure, ELCC-focused curriculum, and a two-year internship for students nominated by their districts. It is partnership program with suburban school districts and leads to a certificate of completion.  

	Program C 
	This program, in a private university, has a core of five courses that integrate all program content and field-based learning projects associated with the courses in a five semester experience completed as a learning community. Three semesters of internship in different settings run concurrently with the final three courses. The program prepares students for entry level formal school leadership positions.

	Program D
	This 18-month ISLLC standards-based program in a private university prepares aspiring educational leaders for building and district level careers in P-12 education.  It has a focus on teaching and learning, and requires approximately 300 hours of field work, through course-embedded field work and a practicum seminar. It leads to a Masters degree in school administration.

	Program E 
	This five semester cohort program in a public university uses individual and group site-based projects with reflective practice to integrate theory and practice. A key feature is a required full time internship in summer school programs.  

	Program F
	Using a cohort structure, this two-year program, in a public university, provides intensive simulations and field-based experiences to deliver an ISLLC standards-based leadership preparation curriculum that culminates with a year-long practicum and action research project.  

	Program G
	Private university, religious affiliation

	Program H
	Public university

	Program I
	Research 1 public university

	Program J-1
	Private university, religious affiliation, is a two year cohort based program which prepares candidates in the knowledge, skills and dispositions that are essential for effective leadership. The program emphasizes developing and sustaining professional teaching and learning communities.

	Program J-2
	This is a similar program to J-1, except that it serves candidate who have a one-year leave of absence to be full time.

	Program K
	Public university, which is a comprehensive regional institution, offers a ELCC aligned program to prepare candidates to become effective school and district leaders. Its distance learning protocols increases access for rural area candidates.

	Program L
	Research I public university program for K-12 administrator licensure and MEd  in educational leadership. In recent years, the program has shifted to a greater emphasis on social justice and diversity.  Students enroll in cohorts either in an on-campus or off-campus program. The two year program emphasizes collaboration for school improvement and problem solving particularly through the use of data. It is aligned with ELCC standards

	Program M
	Public university (Doctoral research-intensive) program is NCATE accredited and aligned with the ISLLC standards to develop candidates as instructional leaders. It is a cohort-based non-degree certification program offered in several locations, with on-line course options. It emphasizes both instructional leadership and management.

	Programs N-6-9
	Institution N is a private university in an urban setting and has four leadership preparation programs, all of which are based on the state standards for principal licensure.

	Program N-6
	Program 6 is a traditional program: 30-credit quarter hour, cohort based program in an urban setting. 18 quarter hours are for core courses offered on 7 Saturdays each quarter, for three quarter, 6 quarter hours are in elective courses, and 6 quarter hours are for a 300 hour internship.

	Program N-7
	Program 7 is similar in structure and delivery to Program N-6, except it is provided in a small city location.

	Program N-8
	Program 8 is a partnership program with local districts. The academic work is organized into school-based projects to benefit the local schools, rather than as courses (e.g. working on budgeting throughout the year). The internship is continuous throughout the school year. Courses are taught be teacher teams, rather than individual faculty, and school principals are mentored throughout the year. Program 8 principals receive mentor training throughout the year.

	Program N-9
	Program 9 is similar to Program 8, except it is affiliated with different districts and lacks the principal mentor training component.


Evaluation measures on leadership practice and school improvement work: (UCEA/LTEL-SIG Survey of Leadership Preparation and Practice)
	
	
	Principal survey
	Teacher survey

	Prior influences
	Demographics
	Gender

Age

Race/ethnicity

Years of teaching experience

Prior formal and informal leadership experience

Undergraduate degree/institution

Highest degree earned
	Gender

Age

Race/ethnicity

Years of teaching experience

Type of license

Highest degree earned

Years in the school

Subject taught

formal and informal leadership experience



	
	District support for program participation
	Nominated for program participation

District paying for some or all program costs
	

	Program experiences
	Key program features
	· Content Focus on leading learning

· Student centered instructional practices

· Supportive organizational structures

· Challenging, coherent reflective program

· Faculty competence and challenge

· Positive student relationships

· Cohort membership

· Extensive internship/practicum (weeks)

· Internship/practicum setting

· Internship/practicum release time 

· Standards-defined quality internship/practicum
	

	Initial outcomes
	Learning to lead--What they learned through the program
	Learned: Vision and ethics

Learned Leading learning
Learned: Managing operations

Learned: Engaging parents and community

Learned: Organizational learning
	

	Initial outcomes
	Leadership orientation
	· Principal Intentions

· Positive beliefs about the principalship

· Negative beliefs about the principalship

· Perceived control to make one’s intentions happen

· Subjective norm—perceived support from others
	

	Initial outcomes 
	Career advancement
	Actual advancement 

Length of time to advance to the principalship

Retention in leadership positions
	

	First level outcomes
	Leadership practice
	Hours worked weekly on: 

· instructional leadership

· organizational learning

· management

· develops people

· parent engagement and participation

Perceived leadership efficacy
	Perception of extent of principal’s work:

· instructional leadership

· organizational learning

· management

· develops people

· parent engagement and participation



	Second level outcomes
	School improvement conditions
	· Shared school vision and focus, collective sense

· Staff effort and risk taking 

· Teacher and school academic emphasis 

· Coherence and coordination of programs

· Use data for continuous improvement

· teacher collaboration

· distributed leadership
	· Shared school vision and focus, collective sense

· Staff effort and risk taking 

· Teacher and school academic emphasis 

· Coherence and coordination of programs

· Use data for continuous improvement

· teacher collaboration

· distributed leadership



	Third level outcomes
	Student and staff outcomes
	· Student behavior

· Student academic engagement and effort

· Teacher holding power

· Meeting most or all state and national performance standards
	· Student behavior

· Student academic engagement and effort

· Teacher holding power

· perceived teacher efficacy

· teaching commitment

	Mediating influences
	District support

School attributes
	· Perceived district support of the principal’s leadership and school improvement work

· School poverty

· School level

· School size
	


Appendix 3: Measures

Table A-2:

Active-learning  instructional practices

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	
	
	
	c-1
	c-2
	
	

	Field-based projects in which you applied ideas in the field
	3.98
	.885
	.777
	-.176
	600
	

	Analysis and discussion of field-based problems/problem-based learning approach
	4.01
	.878
	.827
	-.341
	600
	

	Action research or inquiry projects
	3.89
	.931
	.786
	-.017
	600
	

	Analysis and discussion of case studies
	4.05
	.872
	.671
	-.447
	600
	

	A portfolio demonstrating my learning and accomplishments
	3.77
	1.275
	.657
	.528
	600
	

	Completion of a capstone or culminating project
	3.70
	1.341
	.620
	.620
	600
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	.800


Table A-3:

Knowledgeable, competent faculty

	 
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	Faculty were very knowledgeable
	4.53
	.665
	.899
	501
	

	The faculty are very competent instructionally
	4.36
	.791
	.899
	501
	

	The faculty are regularly involved in scholarship and research
	3.98
	1.000
	.724
	501
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.764


Table A-4:

Supportive organizational structures

	 
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	Communication with the college was effective
	3.99
	.938
	.775
	584
	

	Scheduling classes and other program activities was convenient
	4.18
	.924
	.863
	584
	

	The program location was accessible
	4.40
	.814
	.752
	584
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.713


Table A-5:

Challenging, coherent, reflective program content
	 Scale items
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	Course work was comprehensive and provided a coherent learning experience.
	4.14
	.848
	.836
	603
	

	The course work is challenging and intellectually stimulating
	4.24
	.797
	.827
	603
	

	Program integrated theory and practice
	4.17
	.830
	.823
	603
	

	I was often asked to reflect on practice and analyze how to improve it
	4.36
	.798
	.770
	603
	

	Faculty provided many opportunities to evaluate the program
	3.81
	1.040
	.695
	603
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.843


Table A-6:

Leading learning program focus and content
	 Scale items
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	Program content emphasized instructional leadership
	4.36
	.814
	.802
	607
	

	Program content emphasized leadership for school improvement
	4.18
	.859
	.779
	607
	

	Program gave me a strong orientation to the principalship as a career
	4.00
	.969
	.804
	607
	

	Program provided a strong orientation to education leadership careers beyond the principalship, including the superintendency
	3.56
	1.018
	.699
	607
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.767


Table A-7:

Positive student relationships
	 Scale Items
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability

	I have developed close personal relationships with other leadership students.
	3.94
	1.083
	.901
	600
	

	My interactions with peers have has a positive influence on my personal growth
	4.26
	.884
	.901
	600
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.782


Table A-8:

Internship quality attributes

	 Scale items
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliaiblity coefficient

	I worked on one or more schools serving students with a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds
	3.69
	1.427
	.532
	558
	

	I was supervised by knowledgeable school leaders
	4.20
	1.003
	.769
	558
	

	I had responsibilities for leading, facilitating, and making decisions typical of an educational leader
	3.99
	1.077
	.779
	558
	

	My internship achievements were regularly evaluated by program faculty
	3.71
	1.141
	.749
	558
	

	I was able to develop an educational leader's perspective on school improvement
	4.04
	1.020
	.837
	558
	

	My internship experience was an excellent learning experience for becoming a principal
	4.04
	1.095
	.863
	558
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.837


Learning outcomes

Table A-9:

Learned to lead vision and ethics

	Scale items
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	Build and sustain an educational vision for a school
	4.11
	.916
	.812
	567
	

	Develop broad agreement among staff about the school's mission
	3.83
	1.018
	.810
	567
	

	Use effective writing and communication skills, particularity in public forums
	3.89
	1.012
	.756
	567
	

	Engage in self-improvement and continuous learning
	4.28
	.850
	.862
	567
	

	Develop a clear set of ethical principles to guide decision making and problem solving
	4.26
	.843
	.825
	567
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.825


Table A-10:

Learned to lead learning for students and teachers

	 Scale items
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	understand how different students learn and how to teach them successfully
	3.64
	1.007
	.835
	532
	

	create a coherent educational program across the school
	3.79
	.923
	.862
	532
	

	evaluate instructional methods for their use and effectiveness
	3.85
	.932
	.874
	532
	

	evaluate and provide instructional feedback to teachers to support their improvement
	4.09
	.924
	.799
	532
	

	improve staff sensitivity to diversity and effectiveness in serving all students well
	3.76
	.989
	.756
	532
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.882


Table A-11:

Learned to lead organizational learning

	 Scale items
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	support professional collaboration among teachers
	4.15
	.897
	.768
	547
	

	use data to monitor school progress, identify problems, and propose solutions
	3.80
	1.124
	.825
	547
	

	engage staff in shared decision making and responsibility taking
	4.06
	.947
	.872
	547
	

	engage in comprehensive planning for school improvement
	3.91
	.990
	.905
	547
	

	redesign school organizations to enhance productive teaching and learning
	3.64
	1.050
	.840
	547
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.896


Table A-12:

Learned  management and operations (speak to these items)
	 Scale items
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	handle discipline and support services
	3.15
	1.115
	.777
	550
	

	analyze budgets and reallocate resources to achieve critical objectives
	3.97
	.902
	.803
	550
	

	create and maintain an orderly, purposeful learning environment
	3.10
	1.124
	.843
	550
	

	manage facilities and their maintenance
	3.55
	1.112
	.823
	550
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.824


TableA-13:

Learned to lead parent and community involvement
	 Scale items
	Mean
	Sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability

	Work with parents to support students' learning
	3.54
	1.084
	.777
	576
	

	Collaborate with other outside the school for assistance and partnership
	3.65
	1.077
	.777
	576
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.712


Beliefs, intentions

Table A-14:

Positive beliefs about the principalship

	 Scale items
	Mean
	sd
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	Make a difference in the lives of students and staff
	4.81
	.550
	.865
	574
	

	Provide opportunities for professional growth
	4.74
	.597
	.870
	574
	

	Enable me to develop relationships with others inside and outside of school
	4.63
	.683
	.837
	574
	

	Enable me to influence school change
	4.73
	.642
	.829
	574
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.869


Table A-15:

Negative beliefs about the principalship

	 Scale items
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Factor component
	N
	Reliability coefficient

	Require very long work hours
	4.51
	.795
	.575
	572
	

	Have too many responsibilities
	3.71
	1.160
	.800
	572
	

	Decrease my opportunity to work directly with children
	3.19
	1.245
	.705
	572
	

	Create a lot of stress
	3.78
	1.074
	.838
	572
	

	Total
	
	
	
	
	.712


� For more information on the Taskforce and its work, see Taskforces/ELPP at www.ucea.org


� It is endorsed by the University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA) Executive Committee and the American Educational Research Association (AERA) Special Interest Group-Learning and Teaching in Educational Leadership. UCEA is formally affiliated (through their leadership taskforce) with the Association of Colleges and Schools of Education in the State Universities and Land Grant Colleges and Affiliated Private Universities whose members include most of the leading leadership preparation programs in the country.  
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