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#2 6-APR-1995 07:52:27.60 
in Both in Jewish in Education in Neither 

Day School 32 % 

Supplementary 45% 

Pre-school 12% 

18% 

18% 

40% 

31% 

62% 

11 % 

6% 

25% 

TOTAL 34% 14% 40% 12% 
As you will note, all settings decrease in the % of trained in 

NEWMAIL 

neither. The relationship between day and supplementary stays about the 
same (still favoring the supplementary) . 

MY RECOMMENDATION: It comes down to a matter of defending one's 
judgements. Do we want to defend why we did not do it for the educators 
(i.e., too much missing data) or do we want to defend why we are not 
counting certificates in general education for the educational leaders. 
I'd rather defend the former. Thus, I RECOMMEND having •certification in 
general education· qualify a person as being •trained in general 
education•. 

Press RETURN for more ... 

MAIL> 



following TRAIN is defined as mis.sing for these cases. 
Trained Trained Trained Trained 
in Both in Jewish in Education in Neither 

Day School 33 % 19% 

Press RETURN for more ... 

MAIL> 

41% 

#2 6-APR-1995 07:52:27.60 
Supplementary 48% 16% 29% 

Pre-school 12% 62% 

7% 

6% 

25% 

TOTAL 35% 14% 41% 11% 

NEWMAIL 

The numbers don't change greatly. Only seven cases are affected. 
MY RECOMMENDATION: define TRAIN as missing if one of them is 

missing and the other is 2 (No). But, (as we have done) do NOT define 
TRAIN as missing if either one of them i:s 1 (Yes). Otherwise, we would 
be artificially lowering the % of educational leaders who are trained. 

4. On presenting ADMINCER (certification in administration) and ADMAJOR 
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facsimile 
TRANSMITTAL .-------- - --------- - -

to: 

fax#: 

re: 
date: 

paaes: 

Adam Gamoran 
(608) 265-5389 
Tables on "Committment" of Educational Leaders 
April 7, 1995 
2, including cover sheet. 

From the desk of. .. 

Bill Robinson 
Field Researcher 

CIJE 
I 525 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 30076 

(404) 552-0930 
Fax: (404) 998-0860 
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No. Put-time 

Yes. Full-time 

4049980860 
4049980860 BILL ROBINSON - CIJE 

ARE THE EDUCATIONAL LEADERS FUL.l.,.TIME! 

Day 

4% 

96% 

PERCENT BY SETTING 
Supplement~· 

39% 

61% 

Pre 

19% 

81% 

TOTAL 

22% 

78% 

DO TifE EDUCATIONAL LEADERS CONSIDER JEWISH EDUCATION AS A CAREER! 

Day 

No, Not a Career 

Yes. 1 Career 100% 

Continue m an AdministratlQD 
Position at the S,IIID~ School 

Seek a Admmistr1tion 
Position at a New ~cbool 

Seek a Position Ollt1-1de 
of Jewish Education 

Other (c.g, go back to ,;cbool) 

Undecided 

PERCENT BY SETTING 
Supplement.ary Pre TOTAL 

9% 

91% 

7% 

93% 

S% 

95% 

FUTURE PLANS OF EDUCATION LEADERS 

Day 

86% 

4% 

4% 

7% 

PERCENT BY SETTING 
Supplemcotary Pre 

73% 

9% 

3% 

3% 

12% 

75% 

6% 

12% 

6% 

TOTAL 

6% 

1% 

5% 

9% 

EXPERIENCE OF EDUCA TJONAL LEADERS IN .JEWISH EDUCATION 

TOT AL # OF YEARS PERCENT BY SETTING 
Day Supplcmeutacy Pre TOTAL 

I )~ar 3% 1% 

2 - 5 years 4% 12% 6% 8% 

6 • IO years 7% 12% 25% 13% 

11 - 20 years 57% 39% 50% 48% 

2 I or more years .12% 33% 19% 30% 

PAGE 02 
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facsimile 
T RANSM I TT AL - ------- - --------------

Adam Gamoran 
( 608) 265-5389 

to: 

fu#: 

re: Tables & Figures for Educational Leaders Data 
Presentation 

date: 

pages: 

April 7, I 995 
I l , including cover sheet. L) e. c. v.,.. <A hJ) 

Adam, 

Here are some tables and figures (charts) for the educational leaders data, concerning 
certification or degree (major) in Jewish studies, general education, and/or educational 
administration. Tables and figures on other data will follow soon . 

The following five sets of tables and figures arc on· 
1 training in general education and Jewish studies; 
2. training in educational ad.ministration (certification and/or degree) only; 
3 . training in educational administration and Je'\l\'ish studies; 
4 training in k wish studies and either general education or educational 
administration (this combines aU three); 
'.>. training in general c:duc.ation and Jewish studies 

cross-tabulated w:it:h tr.aining in administration. From the desk of ... 

The last three are offered as alternative ways of 
presenting the :id.ministration variables in relation 
t o the standard training pie ( J st set). J thin k that 
the pie chart in the fourth set (wh ich combines 
general education & educ. admin.) would follow 
very nicely after the first pie chart, since o nly 3 
educ. leaders are ''trained" in administration 
without also being "trained" in general education. 

Bill 

Bill Robinson 
Field Researcher 

CIJE 
1525 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 30076 

( 404) 552-0930 
Fax: ( 404) 998-0860 
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V&fH TR,AINAL2 (which mcludcs certification in geuenl education) 

Extcut of Pfof<-'SSiona.l Training ~f Educational Leaders in General Education and Jewish Studies 

S.tTTlNU Trained In General Trained m Trained in Jewish T rained in 
Edu·cation Only Both Studie~ Only Neither 

Day School 41% 33% 19% 7% 

S.upplemeo1ary School 29% 48% 16% 6% 

Pre-school 

TOTAL 

SETTINO 

Day School 

62% 12% 25% 

4)% 35% 14% 11% 

INCLUDING- ONLY TIU HEADS OF THE SCHOOLS (Using SETHEAD) 

l1sms TRAINAI,2 (which includes certification in gcnc-;raJ education) 

Extent of Prof'Cssmual Trammg of Principals in Gcoeral EducatiOD. and Jewish Studies 

Trained in General Trained in Trained m Jn¥1.sh Trained in 
EducaJlon Only Bod, Studil!.S Only Neither 

31% 38% 31% 

Supplcmwwy 5'bool 33% 48% 11% 7% 

Pre-school 62% 12% 23% 

TOTAL 41% 36% 12% 11% 

se-t 1 

PAGE 02 

I 



TilAIN£D IN BOTH 
TRAINED IN GENERAL 

EDUCATION ONLY 
3S% __ ,, 41% 

TRAINED IN NErfHER 
11% 

TRAINED IN JEWISH 
STUDIES ONLY 

14% 

Figure l: Extent of Professional Training in 
General lliucation and Jewish Studies 
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Colle~ate and Profc~ ional Admmistr1tion 81okgrounds of Ed.11eatiooal Le.ders 

SETTINO Certificate in Degree i.o EdlloC8tional Trained in &b;1tiou,J 
AdministraboD Administntion Adm.inistratiou 

Day School 36% 19% 4 lo/o 

Supplementary School }9% 9% )9"A, 

Pre-school 19% 19o/o 

TOTAL H% 11% 27% 

Note· "Trained in AdmU11str11Jou" meus either• Cc:rtificato iD Admmlstratlon or• Degree ui Educ1honal 
Adm.insitration. 

SETTINU 

OayScbool 

INCLUDING ONLY THE HEADS Of DIE SCHOOL'S (U~g SEll-lEAD) 

Collc~ate IDd Professioo.a.l Admuustratiou BackgrOUDds of Educational Leaders 

Certificate m Degree U! ~tional Trained JD Edocabooal 
Admmi,trabon Administratioo. Adawustratioo 

S7% 31% 62% 

Supplementuy School . 21% 11% 22% 

Pre-school l9o/o 19% 

TOTAL 29% 12% 30% 

Note: "Trained iD Admmistrahoou means etthet- a Certifica·t~ i.a Adm.inistnriou OT" a Degree ID ~ aboual 
Admumtratioo. 

Sc t 2-

3 
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No Figure Provided (Yet) 

For Data On Only Aqministration 
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Using TRNADJU2 

Extent of Professional Training of Educational Leaden in EIDK:atloual Administration and Jewish Stud.tes 

SETTING Trained m EdMc. Trained in Tramed ,n Jewish Tramedm 
AdminiJtrat/on Only Bolh Sr11dies Only Neither 

Day School 11% 30% 22% 37% 

Supplementary School 3% 16% 48% 32% 

Pr~scbool 

TOTAL 

SE-rllN<.i 

Day School 

12% 6% 6% 75% 

8% 19o/o 30¾ 43% 

INCLUDING ONLY TitE H:EADS OF TIIE SCHOOLS (U.siog SETHEAD) 

U$g TRNADJU2 

Extent of Professional Traiu.ing of Pnncipals in Educational Admin.iw11tion ud Jewwi Studies 

Trained In Educ. Trained m Tt'tl111td ,,, Jew~h Trained in 
A dministration Only Both Sn"JruOnly Neither 

15% 46% 23% 15% 

Supplementary School 4% 19% 41% 37% 

Pre-school 12% 6% 6% 75% 

TOTAL 9% 21% 27% 43% 

PAGE 06 
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TRAINED IN Born 
,, 3S'6 

TRAINED IN JEWISH 

~ 
-t-

w 

STUDIES ONLY 
14% 

TRAINED IN EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTllADON ONLY 

89' 

TRAINED IN NElTBER. 
439' 

Another Figure: Extent of Professional Training in 
Educational Administration and Jewish Studies 
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Us,iD& TRNAEJ2 

Extent of Profession.al Tnining of Educational LeadeJs 
in Jev.'lsh Studies and either Getieral F..docatiou or Educational Admirustntion 

SETTING Trained in Education/ Trained in Troin~d fn Jtwish T r.amed iJJ 
Admini.Jtra11on Only Both Studit:, Only Neither 

Day School 41% 37% ]5% 7% 

Supplemaitary School 32% 52% D% 3% 

Pre-school 

TOTAL 

SETTING 

Day S(;bool 

62% 12% 25% 

42% 38% 11% 9% 

INCLUDING ONLY THiE HEAJ>s OF Tia SCHOOLS (Using SETI-IEAD) 

\!ss IRNAEJ2 

Extent of Profcssiooal Traia.ing of PriDcipals in Educatiooal Administration and Jewish Studies 

Trolntd fn Education/ Trained in Tramtd m J ,:wi:rh Trained in 

Administration Only Both Swdies On ly Neilber 

31% 46% 23% 

Supplementary School 37% 52% 7% 4% 

Pre-school 62% 12% 25% 

TOTAL 43% 39% 9% 9% 

PAGE 08 
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TllAINED IN BOTH 

TllAIN£D IN GEN£JlAL 
EDUCATION ONLY 

42'6 
:38% 

-, 
', 

" 

-~ 

TRAINED IN NEITHEll 
996 

TRAINED IN JEWISH 
STUDIES ONLY 

119' 

Extent of Professional Training in Jewish Studies and 
either General Education or Educational. Administration 
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0 6 Apr 95 us i ng p_int_OS . sav 

TAAI NAL2 T r aine d - incl . GENEDCER, mo re as mis&in 
by ADMTRAI N Tra ine d i n Adnu.nis t r a t i o n 

ADMTRAIN 
count 

Row E'Ct Y~s 
Col Pct 
To t Pct 

I TRAI NAL2 -
l 

Traine d 1 n Bo t h 

~ 2 
Tra i ned in J ew1.s 

f 3 
T ra ined in Gener 

4 
Tr ained in Neith ' 

Column 
Total 

l. 

1 

12 
4 6 . 2 
60 . 0 
16 .2 

2 
20 . 0 
l O. O 
2.7 

5 
16. '7 
2 5 .0 

6. 8 

1 
12.5 
5.0 
1. 4 

-· 
20 

27.0 

Pa ge l o f 1 

No 

2 

14 
53.8 
25.9 
18 .9 

8 
80 . 0 
14.8 
10 .8 

ZS 
83 ;3 
46 . 3 
33 . 8 

7 
87.5 
13 . 0 

9 . 5 

54 
73 . 0 

Ro w 
Tota l 

2 6 
3 5 . 1 

10 
13. 5 

30 
4 0 . 5 

8 
1 0.8 

74 
100 . 0 

Number o f Missi n g ObsP.rvat~ons: 3 

I,.._ 

a " 

s e+ ) 
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Trained in General 
Education Only 41 °/4 

I • Trained in Administration 
ii f""-] No1 Trained in Administration 
iii r -- - --·- _ j 

I 

Trai 
BotL . ed . J . h rain m ew1s 

;;tudies Only 14% 

• ' ! 

T .L. rah..::u 1n 
Neither 11% 
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facsimile 
TRANSM I T T AL ----- ---- ---- ---- --

to: ADAM GAMORAN 
fax#: ( 608) 265 4 5389 
re: Educational Leaders - Issues of professional growth 
date: Apri l 10 , 1995 
pages: 6 , includ ing cover sheet. 

From the desk of ... 

Bill Robinson 
Fie ld Researcher 

CIJE 
1525 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 30076 

( 404) 552-0930 
Fax; (404) 998-0860 
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ISSUES OF PROFESSIONAL GROWTH - page I 

ADEQUACY OF THE OPPORTUNITIES FOA THEIR PROFESSIONAL GROwnl! 

Supplementary Sch ool 

Pre-~bool 

TOTAL 

PERCENT AG£ WHO INDICATED "ADEQUATE- OR "VERY ADEQUATE" 

74% 

59% 

75% 

68% 

AVERAGE NUMBER OF WORKSHOPS ATTENDED BY THE EDUCATIONAL LEADERS 
(bl a 2 year period) 

Day School 

Supplementary ScbN>I 

Pre-school 

TOTAL 

MEA,N # OF WORKSHOPS 

44 

5.4 

5.5 

PAGE 02 

*Note: This figure: c:hnun11tes ODe supplemexatuy educational director who mdicatcd 34 workshops. )The: uext highest 
number was 16.) ludndi.nti this person, tbe mem # of workshops for supplemc:nwy educational directors would be 6.5. 

PERCENT AG•: OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERS WHO ENGAGAGE IN SOME FORM OF 
INFORMAL STUDY OF HEBREW Oil JUDAICA 

Day School 

Supplemeutary School 

Ptie-scbool 

TOTAL 

(Comb.lDC~ ltlm!s b, c, & d oo question # 14 - oat rtcm a.) 

PERCE NTAGE 

77% 

88% 

SO% 

77% 
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HebmY lQlpage 

Cus10~ & Cnemoo1c•, 

7.iomsm &. Israel 

Jewish History 

Bible 

ISSUES OF PROFESSIONAL GROWTH - page 1 

Dt.sOlE OF EDUCATIONAL LEADEllS FOR INCREASING 
KNOWLEDGE OF JUDAISM a. HEBREW 

(lnchadea ONLY those wbo are "Tr.abled In Jewub Studies") 

PERCENT AGE DESIRING INCREASED KNOWLEDGE 

Day Supplc:mcnt.ry Pre 

77% 31% 79% 

38% 45% 64% 

46% 43% 36% 

69% 73% 64% 

69% 82% 57% 

Prayer and Syn.agogue Slu ll, 54% 45% 36% 

Rabbinic Literarurc '6% 55% 7% 

PAGE 0 3 

NOTT.: Only in "Rablnnic I .1tenture" are the percentages higher for those wbo arc "Trained in Jewish Studies". This 
would be e,cpected 

Day 

Suppl 

Pre 

TOTAL 

Reading 

Wntmg 

Tra.uicd 

71% 

62% 

62% 

46% 

55% 

7% 

34% 

DESIRE OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERS FOR INCREASING 
KNOWLEDGE OF HEBKEW 

(lncludet ONLY thOH wlton profkleacy in H•bre..., It "Umtted., or "Not at all''.) 

PERCY TA<,E DESIRING INCREASED KNOWLEDGE (by type ofproficlCDC)' and setting) 

Day 

70% 

100% 

89% 

Supplementary 

54% 

34% 

Pee 

70% 

80% 

75% 
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ISSUES OF PROFESSIONAL GROWTH - page 3 
(D:isc.ussion of Preceding Tables) 

PAGE 04 

Concerning the tables on page 2 of "Issues of Professional Growth", I only presented the 
pcrcen~agcs for the ''bottom half' - those who need inc~ knowledge. Thus the data illustrates the ¾ of 
educat1onaJ leaders "ho are aware that they need to increase their knowledge (in those areas). The higher the 
%, the greater the nuin~.r of educational leaders in each setting who are cognizant of their professional 
growth needs. 

Within this general ai-gument, one must take into account the dift'eracea between settings <in tcana 
of their CJ1cri£ulym/oroec,m1). For instance. pre-school educational leacler9 {in general) bavc a less 
pressmg need to knov.- the Rabbinic literature since it is not a topic ~iucb 1s taught (though this is not to say 
that increased knowledge wouldn't be helpful) J'm not sure why, but it may be that oducational Jeaders in 
supplementary school have a less pressing need to know- more about "prayer and synagogue skills" than day 
school educatiooaJ leaders, given the different 11ellltionship of the synagogue to their sdtools. Therefore. the 
fact that a smaller % of untrained supplementary educational leaders (as compared to lh~e in day schools) 
feel the need to incruse their knowledge of prayer & synagogue skills may be a reasoneble response to 
inst1tut1onaJ condlllons 

Overall. a grearer percentage of supplementary educonona/ leaders who are NOT trained in 
Jewish studies seem more <1ware of their need to increase their knowledge of Jewish content areas than do 
those in day schools (and pre-schools) Howncr, does this refl~ a more a,~~ awareness of one's 
shortcomings or di,ffemt •dppinilttttixc struc;tum. In the day schools, there are usually several 
administrativc/supcr"isory personnel filling different roles. In the supplementary schools, there is usuaJly a 
sin.sic adminislrator ,vho must fill all roles. Does this mean that 111 the day schools {given the greater role 
differentiation), there is a less pressing need for EVERY educational leaders to have a solid knowledge o f 
Jewish content areas? 

As a gyjor uuat. the differences between the day and supplementary settings (in Bible. for 
instance) would cease tf a single person in each setting had indicated otherwise 

The following figure (chart) only illustrates the dm.a for the following content areas: Customs & 
Cemnonies, History, Bible. and Rabbinic Literature. Zionism is excluded because I would have to remove 
the Israelis to give a fatr picture. Prayer & synagogue skills is eliminated because I think the 
"learning/teaching of prayer and synagogue skills" may be played out in II significantly different manner Ill 
supplementary and day schools. Hebrew is not included because (while the pattern is the same) I think the 
best indicator of "need" for more Hebrew language knowledge is proficiency, not "trained in Jewish stud ies" 
A separate figure 11Jusu-a.ting Hebrew could be done if you want. 

Finally, I did not present any tables in regard to administrative skills (by trained in administration), 
because there was nothing int~csting to present. There was no perceivable pattern in comparing settings (for 
those who are not trained in administration - either degrc:ie or certificate). There was no conc.eiYable pattern 
comparing those who are trained to those who are not trained in administration (within e:ither day or 
supplementary settings). Sometimes the % is higher for those who are trained (e.g., desiring skills in staff 
supervision among supplementary educauonal leaders), and sometimes the% is higher for those who are 
trained (desiring skills m school management among day school educational leaders). Among the pre-sc.bool 
educationaJ leaders. the % of those \\-no are trained in administration who want to increase their skills in 
administration areas tends to be greater than the % among those who are not trained. BUT, there are only 3 
educational leaders in lhc pre-schools (out of 16) who are trained in administration ( 19%). 
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ISSUES OF PROFESSIONAL GROWTH - page 4 

In summary, three general points art being made-

/ Supplementary school educational leaders engage in more or similar amounts of formal Q[Jfi informal 
professional deve-Jopment than those In day and pre-schools. This 1s especially interesting considering 
that they are more (ar at least not less trained) than those is day and pre-school settings. 

2 Greater percentages nf supplementary school educanonal leaders. as compared to those in day and 
pre-school setting.,·. ;ind the opportunrties for professional to be inadequate. 

3. Among those educallona/ leaders that are not trained in Jewish studies. those in supplementary school 
.rethngs are more /rke'!y to want to increase their know/edge of Jewish content areas than those In day or 
pre-school settmg.1 



Percentage Desiring Increased Knowledge 
Who Are NOT Trained in Jewish Studies 

-- - -
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facsimile 
TRANSM ITTA L...--------- - --------

to: 

fax#: 
re: 

date: 
pages: 

Adam, 

ADAM GAMORAN 
( 608) 265-5389 
4th packet - Educational Leaders Presentation 
.April l 0 , 1995 
2, including cover sheet. 

The following page is a sample graphic figure which presents the "t raining" of 
educational le;1ders BY SETTING. The uruque element in this figure is that the bars 
for training in gcn("ral education and Jewish studies represent total percentages, which 
includes all educational leaders who have training in either general education of 
Jewish studies (as the case may be) REGARDLESS of whether or not they also have 
training in the other area (NOT those who ONLY have training in one of the two). It 
was created to emphasize the differences between settings. not to give the overall 
picture. 

As with ALL of the figures that I sent you, this one is also a rough draft. When you 
tell me which ones you want to use (a.nd what elements you want in each), I'll create 
more finished wrsions. 

Bill 

From the desk of ... 

Bill Robinson 
Field Researcher 

CIJE 
I 525 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell. Georgia 30076 

(404) 552-0930 
Fax: ( 404) 998-0860 
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facsimile 
TRAN SMI TTA Lr-- ------- - - -----

tu: ADAM GAMORAN 
fax#: ( 608) 265-5389 
re: Educational Leaders Report 
date: May 51 1995 
pages: 14, jncluding cover sheet. 

Ad am, 

I'm off e-n1ai1 until later this afternoon. Problem should be 
corrected by end of next week. 

In case you don't pick this up at your office, I'll be e-mailing you 
a copy later. 

Bill 

From the desk of ... 

Bill Robinson 
Field Researcher 

CIJE 
1525 Wood Creek Trail 
Roswell, Georgia 3007 6 

(404) 552-0930 
Fax: ( 404) 998-0860 
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Adam and Ellen, 

Sorry for the lotenes~ of my parts. As you are well aware, the work for the Steering Committee 
(presentation anJ Mc>dule) kept me completely occupied for over two weeks. 

A. 
I did not write th~ "Implication~• parts for the sections that could use one. I could use your input 
before doing s<:>I 

8. On the sectio:1~ ond their placement: 

In writing the 3ec·ti,:,n :s. I found that Adam's original plan to separate the "Conditions and 
Sentiment!! obc,ut Work'' from 'Work Settings" made sense. So. in this regard, I suggest 
returning to the c,riginaJ p lan and placlng "Conditions and Sentiments about Work" after the 
section on "Professiona l Growth''. 

1 found that inch ... d 1ng within one section - "Recruitment and Experience" - a ll of the pc:rri:3 dealing 
with their career p:11hs (i.e., "Entering Jewish Education", Types of Educotional Experience•, 
"Length of £xpenencf" in fewish Education", "Recent Recruitment". and "Future Plane•) made 
sense. Yet. 1 think •hot they could just as easily be separated into two sections: "Recruitment" 
(''Entering Jewish Education" and "Recent Recruitment") and "Experience" ("fypes of Educational 
Experience". "Length ,:,f Expenence in Jewish Education". and "Future Plans"). Currently. th$¥ 
are all together. But. your choice! 

I did make one c hc:m ge that was not d iscussed previously. I believe the data on 'Work Settings" 
{i.e .. role o f educ:rt,ona l leader within the school.% o f schools in each setting type. school 
affiliation. and :mf;• of the school) is best reported sGparately (rom all the other dota, and is best 
reported in a box near the beginning of the report. The reason is that this data Is probably most 
useful i n (indirect!)•) oddressing the •representativeness• of the three communities for 
developing a continental picture. While we may not want to argue e xphc itly for this, it seems 
useful to tell the r~ad-er up front what these communities look hke (i .. e, how much d o they look 
like your community) 

C. On the Toble3. 

I did n o ! c reate thn T:Jblas yet, b ut will d o so 900n. 

I envision havin9 the following 11 tables for the sections that 1 wro te. 

a. Levels of Religic,us Observance among the f.ducational Leaders: Percentage who Engage In 
Various Religious Practices 

- This includes synagogue attendance. 
- By setting and total. 

b. P.easons for Entering the Field of Jewish Education 
- Not by ~ettmg. only by total. 
- In the rP.!=OT' l combine the percentages for "So mewhat Unsatisfied" and ''Very 
Unscrtish~• Should I do the same in the Table? 
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c. Types of Educ1·1t1onal Experience: Percentoge of the Educational Leaders who have Worked 
in Various Settm~s 

- Includes all three school settings. camp. youth. JCX::::. adult education. and experience 
In genera I OO\ication. 
- By settir.g ar,d total. 

d. How Were the Edu-::ational Leaders Recruited into their Current Po sition: Percentage 
Recruited il"I Various Ways 

• By setting a nd total. 

e . Reosons for C.'tcosmg to Work in their Current School 
• By setting and total. 

f. Length o f Ex-p:!rience in Jewish Education 
- Three tob:es m one: 

To tal Years of Experience in Jewish Education 
Total Years of Experience in OJrrent Community 
To tal Years of Experience in Current Setting 

-By settir:g and total. 

g. Future Plans cl !he Educationol Leaders 
- By setting ar:d total. 

h. The Education:rl Leaders' Salaries from Work: in Tewish Education 
- By se1tir.g and total. 

i. Satisfaction ol th-= Educational Leaders with their Work Condttione 
- This table Wlll Include salary. benefits. hours o f employment available. resources, and 
physical setting and facilitie!;. 
- Not by setting. only by total. 
· Note: thr;i info rmation contained o n this table will be discussed in three separate sub
sections <•f the· section "Conditions and Sentiments about Work". 

j. Availabili ty of Fringe Benefits: Percentage of the Educational Leaders who are Offer&d 
Vorious &nehts 

- By setllr .g ar,d total. 

le. Satisfaction of the Educational Leaders with How their Time is Spent in Various Activities 
- Not by set1in9. onJy by total. 

D . New Calculahons 

Finally. I included dota from some new colculalions that l did for the report, of which you should 
.be aware. 

l. ln order lo asse!;s the percentage of educational l~ dt.rs who have moved from one 
community to another dunng their career 1n Jewish education - a measure of communal 
stability - I su.btrctc ted the total number years (unrecoded) in c urrent community from the total 
number of yeor~ (1mrecoded) 1n Jewish education. Those who received a score o f O hove only 

I I 
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worked in a single community. 

2. Similarly. in order to a ssess lhe percent<Jge of educational leaders who have moved from 
one setting to onother during their tenure in their current community • another mea.sure of 
stability • l subti-ocled the total number of years (unrecoded) in current setting from the total 
number o f yeorn (1,nMCoded) in c urrent community. Those who received a score of O have only 
worked in a single setting within their current community. 

3. In order to assess the percentage of educational leaders whose salary from Jewish education 
makes up more than half of their total family income. I first did a cross•labulation of the two 
(JEIN(X)ME by INCOME'TF). Sinc e the ca1egories are very wide, I then eliminated all of the 
educational leod~, s whose income from Jewish education may or may not be more than half o f 
their total family income. In other words, if their total family income is "$50.000 to $69.000" and 
their Income from Jewish education Is "$20.000 to $29,000", there is no way to be certain as to 
whether the latler 1s more or less than half of the former. So, these cases were defined as 
"mi~ing•. IThe ontJ exception to this wos that I d efined as "More than Hair those cases in which 
their total fami]y 1ni::ome and their income from Jewish education wos reported as "Over $90,000" 
and "Over $80,000" respectively.] I then divided the number of cases In which their salary for 
Jewish education 1NOs more than half of their total family income by the tot<:d number- of c<:i&;es 
(after e liminating the newly •m1ssing" coses os indicated abovEl Granted this is a "rough" 
estimate, and I indicate so in the reporting of the data. 

4. Now fo r the fun one•! r did a linear regres~ion to figure out what were the primary 
determinants of the educationol leoders reported level of satisfaction with their benefits. (n 
o'ther words, what be!1efits are important considerations in evaluating how satisfied they are 
with their total ~n~fit package? I did a stepwise linear regl"$SSion with the variable BENEFITS 
as the dependen· ,-anable and all the benefit variables from Q#30 as independent variables. 
The results were intn9ulng. Assuming I've read it all correctly (it's been awhile): For the 
educational leaders as a group, synagogue privileges (such as High Holiday Tickets} and 
penslon:s accounted lor 25% of the variance In the variable BENEFITS. No other variables 
significantly a ddqo tc this. By setting: Synagogue privileges was the only signlflcant predictor 
o f benefit satisfactbn (24%) for the day school educational leaders. For the supplementary 
school educational leaders. along with synagogue privileges and pensions, health benefits and 
financial support for professional development account for 67% of the variance. For the p-re
school education::11 directors, none of the variables were signlfic:ant in predicting benafit 
satisfaction. 

So what lhE· p,int? 1 did this so we can know which benefits are important to the 
educational leaders. it provided a justilication for focusing on those four as opposed to others. 
In the report. I thgri discussed the four benefits which were found to be predictors (for at least 
some group of educotlonal leaders). 

E. The Numbers -h,~t F:llen Requested 

I. Averoge attendence at camp: Mean is 4. 7 summers; M edian is 4 summers. 

2. No Jewish eduro11on a s children (before or after 13): Total - 8%; Females - 10%: Moles · 4%. 
Note: Due to the- low number of males, 4% is eqwvalent to one male! 

I I I 
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3. On trained in ,·1d m 1nistratlon in relation to trained ln Jewish studies and/or general education, 
by setting: 

Day School: Trained in Trained In Trained in Trained in 
General Educ. Both Jewish Studies Neither 

Trained in Ad min 11% 26% 4% 

Not Trained 30% 7% 15% 7% 
in Admin. 

Supplementary: Trained in Trained in Trained in Trained in 
~neral Educ . Both Jewish S tudie s Neither 

Trained in Adrnin. 13% 3°/4 3% 

No1 Trained 29% 35% 13% 3% 

inAdmm. 

Pre-school: Trained in Trained in Trained tn Trained in 
General Educ. Both Jewish Studies Neither 

Trained in Adm in. 12% 6% 

No t Trained 50% 6% 25% 
inAdmln. 

NOTE: For the pre -sc hool educational leaders. 6% is equivalent to one person! 

Well. that's all fo1 now. 

Bill 

\ \J 
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About tlle WCNll •tt11198 of._ llducattoaal Leaden 
of Atlanta, .. lti1110.-., and MIiwaukee 

Most of the educationat leaders (79%) in the three communities work as the principal or 
director of their school. The remaining 21% hold administrative or supervisory pooitions below 
the top poattion In their school. Thirty-six percent of tt,- educational leaCMN'a work m a d■y 
&ch~, 43% in a supplementary school, and 21% in a pre-school. 

Thjrty-one peteetrt of the educational leaders INOtk in Orthodox ad'\00,a. Twenty-two peroent 
wort( in schools affiliated with .the Conservative Movement and the same percentage (22%) 
with the Reform Movement. Eleven percent W0f1t in school• that are duigneted ■a 
community schools. seven percent of educational leaders indicated that their schools are 
traditional, and .4% are located within Jewish Communtty Centers. The remaining ◄,% reported 
that their schools are Independent or nave no affiffation. 

The relative proPortion of 1choots affiliated wfth each mov,ment are not 1he aame for each 
type of setting (i.e . . day, supphm'Mmtary, or pre--school). SI~ mONt than half of the day 
schools(~%) are Orthodox, wrnle 62% of the supplementary &(:hoots are affiliated with the 
Reform or Conservative movements. The pre-schools are distributed pretty evenly among the 
movements. 

The size of the p~schools directed by the educational leaders range from eight students to 
250 students. "fhe supplementary S<lhools range in aize from 42 students to approximately 
1000 studont1, and the day t<;hQQI$ from 118 to approximately 1075. 

I 
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Demographics 

Most of the educational leaders in the Jewish schools of the three communities (66%) are 
female. Every pre-school educational lead&r is a female. In the supplementary schools, 61¾ are 
female. Only in the day schools is there an almost equal number of male (48%) and female 
(52%) educational leaders. Ninety-five percent of educational leaders are married. The median 
age of the educational leaders is 44. Only 6% are younger than thirty. All of those who are 
under 30 work in supplementary schools, accounting for 14% of educational leaders within this 
setting. overall, 22% are in their thirties, 55% in their forties, and only 16% are fifty or older. 
The educational leaders are predominantly American-born (88%). Only 7¾ were born in Israel. 
and 5% in other countries. 

Religious Affiliation and Observance 

The educational leaders identify with a variety of religious denominations. Thirty-three percent 
are Orthodox, and 12% call themselves traditional. Twenty-eight percent identify with the 
Conservative movement. 26% see themselves as Refonn. and the remaining 1 % is 
Reconstructionist. The overwhelming majority (97%) belong to a synagogue. 

The Miucational leaders differ ??? from the general Jewish population, ss reportt!td by Barry 
Kosmin in "Highlights ... '". As Table, indicates, all of the educational leaders light candles on 
Hanukkah and attend a Passover Seder. Over 75% of them, regardless of their denominational 
affiliation or the setting in which they wor1c. fast on Yorn Kippur and light Shabbat candles. Over 
50% of all educational leaders. celebrate Israeli Independence Day, observe Shabbat, build a 
Sukkah, keep kosher at home, and even fest on Tisha B'Av and other minor fasts. In 
comperl$on ... 

More than 80% of the educational readers attend synagogue on the High Holidays, usuarly for 
Shabbat, and on the festivals of Passover, Sukkah, or Shavuot. Fifty-two percent of the 
Orthodox attend synagogue daily, 2 1% of the Conservative and Reconstructionist, and less than 
15% of those who rd entity themselves either as Refonn or Traditional In comparison .. . 

???? UNCERTAIN AS TO WHETHER TO REPORT THIS BY SETTING - EITHER WAY 
SUGGEST TABLE WITH PERCENTAGES FOR TOTAL AND BY SETTING ???? 
For some religious practices, the percentages differ substantially between settings. In day 
schools. over three-quarters of the educational leader.1 observe Shabbat, build a Sukkah, and 
keep kosher at home. Sixty-three percent of day school educational leaders fast on Tisha B'Av 
or other minor fasts. VVhile 79% of supplementary educational leaders indicated that they 
obsetve Shabbat, 58% keep Kosher at home, 54% build a Sukkah and only 39% fast on Tisha 
B'Av. Among pre~school educational le~ders. less than 40% observe Shabbat, build a Sukkah, 
keep Kosher at home, or fast on Tisha B'Av. 

While over 90% of educational leaders working in day or supplementary schools usually attend 
synagogue for Snabbat and for the festivals of Pass<>vet. Sukkot, or Shavuot. only 62% and 67% 
(respectively) attend among pre--school educational leaders. In addition, while 42% of day school 
educationaE leaders reported attending synagogue daily, and 25% from supplementary schools. 
none of the pre-school educational leaders indicated :that they attend synagogue daily. (Some of 
the difference between settings could be attributed to the greater proportion of day schools Which 
are Orthodox as r..ompared to the supplementary and pr&-schools.) 
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11.ec:rultment and ~rl•nc• 

Entering Jewish Education 

PAGE 08 

Educators have entered the field of Jewish education for a variety of reasons. When asked 
about the importance of :several possible reasons, the educational leaders in the three 
communities indicated tttat those factors which are intrinsic to the practice of Jewish education 
(e.g., working with childAtn, teaching about Judaism) were more important than extrinsic factors 
(e.g., salary. career advancement). As Table indicates, working with children (83%), teaching 
about Judaism (75%). and serving the Jewish community (62%), were rated as very important 
motivating factors by the highest percentage of educational leaders. Those factors which are 
extrinsic to the actual process of teaching but nevertheless have strong intrinsic value. such as 
working with teachers (43%) and leaming more about Judaism (49% ), were considered by 
almost half of the educational leaders as very important motivating factors for entering Jewish 
education. 

In contrast, extrinsic factors such as the full-time natur1t of the profession was considered to be a 
very important reason by onty 25% of the educational le~ders and to be either somewhat or very 
unimportant by 39% _ Sim11arty, opportunities for career advancement was rated as very 
important by 18%, while 48% of the educational leaders considered it to be either ,omewhat or 
very unimportant. Near the bottom end, the level of income was considered by only 7% of 
educational leaders to be a very important reason for entering Jewish education and by 59% as 
either somewhat or very unimportant. Finally, the status of the profess'6n was rated as very 
important by only 9% , whiJe 68% of the educational leaders considered it to be only somewhat or 
very unimportant 

Types of Educational Experience 

As Table illustrates, the educational leaders of the three communities show a considerable 
diversity of experience in their educational careers. Every educational leader has had some type 
of experience in formal or informal education before assuming thei r current position. Sixty--one 
percent of them have worked in general education. Eighty-.seven pen::ent have taught In a 
Jewish day, supplementary, and/or pre-school and almost half (48%) have worked in a Jewish 
camp or Youth group. The large maJority of educational leaders (83%) have worked in a school 
setting (i.e., day, supplementary or pre-school) other than the one In which they aire currently 
employed. However, there are important differences between educational leaders from the 
different settings 

Among day school educational leaders, 68% have taught in a day S¢hOol prior to assuming thejr 
current administrative position. Of the ramaining 32%, all have had experience t&aehing or as an 
administrator in a supplementary setting. In total, 75% of day school educational leaders have 
worked in a supplementary setting, while only 7% have worked in a pre-school. Fifty-four percent 
of day school educational leaders have worked in J$wi$h camps, 43% ii'\ adult education. 25% in 
youth groups, and 14 % in a JCC. 

Among supplementary educational leaders, 79% have taught in a supplementary school before 
assuming their current position. In contrast to day school educational leadens. only 33% have 
taught in the other's (i.e . day school) setting. Similar to day school educational leaders, very few 
supplementary educational leaders (15%) have worked in a pre-school. f ifty-two percent of 
supplementary educational leaders have worked in adult education, 45% in youth groups, 39% in 
camps, and 27% in a JCC. 
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Among pre-school educational leaders, 81% have taught in a pre-school prior to assuming their 
current position. Thirty-one percent of pre-school educational leaders have worked in 
supplementary settings and the same percentage (31%) in camps. Only 12% have worked in the 
following settings: ,:tay schools: youth groups: adult education: and JCCs. 

The edueationel leaders currently emptoyed in day or supplementary schools show the greatest 
diversity of experience. Only 1 1 % of day school educational leaders and 9% of supplementary 
sohool edu<Altional leaders have wor1<ed only in their current setting. In contrast, 44% of pre
school educational leaders have worked only in a pre-school setting during their career in Jewish 
education. Moreover, while three-quarters of day school educational leaders have worked in a 
supplementary setting and one-third of supplementary school educational leaders have worked in 
a day school. only 7% and 15% (respectively) have wonted in pre-schools. Compared to their 
colleagues currently working in day and supplementary settings, pre-school educational leaders 
have relatively segregated career paths. 

Recent Recruitment 

As shown in Table . the majority of educational leaders (63%) found their current posittons 
through recruitment efforts by the school. Nineteen pereent of all educational leaders found their 
current job through personal contacts with a friend or mentor, Only 14% found tt through 
recruitment efforts by other institutions beyond the school (i.e ., central agency, gradYate school 
placement, na tion~I professional association). Even among those who moved to a new 
community to take their current position, only 44% found their position through institutions other 
than the school. The remaining 4% (all employed in pre-schools) found their positions through 
other means, ~ucti as by being a paAtnt of a child in the school. None of the pre-school 
educational leaders found a position through recruitment efforts by institutions other than the 
.school 

As w ith their initial decision to enter the field of Jewish education, the large majority of 
educational leaders did not value the extrinsic, material aspects of their job as very important 
factors in making their decisions to work in the school in which they are currently employed. As 
indicated in Table . opportunity toi career advancement was considered a very important factor 
by only 27% of educational leaders. Also, the hours avaitable for wonc (25%), salary (21%). and 
their spouse's work (14%) were rat&d by comparably few educational leaders as very important 
considerations in c-.hoosing their current place of employment. 

Instead. the re ligious affiliation of tha school (62%) and the community in which the school was 
located (53%} were rated as very important considerations by the highest percentage of 
educational lea~rs Among educational leaders who work in schools affiliated with a religious 
movement (i.e , Orthodox, Traditional, Conservative, Reform). almost 100% of the educational 
leaders have a personal affiliation ot the same type or one level more observant. For instance, 
81% of educational leaders who work in schools identified with the Conservative movement. 
personally identify themselves as Conservative. The remaining 19% identity themse lves as 
traditional. In addit ion , 44% of educational leaders (who belong to a synagogue} teaeh in the 
synagogue to which they belong. Among the supplementary schools, the proportion is 62%. 

In addition to the religious affiliation of the school and the community in which the s~hool was 
located, the reputation of the school was rated as very important by a high percentage (62%) of 
pre-school educational leaders, though only by 36% of those who work in day or supplementary 
schools. The Rabbi or supervisor was rated by 45% of supplementary school educational 
leaders as a very ,mportant consideration in choosing a school, by 31% of day school educational 
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leaders and by 29% of tho~ that work in pre-schools. 

Length of Experience in Jewish Education 

In addition to the diversity of their careers. most of the educational leaders of the three 
communities have worked in the field of Jewish education for a considerable length of time. As 
Table indicates, 78% of the educational leaders have been working in Jewish education for 
more than 10 years. Thirty percent have been employed in Jewish education for over 20 years, 
while only QO/o have been working in it for 5 years or less. Day school educational leaders show 
the gAtatest senionty with 96% having worked in Jewish education for over 10 years. While 
comparativety lower, still 70% of supplementary school educational leaders have worked in 
Jewish education tor over 10 years and only 15% for five years or less. Among pre-$chOOI 
educational leaders, 69% have been employed in Jewish education for over 10 years. 

While they have considerable tenure in the field ot Jewish education, the educational leaders are 
comparatively new to their cum,nt communities. Onty -45% of the edueationel leaders have 
worked In their current community for over 1 O years, while 30% have worked in their current 
community for 5 years or less. P~school educational leaders show the most communal 
stabi lity, with only 6% having work,ed in the community for 5 years or fess. 

Most educators have moved from (at least) one city to another during their career in JeWi$h 
education. Only 36% of educational leaders have spent all their years in Jewish education in 
their current community. Again, pre-school educational leaders show the highest degree of 
communal stability with 56% having worked in only their current community. Supplementary 
$Choo! educational leaders show the least with onlly 27% having wori{ed in only their current 
community. Among those who work in day schools, 36% have worked only in their own 
community. When asked if they had moved to the community in order to take their current 
position, 56% percent of day school educational leaders and 35% of supplementary school 
educational leaders (who had moved during their career) indicated that they had. Notably, none 
of the pre-school educational directors had moved to the community in order to take their current 
position. 

Once they have moved to their current community, the majority of &ducational leaders (54%) 
have remained in the same setting. Nevertheless, due in pert to moves from one community to 
another, most of them (53%) have ~nty worked in their current setting for S years or less. Thirty
two percent have worked for over 10 years and only 7% of the educational leadens have worked 
for over 20 years in their current setting . Day school educatiol'\al leaders show the highest 
degree of stability with 43% having worked in the same setting for 5 years or fess and 43% 
having wori(ed for over 10 years. Pre-school educational directors show a similar degree of 
stability with 44% having worked 5 years or less and 38% having wori{ed tor over 10 years in the 
same setting. Only within the supplementary setting has the majority of educational leaders 
{66%) worl(ed in their current settings for 5 years or less. Only 19% of supplementary school 
&dueational leader$ have worked tn their current settings for over 10 yttal'S. 

Future Plans 

While most of the educational leaders have spent less than 5 years or less in their current 
setting, given their future plans their institutional tenure should rise continualfy over time. As 
illustirated in Table , the large majority of educational leaders (78%) plan to remain as an 
administrator o, supervisor in the same school in which they are cum.ntly employed. A slightly 
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higher percentage of day school educational leaaers (86%) desire to remain in their current 
school&, as compared to supplementary (73%) and pre-school (75%) educational leaders. In 
total, only 6% plan to become educational leaders in a new school, none of the educational 
leaders want to work in any other type of Jewish educational institution (such as a central 
agency), and only one percent plans to leave the field of Jewish education. Nine percent of 
education leaders are unsure about their future plans. The remaining 5% plan to pursue 
avenues such as returning to teaching and retirement. 

Implications 

as part of Implications· Given their future plans, and the fact that 95% of the educational leaders 
consider Jewish education to be their career, ... 
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Co"dltlons and S.ntlmenb about Worts 

Nature of Employment 

PAGE 12 

Almost 83% of educational leaders are employed in only in a single Jewish educational setting 
(either a day, supplementary, or pre-school}. Sixteen percent are employed in two settings, and 
only 1 % m more than two settings. Of the 17% who work in more than one Jewish educational 
setting, two-thirds do so in order to earn a suitable wage. Of this same 17%, the large majority 
(70%) work only 6 hours or less per week in their second setting. 

Seventy-eight percent of the educational leaders indicated that they an, employed full-time as 
Jewish educators N,nety-six percent of day school educational leaders report being employed 
full-time, as does 81 ¾ of pre-school educational leaders. In contrast, only 61% of educational 
leaders working in a supplementary setting wori( full-time in Jewish education Of the 
educational leaders employed only part-time (22%), almost half (44%) prefer to be wor1dng full
time in Jewish education 

Salary 

As Table indicates. despite the predominantly full-time nature of the wori(. one-third of the 
educational leaders eam less than $30,000 a year. Slightly more than half of the educational 
leaders (51%) eam $40,000 or more, and 30% earn over more than $60,000 a year. 

Salaries for day school educational leaders are consrderably higher than those for their 
colleagues in the other two settings. Among those employed in day schools, only '1°/o eam less 
than $30,000 a year, while 58% eam over $60,000 a year Forty-seven percent of supplementary 
school educational leaders earn less than $30,000 a year, and only 20% aam over $60,000. 
Among pre-school educational leaders, 50% eam less than $30,000, and none of them reported 
earning more than $60,000 e year. 

For the majority of educational leaders, the salary they earn from Jewish education accounts for 
more than half their family income. The percentages differ across settings in a manner similar to 
the differences ,n salary level across settings (as detailed above). For day school educational 
leaders, roughly 85% obtain half their family income from their work in Jewish education. Among 
those who wor1t 10 supplementary schools, slightly more than half have family incomes based 
mostly on their earnings from Jewish education. For pre-school educational leaders. roughly 
one-quarter earn !he majority of their family income from their employment in Jewish education. 

As shown in Table . onty 9% of all educational leaders reported that they are very satisfied with 
their salary. Fifty-five percent indicated being somewhat satisfied, while 36% percent reported 
being either somewhat or very dissatisfied The day scttool educational leaders indicated the 
most satisfaction. with 14% being very satisfied and 54% being somewhat satisfied. Only 4% of 
day school educational leaders reported being very di$$atisfied. Among those working in 
supplementary schools. only 3% reported being very satisfied while 21% indicated that they are 
very dissatisfied Pre-school educational leaders displayed the widest distribution with 12% 
being very satisfied and 19% being very dissatisfied. However, almost half (44%) of pre-school 
educational leaders indicated being either somewhat or very dissatisfied. 

? 
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Benefits 

As shown in Table • only 20o/o of the educational leaders reported being vary satisfied with their 
benefits Twenty-three percent indicated that they are somewhat satisfied. The majority of the 
educational leaders (57%) reported that they are either very or somewhat dissatisfied with their 
benefits The numbe~ across settings range from 59% of supplementary achool educational 
loaders who are dis$atisfied to 53% of pr&--school educational leaders. Among those employed 
in day schools. 57% indicate being either very or somewhat dissatisfied. The level of satisfaction 
with benefits expressed by the educational loaders is dependent primarily upon the availability of 
two types of benefits synagogue privileges {such as Htgh Holiday tickets), and pensions. For 
those educational leaders wort(ing in a supptementary setting, health care and financial support 
for professional development are also important determinant:s of their level of satisfaction. 

As Table indicates, 79% of day school educational leaders are offered health benefits and 71% 
pensions. while for only 18% are synagogue privileges made available. In contrast, only '48% of 
supplementary educational leaders are offered health benefrts and ◄2% pensions, while 58% are 
offered synagogue pnvileges. Among those employed in pre-schools, onty 44% ere offered 
health benefits. 38% pensions, and 25% synagogue privileges. While increased health and 
pension benefits are a concern among supplementary and pre-scnoof educational leader,, the 
availability of synagogue privileges seems of greater concern to the day school educational 
leader5. This may be due in part to the rotative availability of health and pension benefits for day 
school educational leaders. Eighty-SiJt percent of day school, 76% of supplementary sehool, and 
81% of pre•school educational leaders are offered some financial suPPQrt for professional 
development 

While benefits may be offered, not every educational leader chooses to accept each type of 
benefit. They may receive a better benefit package from their spouse's employment or the 
quality of the benefit may make it not worthwhile. For instance, 47% of the educational leaders 
who are offered health b$nefits elect not to receive them. Thirty-one percent of those who are 
offered financial support for profeS$ional development choose not to avail themselves of the 
money. Twenty-one percent of the educational leaders who are offered synagogue privileges do 
not accept the offer, and 15% of those who are offered pensions choose not to accept them. 

Sentiments about other Wort( Conditions 

In comparison to the,r expressed dissatisfaction with benefits and salary, the educational leaders 
indicated relative satisfaction with the other conditions of their W'Otk.. OnJy 18% of the ectueattonal 
leaders reported being either somewhat or very dissatisfied with the number of hours of 
employment available, while 34% were very satisfied. Only 26% were dissatisfied with the 
resources available, while 25% were very satisfied. Though 36% percent expressed 
dissatisfaction with the physical setting and facilities. 25% indicated that they were very satisfied 

While the educational leaders may be satisfied with the number of hours of employment 
available. as illustrated in Table . they were not uniformly satisfied with the amount of time they 
spend on their various roles. Across all settings, ttte educational leaders were most satisfied 
with the amount of time they spend on parent and constituent relations. Sght◄ight percent 
reported being either satisfied or very satisfied in this area The day and supplementary school 
educational leaders were the least satisfied with the amount of time they spend on training and 
staff development (only 50% and 41%, respectively). Pre-school educational leaders were the 
least s.atisfied with the amount of time they spend on curriculum and program development 
(62%). and public relations and mari(eting (62%). [Some of this may be usefully ;ntegr&tftd into 
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As part of implications. ConMCt the finding of similar levels of pre-service and In-service among 
day school end supplement•"Y school educational leaders to the findings on the disparity in 
salary and benefit /9velsf 

As part of Implications: The availability (or non-availability) of other benefits, such as free tuition 
for adult education and sabbatical leave may not be important determinants of the educational 
leaders' satisfaction because they do not expect to receive these benefits. However, as the 
standards to which Jewish educational leaders are held accountable begin to emulate the higher 
standards found in general education (especially In the areas of pre-service and in-service 
training), so may the benefits that one expects to receive . (Compare percentages from this data 
to general education concerning evsilsbility of sabbatical lt111ve and tuition for adult education, ;f 
available.) Thus. increasing the availability of sabbatical leaves (while not currenUy expected), 
may be an important means of compensating educational leaders for their increased efforts at 
professional development and e means of increasing the opportunities available for them to 
develop professionally. 
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Adam/Ellen, 

I haven't read thr::-,ugh the whole draft in deta il, but I have some comments and the additional 
information that ·ro u requested. 

A. 
Ln looking over lhe Mport, I realized! that I forgot to include the material on what would 
"enhance" their c,v~ m-11 effectiveness as an educationaJ leader. The two items that more than 
5(Y>/4 of the educahnnol leader:s (os ci group) indicated would enhance their effecti~ness o:re 
o dditionol funding for progroms and additional support staff . (Only 28% of day school leades 
indicated the 101·-er . Instead, 43% indicated additional funding for resources ond materials.] So , 
more money and mo re support staff. The only really INTERESTING finding is that only 12% of 
the educational '.e<1de rs thought that increased availability of consultants would enhance their 
effectiveness! Th is held across settings. 

O r iginally , this information was to go into the section Conditions and Sentiments about Work. 
Perhaps, along v:it'1 the information on the support they receive from other educationa l leaders 
(see B below). th·s :; better placed in the section Leading a Sc hool Community. 

B. 
I didn't notice an-1 material on the relationship of the support that educationa l leaders receive 
from each other ,:md trom educational leaders in central agencies and universities - this mainly 
comes from 0#78. This may fit nicely in the summory to Leading a School Community (though 
in Adam's originr:I ) '!.l!line it was under Professional Growth) . I think the data shows the 
following.: 

.. 

l. Infrequer,t he lp and support from their colleagues WITHIN their com munity. 
Supplem'=n tory school educational leaders indicate the highest level of collegial 
support. ,md p re-schools the lowest. (Notably, Ellen reports that pre-school educational 
leaders ,::,rv, the most isolated in their schools, and I reported that they have the most 
segregal•~ ca reer paths.] _ 

2. Except for t:-ie day schoo.l educational leaders, m ost ed ucational leaders seldom or 
never re::ei re support from theit colleagues OUTSIDE of their community. 

3. About 70 to 7S% of educatio nal leaders seldom or never n'!Ce ive support from a local 
universi l} 

4. In total. mos1 <61%) educationa l leaders receive frequent or occosionol ~Ypp:;>rt frQm 
c entral agency personnel. Of course, supplementary school educational leaders 
receive the nir.>st support and day school educational leaders the lea st. 

5. Across crll ::ettings. half or m ore than half of the educationa l leade rs seldom or never 
receive S 'JF= po rt from thelr national movements. In tota l. only 5% receive support 

frequenn•/, 
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C. 
r have two suggE:•sttons on the M!mpl!cat!ons• section for Collegia te Background and Training: 

D. 

I. I think the % of supplementary school educational leaders who are trained as 
compared 'o their day school colleagues (about the same) is worth highlighting 1n the 
impltcahc:•n:i section. 

Z. I think the ~evere lack of Jewish studies training among pre-school teochers is also 
worth highlighting, especially if we can compare them to their teachers (who have an 
almost equ,valent lack of training in Jewish studies) - As a whole, pre-school educational 
leaders or€ no t better trained in Jewish s tudies them their teachers. 

Here's the add1tk>nal info you requested on the Educational Leaders Report: 

1. On the affiliation of schools by setting ("Positions and Types of Schools"): The 
percentage-s a re for individuah, not schools! IThonbl] Thus, the language is incorrect. I 
suggest ,; lnmnating this paragraph, as we can't produce percentages for schools. 

Z. On the irnp -,rtance of reasons for entering Jewish educ atio n (2nd paragraph of "Entering 
Jewish Ed U<~atio n"): I reported the percentages of educational leaders who Indicated 
"very Important" and the percentages of educational leaders who indicated EITHER 
"somewhr.:tt unimportant" or '\rery unimportant". Thus, the rest (25+39:::64, 100-64=26%) 
indicated "~gmewhgt irowrtant". The Table will show a ll the percentages. MY ONLY 
QUF.:STION l S: SHOULD THIS TABLE ( # 1) HA VE FOUR COLUMNS OR THREE? 
SHOUill I 13ROUP "SOMEWHAT UNIMPOITTANT' AND "VERY UNlMPORrAfIT" IN TI-IE 
TABLE AS I DID IN THE PARAGRAPH? 

3. On aver-:igt~ attendance at summer camp ("Pre-Collegia te Jewish Educational 
Backgrot,nds'')· The numbers for those educational leaders who attended at for at least 

one year ore: 
TOTAL mean=4.7 median =4 

I)qy school: mecm=6. l medicm=5 
S1.1i:;:plementary: mean= 4.0 median=3 
Pre-school: meon= 4.0 median""4 

THUS. Hwi lo llowing sentence - "I'his figure i s consistent for leaders in all settings" - will 

not hold. 

4. On% with training in educational administration ("Collegiate Background and 

Training"): 
''In t ,ta!, 27% are trained on educational administration." 
•Of ·he rest, 35% received :,ome graduate credits in odm!nislrat!on ... " 

• 
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5_ On % of t:ic se with training in administration, general education . and Jewish studies 
("I'rainln~~ for t ducatlonol Leadership Positions"): 

Day School: Trained in Trained in Trained in Trained in 
General Educ. Both Jewish Studies Neither 

Trained in Admin. 11% 26% 4% 

Not Trained 30% 7% 15% 7% 
in Admin. 

Supplementary: Trained in Trained in Trained in Trained in 
General Educ. Both Jewish Studies Neither 

Trained in Admir:. 13% 3% 3% 

No t Trained 29% 35% 13% 3% 
in Admin. 

Pre-school: Trained in Trained in Trained in Trained in 
Genera l Edu(!. Both Jawish Studies Neither 

Trained in Admir .. 12% 6% 

No t Trained 50% 6% 25% 
in Adrnin. 

NOTES: f'o · the pre-school educational leaders, 6% is equivalent to one person I For day 
school. 4% = 1 person. for supplementary school, 3% = l person. 

Bill 

Since the msulting percentage change of two persona being different (i.e., having or not 
having tr-:.1iJ1ing in administration) is often equal to the differences betv.-een settings 
when brcrkE·n down by training in general education and Jewish studies (e.g., 6% vs. 
13%). 1 w,::-u ld suggest NOT reporting thls data. 

. . 
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Table I. Training in f.ducation and !ewish Studies 

SETTING 

Day School 

Supplementary School 

Pre-school 

TOfAL 

Trained in General 
Education Only 

24% 

32% 

50% 

35% 

Note: Rows may not add to 100 due lo rounding. 

Trained in 
Both 

35% 

13% 

9% 

19% 

Trained in Jewish 
Studies Only 

24% 

)]% 

3°/4 

12% 

Trained in 
Neither 

16% 

44% 

38% 

34% 

" 
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Table 2. In-service Workshops Allended (meon number of workshops attended over two years, 
by teachers who have attended at least one workshop and excluding first year teachers) 

SETTING 

Day School 

Supplementary School 

Pre - school 

TOfAL 

Average * of workshops 

3.8 

4.4 

6.2 

4.8 
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EDUCATIONAL LEADERS lN JEWISH SCHOOLS 

1. Introduction and Purpose 

Leadership in today's schools is complex and chaUenging, encompassing numerous roles. 

Educational leaders supervise and evaluate teachers, implement curriculum and instructional 

strategies, and monitor student development and achievement. They create the conditions whereby 

those working in their schools may accomplish goals with a strong sense of personal efficacy. They 

motivate, coordinate and legitimize the work of their teachers and other staff. Leaders also serve as 

the link between the school and the community including parents, lay leaders, rabbis and other 

educators. 

Despite these complexities, research on effective schools bas documented the foUowing: 

* 
* 

* 

* 

Educational leaders are key to effective schools. 
The qual ity of an educational program depends on its leaders. 
Leadership is an important factor in providing teachers with continual growth and 
development. 
The principal is a crucial factor in determining a school 's culture. 

How can educational leaders in our Jewish schools meet these challenges? How can they best 

be prepared to lead their schools effectively? How can they develop practices that enhance Jewish 

content and Jewish learning? This report presents information about educational leaders in day 

schools, supplementary schools and pre-schools in three Jewish communities in North America: 

Baltimore, Atlanta and MiJwaukee. The purpose of this report is to stimulate discussion and planning 

for the professional growth and development of educational leaders in Jewish schools. 

This report addresses four main questions: (l) How are educational leaders recruited to 

Jewish education and what are their career tracks? (2) What are the training experiences and 

professional growth opportunjties for educational leaders? (3) What are the work conditions and 



sentiments of the educational leaders? (4) What is the nature of interaction between educational 

leaders and rabbis, teachers, parents and lay leaders? 

The report highlights the long-term commitment of the educational leaders to Jewish 

education, their strong backgrounds in education, but their inadequate preparation in Jewish studies 

and in administration and supervision. Furthermore, it presents their dissatisfaction with salary and 

benefits and their desire for more active community involvement in Jewish education. The report 

addresses the need for continual professional growth and development for all educational leaders. 

2. Methods 

A survey of educational leaders was conducted in Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee, the 

three Lead Communities of the CUE. During the Fall and Spring of 1993, the survey was 

administered to all directors of day schools, supplementary schools, and pre-schools, as well as other 

supervisors and administrators in these schools below the rank of director, such as vice-principals, 

directors of Judaic studies, and department heads. A total of 100 surveys were administered, and 79 

persons responded. Survey forms were delivered by mail or in person, and the forms were either 

picked up at the school or returned by mail to the local research administrator . 

2 

Although the survey sample is broadly inclusive and highly representative of educational 

leaders in the three commuruties, the numbers are small, particularly when respondents are divided by 

setting (day school, supplementary school, and pre-school). Inferential statistics (e.g. t-values) are 

not presented because the respondents constitute almost the whole population, but readers should not 

give great weight to small differences in percentages. Because of the small number of respondents, 

data from all three communities are combined for all analyses, and data are divided by setting (or in 

other ways) only when that was essential for understanding the responses. As additional support for 

the survey analyses, we include data from in--depth interviews with 58 educalional direct0rs from the 

three communities. The interviews, which concerned educators' backgrounds, training, work 



conditions, and professional opportunities, were designed and conducted by Roberta Louis Goodman, 

Claire Rottenberg, and Julie Tammivaara. All quotations in this report come from those interviews. 

Positions and Types of Schools 

3 

Most of the educational leaders (79 % ) who responded to the survey are principals or directors 

of their schools. The remaining 21 % hold administrative or supervisory positions below the top 

leadership positions in their school. Thirty-six percent of the educational leaders work in day 

schools, 43% in supplementary schools, and 21 % in pr,e-schools. Thirty-one percent of the 

educational leaders work in Orthodox schools. Twenty-two percent work in schools affil iated with 

the Conservative Movement and the same percentage are with schools connected to the Reform 

Movement. Eleven percent of the respondents are leaders in schools that are designated as 

community schools, while 7% indicated that their schools are traditional, and 4% reported their 

schools are located within Jewish Community Centers. The remaining 4% stated that their schools 

are independent or have no affiliation. 

The relative proportion of schooas affiliated with each movement are not the same for each 

type of setting (i.e., day, supplementary, or pre-school). Slightly more than half of the respondents 

work day s,chools (54 % ) that are Orthodox, while 62 % of the educational leaders work in 

supplementary schools affiliated with the Reform or Conservative movements. The pre-school 

educational directors are more evenly distributed among the movements. 

The educational leaders work in schools with a range of student enrollments: pre-schools 

varied from 8 to 250 students; supplemellltary schools range in size from 42 to approximately 1000 

students; and the day schools have student enrollments from 118 to about I 075 students. 

Demographics 

Two-thirds of the educational leaders surveyed are women, including all the pre-school 

directors, 61 % of supplementary school aeaders, and 52% of day school administrators. Ninety-five 



percent of the education.aJ leaders are married, and their median age is 44. The educational leaders 

are predominantly American-born (88%). Only 7% were born in Israel, and 5% in other countries. 

The educational leaders identify with a variety of religious denominations. Thirty-three 

percent are Orthodox, and 12 % call themselves trad itional. Twenty-eight percent identify with the 

Conservative movement, 26% see themselves as Reform, and the remaining I% is Reconstructionist. 

Almost all (97%) belong to a synagogue. 

3. Careers in Jewish Education: Recruitment and Experience 

4 

Most educational leaders do not enter the field of Jewish education specifically to pursue a 

career in leadership, administration or supervision. They do not prepare for a career in educational 

leadership without first entering the field of Jewish education as teachers. Consequently, most of the 

educational leaders are attracted to the field of Jewish education for reasons simiJar to those of 

teachers. In addition, because the large majority of leaders have been teachers, they have a wealth of 

experience in the field of Jewish education as they have moved through the ranks from teacher to 

administrator. They are truly committed to a career in Jewish education. Understanding the reasons 

that led the educational leaders into the field of education and exploring their career paths and prior 

work experiences are crucial for assessing the types of professional development activities that will 

assist them as change agents in their schools. 

Entering Jewish Education 

The reasons educational leaders enter Jewish education closely parallel the same factors 

reported by teachers. Most do not enter the field of education with a planned pursuit of leadership 

and administrative positions. EducationaJ leaders in the three communities enter the field of Jewish 

education for a variety of reasons, mostly related to teaching. Those factors which are intrinsic to the 

practice of Jewish education (e.g., working with children, teaching about Judaism) are more imponant 

than extrinsic factors (e.g., salary, career advancement). As Table I indicates, working with children 



(83%), teaching about Judaism (75%), and serving the Jewish community (62%), were rated as very 

important motivating factors by the highest percentage of educational leaders. As one educational 

director commented, "I have a commitment. I entered Jewish education because I felt that I wanted 

to develop their souls. My number one priority is to develop their love for who they are JewishJy. " 

Another educational leader explained that he was attracted to "the idea of working, seeing children 

develop and grow. It's something special to be at a wedding of a child that you entered into 

kindergarten. It does have a special meaning to know you've played a role or to have students come 

to you years later, share with you that they remember your class, the role you played in their lives." 

Those factors which are extrinsic to the actual process of teaching but nevertheless have 

strong intrinsic value, such as working with teachers (43%) and learning more about Judaism (49%), 

were considered by almost half of the educational leaders as very important motivating factors for 

entering Jewish education. 

5 

In contrast, extrins ic factors were rarely considered as important. Only 25% of the 

educational leaders said the full-time nature of the profession was a very important reason for entering 

the field . SimiJarly,opportunities for career advancement was rated as very important by 18%, while 

48% of the educational leaders considered it to be unimportant. The level of income was considered 

by only 7% of educational leaders to be a very important reason for entering Jewish edu.cation and by 

59% as unimportant. Finally, the status of the profession was rated as very important by only 9% , 

while 66% of the educational leaders considered it to be unimportant. 

Nature of Employment 

Almost 83% of educational leaders are employed in only one, single Jewish educational 

setting (either a day, supplementary, or pre-school). Sixteen percent are employed in two settings, 

and only 1 % in more than two settings. (These figures did not differ much across settings.) Of the 

17% who work in more than one Jewish educational setting, two-thirds do so in order to earn a 



suitable wage. Of th is same 17%, the large majority (70 %) work only 6 hours or less per week in 

their second setting. 

Seventy-eight percent of the educational leaders indicated that they are employed full-time as 

Jewish educators. Ninety-s ix percent of day school educational leaders reported being employed full 

time, as did 81 % of pre-school educational leaders. 1n contrast, only 61 % of educational leaders 

working in a supplementary setting work full-time in Jewish education. Of the supplementary school 

leaders who work part-time, half would rather to be working full-time in Jewish education, while the 

other half prefer their part-time status. 

Types of Educational Experience 

As Table 2 illustrates, the educational leaders of the three communities show considerable 

diversity of experience in their educational careers. All the respondents have previous 

experience in formal or informal education before assuming their current positions, and there is 

considerable movement between settings . Sixty-one percent of them have worked in general 

education. Eighty-seven percent have taught in a Jewish day, supplementary, and/or pre-school and 

almost half (48%) have worked in a Jewish camp or youth group. The large majority of educational 

leaders (83%) have worked in a school setting (i.e., day, supplementary or pre-school) other than the 

one in which they are currently employed. However, there are important differences among 

educational leaders from the different settings. 

Among day school educational leaders, 68 % have taught in a day school prior to assuming 

their current administrative position. Of the remaining 32 %, all have bad experience as teachers or 

administrators in supplementary settings. In total, 75% of day school educational leaders have 

6 

worked in a supplementary setting, while only 7% have worked in a pre-school. Fifty-four percent of 

day school educational leaders have worked in Jewish camps, 43% in adult education, 25% in youth 

groups, and 14% in a JCC. 



7 

Among supplementary educational leaders, 79% have taught in a supplementary school before 

assuming their current position. Whereas three-quarters of day school leaders have taught in 

supplementary schools, only one-third of supplementary school leaders have taught in day schools. 

Few day school or supplementary school leaders have worked in a pre-school. Fifty-two percent of 

supplementary educational leaders have worked in adult education, 45% in youth groups, 39% in 

camps, and 27% in a JCC. 

Among pre-school educational leaders, 81 % have taught in a pre-school prior to assuming 

their current position. Thirty-one percent of pre-school educational leaders have worked in 

supplementary settings and the same percentage (31 % ) in camps. Only 12 % have worked in day 

schools, and the same for youth groups, adult education, and JCCs. 

Compared to their colleagues currently working in day and supplementary settings, pre-school 

educational leaders have relatively segregated career paths. Among pre-school leaders, 44% have 

worked only in a pre-school setting during their career in Jewish education, while this can be said of 

only 11 % of day school leaders and 9% of supplementary school leaders. Moreover, while three

quarters of day school educational leaders have worked in a supplementary setting and one-third of 

supplementary school educational leaders have worked in a day school, only 7% and 15% 

(respectively) have worked in pre-schools. 

Recent Recruitment 

Most educators have moved from (at least) one city to another during their career in Jewish 

education. Thiny-six percent of educational leaders have spent all their years in Jewish education in 

the current community, including 56% of pre-school leaders, 36% of day school leaders, and 27% of 

supplementary school leaders. When asked if they had moved to the community in order to take their 

current position, 56% percent of day school and 35% of supplementary school educational leaders 
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said yes. Notably, none of the pre-school educational directors bad moved to the community in order 

to take their current position. 

As shown in Table 3, the majority of educational leaders (63 % ) found their current positions 

through recruitment effons by individual schools. Nineteen percent of all educational leaders found 

their current job through personal contacts with a friend or mentor. Only 14% found it through 

recruitment efforts by other institutions beyond the school (i.e., central agency, graduate school 

placement, national professional association). Even among those who moved to a new community to 

take their current position, only 44% found their position through institutions other than the school. 

The remaining 4% (all employed in pre-schools) found their positions through other means, such as 

by being a parent of a child in the school. None of the pre-school educational leaders found a 

position through recruitment efforts by institutions other than the school. 

As with their initial decision to enter the field of Jewish education, the large majority of 

educational leaders did not value the extrinsic, material aspects of their job as very 

important factors in making their decisions to work in the school in which they are currently 

employed. As indicated in Table 4, oppommjty for career advancement was considered a very 

important factor by only 27% of educational leaders. Also, the hours available for work (25%), 

salary (21 %), and their sp0use's work (14%) were rated by comparably few educational leaders as 

very important considerations in choosing their current place of employmenc. 

Instead, the religious affiliation of the school (62 % ) and the community in which the school 

was located (53 % ) were rated as very imponant considerations by the highest percentage of 

educational leaders. Since most of the leaders are women, the imponance of a specific communjty is 

most likely related to the employment opportunities of their spouses. 

Among educational leaders who work io schools affiliated with a religious movement (i.e., 

Orthodox, Traditional, Conservative, Reform), almost all the educational leaders have a personal 



affiliation that is either the same ore more observant. For instance, 81 % of educational leaders who 

work in schools identified with the Conservative movement, personally identify themselves as 

Conservative. The remaining 19% identify themselves as traditional. Overall, 43% of educational 

leaders work in the synagogue to which they belong, and among supplementary school leaders, this 

proportion is 64 % . 

Only 36% of those working in day and in supplementary schools rate the reputation of the 

school as a very important reason for taking a particular position. In contrast, 62 % of pre-school 

leaders said this was a very important consideration. The rabbi or supervisor was rated by 45% of 

supplementary school educational leaders as a very important consideration in choosing a school, by 

31 % of day school educational leaders and by 29 % of those that work in pre-schools. 

Religious affiliation and geographic mobility may create career track constraints for 

educational leaders. Many educational leaders, especially women, are constrained in their choices of 

positions because they are not geographically mobile. ln addition, most educational leaders are 

committed to an institutional ideology or affiliation. Therefore, they cannot easily move from one 

institution to another. 

Length of Experience in Jewish Education 

9 

In addition to the divers ity of their careers, most of the educational leaders of the three 

communities have worked in the field of Jewish education for a considerable length of time. As 

Table 5 indicates, 78% of the educational leaders have been working in Jewish education for more 

than 10 years. Thirty percent have been employed in Jewish education for over 20 years, while only 

9% have 5 years or less expefi.ence. Day school educational leaders show the greatest seniority with 

96% having worked in Jewish ,education for over 10 years. While comparatively lower, stilJ 70% of 

supplementary school educational leaders have worked in Jewish education for over 10 years and only 

15% for five years or less. Among pre-school educational leaders, 69% have been employed in 
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Jewish education for over 10 years . Thus, for example, one educational direcwr began his career in 

Jewish education by tutoring Hebrew at the age of 14. From tutoring, he moved on to teaching in a 

congregational school while in college. A rabbi suggested that he pursue a seminary degree, which 

he did. Upon graduation be spent 14 years as educational director of various supplementary schools. 

Now be directs a day school. 

While they have considerable tenure in the field of Jewish education, the educational leaders 

are comparatively new to their current communities. Forty-five percent of the educational leaders 

have worked in their current communities for over 10 years, while 30% have worked in their current 

communities for 5 years or less. Pre-school educational leaders show the most communal stability, 

with only 6 % having worked in the community for 5 years or less . 

After moving to their current communities, the majority of educational leaders (54 % ) have 

remained in the same setting. Nevertheless, due in part to moves from one communhy to another, 

most of them (53%) have only worked in their current setting for 5 years or less. Thirty-two percent 

have worked fo r over 10 years and only 7% of the educational leaders have worked for over 20 years 

in their current setting. Day school educational leaders show the highest degree of stability in their 

current settings with 43 % having worked in the same setting for 5 years or less and 43 % having 

worked for over 10 years . Pre-school educational directors show a similar degree of stability with 

44% having worked 5 years or less and 38% having worked for over 10 years in the same setting. 

Only within the supplementary setting has the majority of educational leaders (66 % ) worked in their 

current settings for 5 years or less. OnJy 19% of supplementary school educationaJ leaders have 

worked in their current settings for over 10 years. The relative mix of novice and experienced 

educational leaders, provide rich opportunities for professional growth experiences through 

mentoring, networking and peer coaching. 
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Future P lans 

While most of the educational leaders have spent 5 years or less in their current setting, given 

their future plans their institutional tenure will likely rise continually over time. As illustrated in 

Table 6, the large majority of educational leaders (78 % ) plan to remain as administrators or 

supervisors in the same school in which they are currently employed. A slightly higher percentage of 

day school educational leaders (86%) desire to remain in their current schools, as compared to 

supplementary (73%) and pre-school (75 %) educational leaders. In total, only 6 % plan to become 

educational leaders in a different schooJ, none of the educational leaders want to work in any other 

type of Jewish educational institution (such as a central agency), and onJy one percent plans to leave 

the field of Jewish education. Nine percent of education leaders are unsure about their future plans. 

The remaining 5% plan to pursue avenues such as returning to teaching and retirement. 

Implications 

The educatio nal leaders in the three communities are attracted to Jewish education first and 

foremost as teachers. They are extremely committed to a continuous career in Jewish education as 

evidenced by their overall long tenure in the field of Jewish education, diversity of past experiences fa 

both formal and informal Jewish education settings, and their future plans to remain in their current 

positions. Given their future plans, and the fact that 95% of the educational leaders consider Jewish 

educaition to be their career, professional growth and training of the educational leaders will most 

likely make a beneficial contribution to their ongoing effectiveness as leaders. 

Most of the educational leaders have extensive experience in the field of Jewish education but 

not as. leaders. They have moved from one setting to another and from one community to another 

during their careers . These findings suggest fou r important impl ications: First, the educational 

leaders have been socialized into Jewish education over a long number of years. They have 

widespread experiences about teaching and learning. Without new professional growth experiences it 
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may be difficult for leaders to revise impressions, ideas and orientations that they acquired as 

teachers. Second, only 14% of the educational leaders were recruited into their current positions 

through non-school institutions such as central agencies and national associations. There is seemingly 

a market for national-level recruitment and networking efforts. Third, there are both novice and 

experienced educational leaders, and educators have past experience in varied settings. In particular, 

day school and supplementary school educators often have experience in one another's settings. (In 

contrast, pre-school leaders have more segregated career paths.) This mix may provide opportunities 

for professional development at the communal level. 

A fourth point, which will be addressed in the next section in complete detail, is that since 

educational experiences and factors that motivated the leaders to enter Jewish education are closely 

related to teaching, perhaps more emphasis is needed on training, internships, and professional 

development in areas directly related to leadership. This suggestion is further supported given the 

relatively short tenure of the educational leaders in their current positions relative to their overall 

experience in Jewish education. Professional renewal is extremely important for educational leaders, 

especially since most of the educational leaders desire to remain in their present positions. 

4. Professional Training 

The professional background and training of educational leaders in Jewish schools has three 

components: general education, Judaica, and leadership. According to the highest standards, 

educational leaders in Jewish schools should have credentiaJ!s in all three of these areas. This is the 

model followed! in public schools. Principals have training in education along with teaching 

certification, and have a degree in a content area. (In the case of Jewish education, content areas 

include Jewish Studies, Hebrew, or related fields.) These two credentials are not sufficient for 

incumbents of leadership positions; high standards caJI for intensive administrative training as well. 

Leadership and administration pose new and different challenges for educators. These new challenges 
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and job req uirements require knowledge, skill, and understanding as well as opportunities for 

reflection and conceptualization in areas such as leadership, planning, budgeting, decision-making, 

supervision, change and understanding the larger organizational and social context in which education 

takes place. According to this view, the knowledge base in the field of educational administration 

should be mastered by those in leadership positions. 

This section describes the backgrounds in education, Jewish content areas, and educational 

administration of the educational leaders in the three communities. The educational leaders are well 

educated generally. Many have professional backgrounds in education or Jewish content areas, but 

few have training in educational administration, and fewer have substantial preparation in all three 

areas. Pre-school educational leaders have the least amount of formal preparation for leadership in 

Jewish schools. 

Pre-Collegiate Jewish Educational Backgrounds 

How were the educational leaders socialized towards Jewish education as children? Table 7 

indicates that the large majority of educational leaders bad formal Jewish schooling before the age of 

13; only 8% of all educational leaders had no Jewish schooling before the age of 13. However, 19% 

of pre-school educational leaders did not receive any Jewish education before the age of 13. In all 

settings, mo re leaders went to supplementary schools than day schools or schools in Israel before age 

13. 

After the age of 13, 21 % of the educatfonaJ leaders bad no formal Jewish schooling. As many 

as 33% of the pre-school educational leaders bad no Jewish schooling post bar-mitzvah age. There is 

also a small group of day and supplementary school leaders, 18%, who did not have any Jewish 

education after age 13. For those who did receive Jewish schooling post bar-mitzvah, day and 

supplementary school educational leaders were most likely to attend day schools or schools in Israel 

after the age of 13, rather than supplementary schools, while pre-school leaders were more likely to 
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attend one day a week Sunday schools. It seems that as children, many pre-school educational leaders 

did not have intensive Jewish schooling. 

Although some educational leaders received no formal Jewish educatio n as children, this 

percentage is much below the national average as reported by Dr. Barry Kosmin and colleagues in the 

"Highlights of the CJF 1990 National Jewish Population Survey". He reported that 22 % of males 

and 3~% of females who identify as Jews received no Jewish education as children; the analogous 

figures for the educational leaders are just 4 % for males and 10% for females when childhood 

education both before and after age 13 are considered. 

Informal education is an important aspect of Jewish socialization experiences. Sixty-seven 

percent of the educational leaders report that they attended Jewish summer camp as child ren, with an 

average attendance of four summers. Day school leaders attended 5 summers on average, 

supplementary 3, and pre-school leaders went to Jewish summer camp approximately for 4 summers. 

Moreover , 86% of the leaders have been to Israel, and 43% of those who have been to Israel have 

lived there for 3 months or more. Leaders in au settings are equally as likely to indicate that have 

visited Is rael, but pre-school leaders are the least likely to have Lived in Israel. Only 23% of pre

school educational leaders have lived in Israel for more than three months as compared to 46% of day 

and 50% of supplementary school educational leaders. 

Co llegiate Background and Training 

General education. The educational leaders in the three communities are highly educated. 

Table 8 shows that 96% of all of the leaders have college degrees, and 64% have graduate degrees. 

Day school educational leaders are the most likely to bold graduate degrees, followed by 

supplementary school leaders. The majority of the leaders, 62 % , hold degrees from univers ities. In 

addition, 6 1 % of all leaders have previous experience in general education settings. 
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Pre-school educational leaders are less likely to have college degrees than leaders in other 

settings. Eighty-one percent of pre-school leaders hold a college degree and only 12% have graduate 

degrees. Pre-school educational leaders are also more likely to have training from teachers' institutes 

(mainly one- or two-year programs in Israel or the U.S.) than are educational leaders in other 

settings. 

Formal back~ound in Judaica. Very few educational leaders are formaJly trained in Jewish 

Studies or Jewish education. A totaJ of 43% of all leaders are certified in Jewish education, and onJy 

37% hold degrees in Jewish studies (see Table 9). Supplementary and day school leaders are the 

most likely to hold certification and/or degrees in Jewish education. Forty-eight percent of day and 

50% of supplementary school leaders are certified in Jewjsh education, and similar numbers hold 

degrees in Jewish studies. No pre-school educational leaders bold degrees in Jewish studies, and only 

17% are certified in Jewish education . 

Educational administration. EducatioaaJ leaders in Jewish school have very little formal 

preparation in the areas of educational administration, leadership or supervision (see Table 10). We 

define formal preparation in educational administration as either being certified in school 

administration or holding a degree with a major in administration, leadership or supervision. These 

preparation programs cover such topics as leadership, decision-making, organizational theory, 

planning, and finance. We have not counted a masters in Jewish education as formal 

preparation in administration, although we consider these Jewish education degrees as training in 

Jewish studies and in education. Advanced degrees in Jewish education often include a number of 

courses in school administration and supervision, and some even have an internsttip program, but the 

emphases and intensity are nor equivalent to a complete degree with a major in administration, 

leadership or supervision. 



As presented in Table 11 , only 25% of all the leaders are certified or licensed as school 

administrators, and only 11 % hold degrees in educational administration. Day school educational 

leaders are the most likely to have formal preparation in educational administration. Forty-one 

percent of day school leaders, compared to only 19% of supplementary and pre-school educational 

leaders are trained in educational administration. In total, 27 % are trained on educational 

administration. Of the rest, 35% received some graduate credits in administration 

without receiving a degree or certification, but we do not know how intensive their studies were. 

Training for Educational Leadership Positions 
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To fuJly explore the background of educational leaders it is important to consider 

simultaneously training in general education, Judaica, and educational administration. Only 35% of 

the educational leaders have formal training in both education and Judaic studies (see Figure 1) . 

Another 41 % are trained in education only, with 14% trained only in Jewish studies. Eleven percent 

of the educational leaders are not trained: they lack both collegiate or professional degrees in 

education and Jewish studies. 

Forty-eight percent of supplementary school leaders are trained in both education and Jewish 

studies as compared. to 33% of the leaders in day school settings. More extensive formal training for 

supplementary leaders is most likely due to programs in Jewish education offered by some of the 

institutions of higher learning affiliated with synagogue movements. 

The pre-school educational leaders have the least amount of training in education and Jewish 

content (see Table 12). A total of 25 % of pre-school educational leaders have neither 

professional or collegiate degrees in education or Jewish studies. Even in settings where we may 

expect high levels of fo rmal preparation, such as day schools, half of the educational leaders are 

untrained in either education or Jewish studies. 
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As explained earlier, training in educational administration is an important complement to 

formal preparation in educatio n and content areas . Sixteen percent of educational leaders are very 

well trained, that is, they hold professional or university degrees in education, Jewish studies and 

educational administration (see Figure 2). An additional 10% are trained in educational 

administration and either Jewish studies or education, but not all three. Thus, looking at the three 

components of leadership preparation, the remaining 74% are missing part of their formal preparation 

for leadership positions. 

An important qual ification to these findings is that they emphasize formal schooling and 

credentials . Jewish content and leadership skills are not only learned in formal settings . Focusing 

only on formal preparation thus underestimates the extent of Jewish knowledge and leadership abilities 

among the educational leaders. Nonetheless, the complexities of educational leadership in 

contemporary Jewish settings demand high standards whkh include formal preparation in pedagogy, 

content areas, and leadership and management. 

Professional Growth 

What sort of profess ional growth activities do the educational leaders undertake? Given that 

almost all consider Jewish education to be their career, we might expect substantial efforts in this 

area. In addition, one might think that shortages of formal training in administration and shorter 

tenure in leadership positions would make this field the most common area of ongoing study. More 

generally, we may cons ider whether educational leaders tend to desire professional development in 

areas in which they have less extensive preparation. 

The educational leaders reported attending few in-service workshops: on average, they 

attended 5.5 over a two year period. As shown in Figure 3, supplementary and pre-school 

administrators attended more workshops than did the day school leaders. 
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Besides workshops, about one-third of the respondents said they attended a class in Judaica or 

Hebrew at a university, synagogue, or community center during the past year. Three-quarters 

reported participating in some form of informal study, such as a study group or reading on their own. 

Overall, the survey results show little s ign of extensive professional development among the 

educational leaders in these communities. 

Other opportunities for professional growth include participation in national conferences, and 

organizations. Some educational directors belong to national organizations and attend their annual 

meetings, such as Jewish Educators Assembly (Conservative); Torah U'Mesorah (Orthodox), and 

National Association of Temple Educators (Reform). Other educational leaders are members of 

general education professional organizations such as Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development (ASCD) and The National Association for Education of Young Children (NAEYC). 

These national professional organizations provide the leaders with avenues of staying abreast of 

changes in the field of education through journals, newsletters, and curricula. 

An additional type of professional growth is achieved through informal and formal networking 

with other educational leaders in the same community. Some leaders participate in their local 

principal's organization as a mechanism to share ideas, network, learn about resources, and 

brainstorm. However, even with these organizations, some educational leaders reported infrequent 

help and support from their colleagues within their communities. Supplementary school educational 

leaders indicate the highest level of collegial support and pre-school leaders report the lowest. 

Other resources for professional growth include local universities, central agencies, and the 

national movements. About 70% to 75% of educational leaders seldom or never receive support from 

a local university. Similarly, across all settings, half or more of the educational leaders seldom or 

never receive support from their national movements. In total, only 5% receive support frequently. 

In contrast, most (61 % ) of educational leaders receive frequent or occasional support from central 
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agency personnel. Supplementary school educational leaders receive the most support and day school 

leaders the least. 

Although they attend few in-service workshops, many respondents generally think their 

opportunities for professional growth are adequate. Over two-thirds (68 % ) said that 

opportunities for their professional growth are adequate or very adequate, including 74 % of day 

school administrators, 59% of supplementary school leaders, and 75% of pre-school directors. 

Some educational leaders are not as satisfied with their professional growth opportunities. They 

specifically expressed a desire for an evaluation process that would help them grow as professionals 

and provide them with constructive feedback. For example, two pre-school education directors each 

stated that they would like a peer, someone in the field, who would comment on their work. lo 

describing this person and elaborating on their role, one director said, "They would be in many ways 

superiors to myself who have been in the field, who understand totally what our goals are and who 

can help us grow." Another educational director stated similar desires: "I'd like to be able to tell 

people what I consider are strengths and weaknesses. I'd like to bear from them whether I'm growing 

in the areas that I consider myself weak in. And I'd like to hear what areas they consider that there 

should be growth. " Table I 3 shows that respondents would like to improve their skills in a variety of 

areas, most notably in curriculum development (74%) and supervision (71 %). Just 61 % desire 

improved skills in school management, but this mainly reflects stronger desires among those without 

formal training in administration to improve in this area. Those who are not formally trained in 

administration were also more likely than others to desire improved leadership skills (see Table 13). 

The educational leaders also wish to improve their knowledge in a variety of content areas. 

Table 14 indicates that Hebrew language (59%) is the most sought-after area. (Overall, about 45% of 

respondents reported limited or no proficiency in spoken Hebrew, and yet the proportion desiring 

increased Hebrew knowledge was only slightly higher for this group as for others.) Table 14 also 



shows that those who lack formal training in Jewish srudies do not necessarily express greater desire 

to improve their knowledge of Judaica. 

However, Figure 4 illustrates differences by setting in the topics the leaders wish to study, 

among those leaders not trained in Jewish studies. For example, pre-school educational leaders are 

most interested in learning more about customs and ceremonies and Jewish history, while day and 

supplementary school administrators wish to increase their knowledge in Jewish History and Bible. 

Implications 
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The educational leaders have solid backgrounds in education, but few are well trained overall. 

Most educational leaders have inadequate backgrounds in Judaica and administration. Supplementary 

school educational leaders are better prepared than their counterparts in other settings while pre

school educational directors have the greatest need for further training. The pre-school educational 

leaders are notably weak in the area of Jewish Studies. 

Despite the limited formal training of some of the educational leaders, they do not participate 

in widespread professional growth activities, even though the majority of educational leaders work 

full-time, in one school, and are committed to a career in Jewish education. Although most of the 

educational leaders report that opportunities for professional develop are adequate, they do not 

participate very frequently in activities in local universities, national organizations, and other 

programs offered both in and outside of their communities. Furthermore, although many report that 

they receive financial support for professional growth activities, 31 % of those who are offered 

financial support for professional development choose not to avail themselves of the money. 

The educational leaders would like to improve their knowledge and skills in a number of 

areas, including specific topics where they are deficient, such as Hebrew and supervision. They 

would also like to be able to benefit from senior colleagues who could observe them at work to help 

develop a shared professional community that couJd provide a framework for continued renewal and 



feedback. One way of developing a professional sense of community is fo r in-service education and 

professional development activities to take place across senings and across communities. Given the 

extent to which the educational leaders have experiences in different settings and in numerous 

communities, they could serve as important resources for one another. 
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It is clear that training and professional growth go beyond the obvious notion that principals 

should be knowledgeable in the content that their teachers are teaching. Although the data were 

presented in regard to separate training components, it is important to point out that we are not 

advocating a bifurcated program of leadership development: skills that are general to all leaders 

(decision making, planning) and then separate courses in Judaica (text, Hebrew). These two need to 

be explicitly linked both in the minds of leaders and also in the training and development experiences 

we provide. Often, BJEs offer in-service workshops in one or the other as isolated events. Where do 

these meet? Often participants are left to make connections on their own. A challenge is to offer 

various kinds of training and professional growth experiences that can enhance this type of 

integration. 

5. Conditions and Sentiments about Work 

What are the conditions of employment for the educational leaders? Do they receive adequate 

health and other benefits? How satisfied are they with salaries, benefits, and other conditions of 

work? These questions are important as they suggest implications for the willingness of educational 

leaders to engage and involve themselves in their work, including continual professional growth 

activities. 

Earnings 

As Table 15 indicates, despite the predominantly full-time nature of the work, one-third of the 

educational leaders earn less than $30,000 per year. Slightly more than half of the educational 

leaders (51 %) earn $40,000 or more, and 30% earn over more than $60,000 per year. 



Earnings among day school educational leaders are considerably higher than those for their 

colleagues in the other two settings. Among those employed in day schools, only 7% earn less than 

$30,000 per year, while 58% earn over $60,000 per year. Forty-seven percent of supplementary 

school educational leaders earn less than $30~000 per year, and only 20% earn over $60,000. 

Among pre-school educational leaders, 50% earn less than $30,000, and none of them reported 

earning more than $60,000 per year. When only those who work full-time are considered, earnings 

from day schools are still highest, although the contrasts are not quite as great. 
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For the majority of educational leaders, the salary they earn from Jewish education accounts 

for more than half their family income. The percentages differ across settings in a manner similar to 

the differences in salary level fo r each setting (as detailed above). For day school educational 

leaders, roughly 85% obtain half or more of their family income from their work in Jewish education. 

Among those who work in supplementary schools, slightly more than half have family incomes based 

mostly on their earnings from Jewish education. For pre-school educational leaders , roughly one

quarter earn the majority of their family income from their employment in Jewish education. The 

pattern of findings is the same when only those who work full-time are considered. 

As shown in Table 16, only 9% of all educational leaders reported that they are very satisfied 

with their salaries. Fifty-five percent indicated being somewhat satisfied, while 36% percent reported 

being either somewhat or very dissatisfied. The day school educational leaders indicated the most 

satisfaction, with 14% being very satisfied and 54% being somewhat satisfied. Only 4 % of day 

school educational leaders reported being very dissatisfied. Among those working in supplementary 

schools, only 3 % reported being very satisfied while 21 % indicated that they are very dissatisfied. 

Pre-school educational leaders displayed the widest distribution with 12 % being very satisfied and 

19% being very dissatisfied. However, almost half (44%) of pre-school educational leaders indicated 

being either somewhat or very dissatisfied. 



Benefits 

As Table 17 indicates, fringe benefits differ widely by setting. Given the full-time nature of 

the educational leader positions, many educational leaders do not receive a substantial benefit 
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package. Day school educational leaders seem to receive the most benefits. Seventy-nine percent of 

day school educational leaders are offered health benefits and 71 % pensions, while only 18% have the 

benefit of synagogue privileges (i.e. , free or reduced membership). Only 48 % of supplementary 

educational leaders are offered health benefits and 42% pensions, while 58% are offered synagogue 

privileges. Among supplementary leaders who work full-time, however, the figures for health and 

pension benefit availability (75% and 65%, respectively), are more comparable to those found in day 

schools. This contrasts with the situation in pre-schools, where although 81 % work full-time, only 

44% are offered health benefits, 38% pensions, and 25% synagogue privileges. Finally, 86% of day 

school, 76% of supplementary school, and 81 % of pre-school educational leaders are offered some 

financial support for professional development. 

While benefits may be offered, not every educational leader chooses to accept each type of 

benefit. They may receive a better benefit package from their spouse's employment or the qual ity of 

the benefit may make it not worthwhile. For instance, 47% of the educational leaders who are 

offered health benefits elect not to receive them. Thirty-one percent of those who are offered 

financial support for professional development choose not to avail themselves of the money. Twenty

one percent of the educational leaders who are offered synagogue privileges do not accept the offer, 

and 15% of those who are offered pensions choose not to accept them. 

As shown in Table 18, only 20% of the educational leaders reported being very satisfied with 

their benefits. Twenty-three percent indicated that they are somewhat satisfied . The majority of the 

educational leaders (57 % ) reported that they are either very or somewhat dissatisfied with their 

benefits. The numbers across settings range from 59% of supplementary school educational leaders 
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who are dissatisfied to 53% of pre-school educational leaders. Among those employed in day 

schools, 57% indicate being either very or somewhat dissalisfied. The level of satisfaction with 

benefits expressed by the educational leaders is dependent primarily upon the availability of two types 

of benefits: synagogue privileges (such as High Holiday tickets), and pensions. That is, educational 

leaders would be more satisfied with benefits package if they were offered synagogue privileges and 

pensions. For those educational leaders working in a supplementary setting, health care and financial 

support for professional development are also important determinants of their level of satisfaction of 

their benefits packages. 

Sentiments about Other Work Conditions 

Compared to their expressed dissatisfaction with benefits and salary, the educational leaders 

indicated relative satisfaction with the other conditions of their work. Only 18% of the educational 

leaders reported being dissatisfied with the number of hours of employmem available, while 34% 

were very satisfied. Twenty-six percent were dissatisfied with the resources available, while 25% 

were very satisfied. Though 36% percent expressed dissatisfaction with the physical setting and 

facilities, 25% indicated that they were very satisfied. When educational leaders were dissatisfied 

with resources it often pertained to issues facing them in relation to their staff. ln interviews, several 

education directors spoke of wanting to provide benefits for staff such as pension or health care. 

Others spoke of not being able to find staff with sufficient Judaic and Hebrew knowledge who also 

bad educational credentials. A few education directors commented about not having enough support 

staff, while others mentioned inadequate resources for professional development of teachers. 

Some educational leaders feel they do not receive sufficient recognition and appreciation from 

the community. As one leader mentioned, "That's something 1 don't think educators get enough of, 

strokes. I think we get challenged a lot ... They do not stroke the professionals ... So recognition is an 

area that is very low. Jt's an area that needs to be worked on." 
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While the educational leaders may be satisfied with the number of hours of employment 

available, as illustrated in Table 19, they were not uniformly satisfied with the amount of time they 

spend on their various roles. Across aJI sett.ings, the educational leaders were most satisfied with the 

amount of time they spend on parent and constituent relations. Eight-eight percent reported being 

either satisfied or very satisfied in this area. The day and supplementary school educational leaders 

were the least satisfied with the amount of time they spend on training and staff development (only 

50% and 41 %, respectively). As one educational leader said, "I'm always on the run and always 

saying 'I'll catch you later. ' Sometimes I feel like l don't give the teachers enough one on one ... " 

Pre-school educational leaders were the least satisfied with the amount of time they spend on 

curriculum and program development (62 % ), and public relations and marketing (62 % ). 

In general, educational leaders found the juggling that is necessary in an administrative role to 

be very difficult. They often have to take on roles for which they were neither prepared nor 

anticipated. One leader commented, "Education, that's my field, but then you have to be a 

psychologist, psychiatrist, social worker, administrator, bookkeeper, computer expert. You have to 

know how to fix every kind of imaginable equipment because you can't get people out on time, deal 

with people, run budgets run meetings. Its' everything. It's everything and anything beyond what 

principals must have done years ago." Beyond the complexity of the role, complaints include that 

administrative tasks take too much time, taking time away from curriculum development and 

nurturing relationships with students. When asked what would enhance their overall effectiveness, 

more than 50% of the educational leaders indicated additional funding for programs and additional 

support staff. One exception is day school educational leaders, who indicated addjtional funding for 

materials. 



Implications 

Educational leaders in Jewish schools are overwhelmingly employed full-time in one school. 

Most think their salaries are adequate but some do not; similarly benefits are seen as satisfactory by 

many but inadequate by others. Reported levels of benefits for pre-school educational leaders seem 

especially meager. Day school educational leaders receive more benefits and the highest salaries, 

compared to other settings; this holds whether all leaders or only those working full-time are 

considered. 
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Given the long tenure of educational leaders in the field of Jewish education it is important to 

consider a system of incentives that can be in place to ensure the continual professional development 

and commitment of these professionals. For example, many of the educational leaders are not 

satisfied with their salaries and benefits packages, although they did not enter the field of Jewish 

education for these extrinsic rewards. As one progresses in a career, these extrinsic rewards may 

become more important. 

Salary and benefits do not seem to be connected to background and professional growth. For 

example, there are similar levels of pre-service and in-service training among day school and 

supplementary school educational leaders, but there is disparity in salary and benefit levels. 

At present the availability of other benefits, such as free tuition for adult education and 

sabbatical leave may not be important determinants of the educational leaders ' satisfaction because 

they do not expect to receive these benefits. However, as the standards to which Jewish educational 

leaders are held accountable begin to emulate to the higher standards found in general education 

(especially in the areas of pre-service and in-service training), so may the benefits that one expects to 

receive. Therefore, increasi.ng the availability of sabbatical leaves (while not currently expected), 

may be an important means of compensating educational leaders for their increased efforts at 
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professional development ancl a means of increasing the opportunities available for them to develop 

professionally. 

Other conditions at work may increase the likelihood that educational leaders will contribute 

to the professional development of the occupation. These include such things as access to national 

conferences, joint planning for activities, and time for observing colleagues on the job. 

6. Leading a School Community 

To mobilize widespread support and involvement in education, educational leaders often try to 

build a sense of community around common values and goals. Hence, educational leaders not only 

lead th.e internal functioning of their schools, working with students, colleagues and staff, but must 

also assume a leadership role with rabbis, parents and lay leaders. 

Educational leaders often assume the role of entrepreneur for the school in the wider context. 

This role includes: coordinating the design of the school's mission and its relevant programs with the 

values and beliefs of the communjty and or the synagogue; carrying this mjssion to the varied 

community constituencies; developing and nourishing external support; and mobilizing resources. 

Effective leaders see their work as extending beyond the boundaries of the school. 

In this reality educational leaders often serve as mediators between the school's numerous 

constituencies. They are located both in the middle of the school's hierarchy and in the middle of a 

political environment. Principals must simultaneously manage four sets of relationships: upward, with 

their superiors and supervisors, downward with superordinates, laterally with other principals and 

external ly, with parents and other community groups. This configuration of relationships is complex, 

and managing one set of relationships successfully may interfere with or hinder another set of 

relationships. 
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Furthermore, each of tbese role partners may have different, often conflicting, expectations of 

tbe educational leader. Leaders are dependent upon tbe interests of numerous role groups for tbeir 

cooperation and support in order to meet goals. 

This section describes educational leaders' perceptions of their relationships with rabbis and 

supervisors, teachers, parents and lay leaders. 

Rabbis and Supervisors 

A central aspect of building a school community is the involvement of rabbis and otber 

supervisory personnel. It is not surprising that educational leaders, across all senings, report high 

regard for Jewish education from rabbis and supervisors (see Table 20). Ninety-one percent of all 

educational leaders report tbat rabbis and supervisors view Jewish education as very important. 

Some of tbe educational leaders reported considerable involvement of rabbis and supervisors 

in educational programs. As depicted in Table 21, about 40% of the educational leaders indicated 

there is a great deal of involvement in defining school goals, and participating in curriculum 

discussions. It should not be overlooked, however, that about 18% of the educational leaders 

reported that there is no involvement from their rabbis and supervisors. 

For about half the day school and supplementary school respondents, rabbis seem highly 

involved their programs. la some schools the rabbis are dominant figures. As one leader 

commented, "It was very important for me to work with other colleagues who shared my values and 

my approach. Here the fellowship and the support is [strong]. There is a value in learning from your 

elders." 

However, in both day and supplementary schools, about 15% of the educational leaders 

reported that rabbis are not involved. Moreover, there is much less rabbinical involvement in pre

schools. Thirty-three percent of educational leaders from pre-school settings indicate that there is no 



such involvement from rabbis or supervisors in defining school goals, and 43% report there is no 

involvement in discussing the curriculum. 

Educational leaders feel fairly well supported in their work by their rabbis and supervisors; 

fifty-eight percent are very satisfied and 31 % are somewhat satisfied, while only 10% are 
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dissatisfied with the level of support from rabbis (see Table 22). Once again, it is the pre-school 

educational leaders who report somewhat less satisfaction with the support they receive from rabbis 

and supervisors. Only 44% of the pre-school educational leaders are highly satisfied with the level of 

support, compared to 64% of day school leaders and 60% of supplementary school leaders who are 

very satisfied. 

In summary, some educational leaders seem to enjoy respect, support and involvement from 

the rabbis and supervisors in their communities and schools. There is a small group, about 10-20%, 

across all settings, who indicate that this level of support and involvement is not forthcoming. The 

pre-school educational leaders receive the least amount of support and involvement from rabbis and 

supervisors. Some educational leaders lamented that they lack status in the community. They are 

often not represented in Federation committees thus they are neither well connected nor visible. For 

instance, one educational leader mentioned that only two education directors, one of whom is a rabbi 

and the other a doctor, have been asked to teach in the Adult Academy, an adult education program 

sponsored by several congregations. 

Teachers and Colleagues (Staff) 

One of the most crucial aspects of the educational leaders' role is nurturing and developing 

school staff. As one would expect, teachers have a high regard for Jewish education. Overall, 80% 

of educational leaders report that teachers regard Jewish education as very important, while the 

remaining 20% report that teachers regard Jewish education as somewhat important (see Table 20). 
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Professional growth of teachers is often achieved by providing opportunities for staff 

involvement in decision-making and curriculum design. The educational leaders believe that teachers 

and staff should be involved in defining school goals, and should give advice before decisions are 

made regarding school polic ies (see Table 23). However, teachers are not as involved in actual 

practice as the leaders believe they should. About 20% of the leaders across all settings reported that 

presently, the teachers and staff are not involved in defining school goals, and are not consulted 

before important decisions are made regarding educational issues. 

The lowest level of actual teacher involvement seems to occur in supplementary schools. 

Thirty-percent of supplementary educational leaders reported that teachers are not consulted before 

critical decisions are made about educational issues, and 24% of supplementary educational leaders 

stated that teachers are not involved in defining educational goals. 

Interviews revealed that teachers and principals rarely interact about issues of pedagogy 

outside the classroom. Teachers are generally hired for teaching time, and time when class is not in 

session is perceived as extra. Teachers' roles are not defined in a way that would incorporate 

involvement in school policy issues. 

The ability to develop and nurture a school's staff is also related to supporting leaders in their 

schools and communities. Across all settings, 73 % of the educational leaders are satisfied with 

feeling part of a community of educators, while 17% are dissatisfied with their professional 

community. Similarly, 78 % are satisfied with the respect they have as an educator, while 22 % are 

dissatisfied. As in previous cases, the preschool educational leaders seem co sense the greatest 

dissatisfaction with their professional communities. Twenty-five percent of pre-school leaders indicate 

that they are somewhat dissatisfied with feeling part of a community of educators, and 31 % are 

somewhat dissatisfied with the respect they have as an educator. There is also a sizeable group of 

supplementary school educational leaders who are also somewhat dissatisfied, about 20% on average. 
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The day school educational leaders are the most satisfied with their professional community, with only 

10% indicating some level of dissatisfaction. 

Lay Leader and Parent Involvement 

Jewish education is built on the foundation of leadership and involvement from lay people. 

Most educational leaders reported on the survey forms that lay leaders and parents regard Jewish 

education as important. Day school educational leaders indicated that lay leaders and parents regard 

Jewish education as more important than do supplementary school and pre-school educational leaders, 

although in general, all leaders believe that lay leaders and parents regard Jewish education as 

important. Fifteen percent of supplementary school leaders noted that parents do not view Jewish 

education as important. 

However, the leaders are not as sat isfied with support from lay leaders. Fifteen percent of 

the educational leaders are dissatisfied with the support they receive from lay leaders, while 40% are 

somewhat satisfied and 44% are very satisfied. The most dissatisfaction was expressed by leaders in 

the pre-schools and day schools, with an average of 17 % in each setting indicating dissatisfaction with 

lay leader support. Twelve percent of supplementary leaders also reported dissatisfaction with lay 

leader support. 

About 80% of the educational leaders believe that lay leaders should be involved in defining 

educational goals and discussing curriculum and programs (see Table 24). About 20% of the 

educational leaders do not believe there should be this level of involvement from lay leaders. The 

greatest opposition to lay leadership involvement was voiced by day school educational leaders, 

followed by pre-school leaders. For example, 25% of day school educational leaders disagree with 

the statement, "lay leaders should have an opportunity to participate in defining school goals, 

objectives and priorities". There is much less actual involvement of lay leaders in discussing 

educational programs as educational leaders believe there should be. Although 77% believe there 



should be lay leader involvement, only 60% reported that lay leaders are actually involved in 

discussing programs and curriculum. 

There is equal amount of actual and preferred lay leadership involvement in defining school 

goals across all settings. There is virtually no actual lay leader involved in pre-schools. 

Seventy-one percent of pre-school educational leaders strongly disagree with the statement, "lay 

leaders generally do participate in discussions regarding curriculum and programs". 

Implications 

Across all settings, educational leaders indicate that rabbis and teachers regard Jewish 

education as important, whereas there is less of a sense of this importance form lay leaders and 

parents (see Table 20). In addition, educational leaders are more satisfied with the sense of support 

from rabbis than they are from follow educators and lay leaders (see Table 22). 

The interviews revealed that most educational directors participate in some community 

organizations. This participation presents opportunities for input into decisions that affect their 

schools. However, their access and support in community organizations is not widespread. 
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Some educational leaders, most commonly those in pre-schools, are more isolated from the 

wider community context. At the same time, pre-school directors reported the least support from 

rabbis and lay leaders, and as reported earlier, they have the most segregated career paths which 

probably curtails the forming of relationships with leaders in other types of settings. Note also that 

most pre-school leaders are not offered health and pension benefits, even though a substantial majority 

(81 % ) work full-time. The isolation and lack of support for pre-school educational leaders is a likely 

barrier to establishing a successful learning community. 

7. Conclusions 
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From: EAGLE: : GA~ORAN 13- JUN - 1995 11:19 : 31.05 
To : ALA N 
C: : ELL EN , fl ILL , G~MORAN 
Subj : Leaders rep~ rt I expense reimb ursement 

Al an, 

I' m sor ry we di dn•t have a chance to talk much in Stanfo r d . From your 
b rief comments , I t)o k three points about the Leade rs report: 

(1) Tl\e conclus1ons need more punch • 
Wf • n qE GRATEFU L FOR AhY SPECIF I C SUGGES TI ONS ON WHAT YOU SEE AS 
l'IPORTMIT CON CL US TONS l HAT SHOULD BE EHP HASI ZED • 

<2> \lha,t about t eacher/lead er compa r isons? 
Hf I N ITIAL REAC TION I S THAT WOULD BE TOO HUCH FOR THIS REPORT , BUT 
\If \/ILL T HntK IT OVER • 

n> A po licy b rief f o cusi ng on ear Ly chi Ldho od eaucato r s (teachers and 
directors> might oe what we shou ld do for the GA • 
T -I I s rs AN INTE PESTrN G SUGGESTl ON. WHAT DOES l HE REST OF THE STAFF 
THINK? COULD THERE BE AN l"1PLEHEN1ATIO,._, PLAN 1 0 FOLLOW UP ON 1HE 
FINDINGS ? POSSieLY WE COUL D FOLLOI. TH I S UP IHlH SU8SEGUENT BR I EFS 
0 ~ SUPPLEMENTARY SCHOOLS, DAY SCHOOLS, At. ND llhO K~0\15 , MA\'BE CAHPS 
AIID Y OU TH GROUPS •••• 

I wou l d be de li ghted t c rec ei1ve your detailed comments by e - mail , 
bJt if you rlon • t have t i me fo r that , please send your annotateo 
manusc ript to Ellen • 

*~* t,,>O< "*************"' 
O-i anot he r ma tte r, I de not think t h e ne w scheou le for reimbursement 
is reasonable , because 4 - 6 weeks is fa r too l ong a gap . Remember that 
after you a pp r ove expenses , there ' s anothe r cela y whi le the check is 
cJ t. lhi s wi l l result in a timP frame of 6-10 weeks for reimbursement • 

I sugge,st you deput i ze someone in tvew Yo rk, e . g. Gail, to app r ove routi ne 
categories of e•penses • 

T~ i s i s not a big deal to me, but I object to th e princ i ple of a 6 - week 
yap for r e i mb ur sement app r oval . Also, l don ' t think t his is good f or 
you -- think of t he pile of e xp ense forms on your desk when you return! 
I' d rather have you s pendin g thet time reading my papers , wou ldn ' t you? 

1 do appreciate the notification of the new sc hecu le • 

He m or an,du m 
DATf: June 13 , 1 9 95 
T: ALL CIJF EMPL OYEE .A ND CONS l.,LlANT S 
F~OM: SHE ILA ALLE~ I C~ 
RE : EXPEN SE REPORT APPROVALS 

As Al an begins to s:>enc mo r e o f his time in I s r ael , expense r eports must oe 
submitted for a pproval according t c the followi ng schedule • 

Expense rep orts r e c eived in NY 
by th i s. date will be p r ocessed 
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prior to ADH t r ir:: to Israel. 

June 15 
J.i l y 12 
August 23 

~DH in Israel 

June 18- July 3 
July 18-July 30 
August 28- September 10 

Also, just a reminder that all expense repo r ts my1;t be sent to the New Yorlt 
of f 1 c e f o r ap p r oval o e fore a ch e ck c an b e is sued in C l eve land . Sor r y to r th e e lat e not i c e . 
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from: 
1 '1 : 

L ~: 
:wuj: 

EPH!(l" : •""'4 1 01, . '.S'~".\comr1;o;erv<>.co.,." ll,-Jt.L- 11J'l:, l"":.,6:'>~. \I 

Ar'a,.. ,;_,wcrdn '!;~r<'r~n', ti lPn l:.., l ➔ rin'l <g..,lrlrieh 1 ctr11,1~ . 111nderoi lt . edu>, 
mYS"l t 'rll \,. . !' ;l~,JO"'l'.l"•"fllt, c!'!m> 

!:I l ,..n , Ar'J"I, 

l sno~e tr "r . rH,oit" 'lortnn ,r lie<'r'11'1 1 <: 0 rnf 0 s<:Jr'ln/ll StanoJJrls Commission . 
~•e 's srnf'.inlJ Ill" n .innll' f1JCK!"t at material<:. utJt, sh" ')ave 111" thr> basic story 
0'1 +11,.. rhr>n". 1 thin~ >"U ' ll tile thl'l! 

1\ l l o u ii o i 11 '1 ~ r, 1 ,; y <: t ,. n L" v P l Jr! rr i r.; s I r 3 t n rs i n t: 0 or g i a I s pub L 1 c <: ch oo l sys t em 
11ust flLLlin a L~ar'ersh,.., fertitic,to in ,\rlcninistntion ~nrl 'iur,ervision . l o •1o 
tn1 s, ti ey '.'IU~t h;ivr t~" fol [r,.,in"l : 
.l.) a .. J st ,. r ,; '1 e ,, r,." 1 " , Ll"' 1 .., 1 <: c rat ion an u "11 P" r II i <: i n n ; 
ll 7 year" C>f arc,.p t Jh(n C1 . e. , l"achir11) exp.,rie..,c 0 ; 

$) ~ .. ve or he elir,1tl" 4or ~ te;,cf-1n~ er servic" fiQld Ce • .; . , s...,e,,ch tl1!.•1,1µy) 
c 0 rt1-1'ic,Jte . 
1,en '1• ne•s ever •ettrr 1 , t~ev ~L<:t un~r~~e l" ~n l~ucatinn 5Peci~list (1n 
J-' '" i I\ i ~ • r ., l i O n "r SU,, P r II i <: 1 ,,,, ' r' e '1 re e I. i t I, l n ' ye., r r .. ( C: h P Sa ; 0 t Ii i S i s Lt' Ve l O 

.,,u e<1ui11,1Lnn• •ca" •tf'J. 

('1 auriition, ;is 1.ith •e~cher.,, •1i,,, 11111s~ cont;n11e their stuoi 0 s, '>tltainil'l;i liJ 
;,, ) .J c re r' 1 • s u r r c r: µ I ._. • , n ,1 1 " r. o I l Pg" nu OJ rt e r 1, cu rs "v <' r y ~ v P ~ r ~ . 

,/'1t'r'l T receivn 
you coµies ot 

.., i l l 

•n,.. p.ick"t fro"' her, I'll Ch"ck ovPr this informatiori 11nd send 
t~e .,,grcori~•e unc11m•nts . 
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,ill 1'1c'-,r,!>~n ,:,1,'J 1 .'J'!> <:<l1T!lu5erve . cc"1) 

C: 
5Jbj: 

Junn , ... , 1'j'1~ 

Io : t l l "n, 'u , rr a rd ~ i l t 
from: NI'S 'la 
L ~: C I Jr- s l ;-it f 

1 w an t to t ry t ~ q• ~ p n r- r< • o t ~ e µ 1 r. e r "" 
nJt 1tcompreh1. n.sivr, !Ind ,;yc:t" 1l..;Cu: If l 
h~ni, 1 .-ciul:1 prcr.i•Lv liave 1ror,. tc s1y, 
tim,.ly '.i'lt1iunl 

P:JIJC~ ticnal leaa 0 r~ . 1'1cs<' comments are 
.,ere t!l reviP~ tl'1e p11i::"r .. ith pen in 
'11.it YCU 1,/QIJ(c!n ' t gr>t l!Y COl!llllPrltS in a 

O<>snite t~e t~ct ·ro~t, ~ent"nre CV ';tntnncc, ttl" .,ar,er ;. Cl!'1r, it IS 
n•vnrtn"l"S'i fiaru t:ir rtl' ·o J'J'IJ i 5 cveral l ".,.c,n1no." Th" r1>nort Jiv 0 s tne 
,~i,re,;siol" r>t ll"l"J d 11i,•u~e u' "a•a ..,.,~ O'llicy, b11t 1s 'lot yet or1ar>ize:l in" 
,ny thdt ,-a~e5 ,t µ-,;r1!ilr •or r.e tCI s,iarare t.,e 11or 1roM the 111,nor, or tne 
1 , t ,. r Cl r "t ,, t ; o " 'r fir t I\ e t le • ~. 1 ., ~ at l s t ~ • ~ n il lo,, u " to " uncle rt r a i n r I.I o <J t 
!.urnrisinr.ly r.o•rr;tte-t"? l'r prr• .. ns t 111s ~ "lcre cornl"x story'>) 

"concrrtP "X3ffl"Lr: Ur,{'. 7, you ray: "'lot l lv, n'l11P 1')1 the pre-school 
e1uc<1t1l'nnl ,J;rnc•ors rao n'1'11"C l" '"" cc111r.11rritv in oro"r t" t,11\e thPir current 
µ:,sition . " 'un"ers•dnc tl-,e :,l'nre.,c" hut I '1c-,•t un ➔erstano the "notaoly'' tor 
its ertuc.J•1nnal 1rnµticat1nns . fr it yoo ➔ th1t the pre-school cirectors '1,1vt oeen 
..i~r• lit t~<! cnm~1.nP; 11,r l11t1ner? toe,; tMt n~k" 1hPrn morl! pffective leao~rs? 
tl~v" th"Y staye-' nr will •nry ~t.,v longPr ;,, •nnir current iohs as a result? 

A'loth1>r exa"lµle· \Jhit ar~ l~e µrlicy irr,l'Lic~tlcns of 1h" finoino th1t 
rl'cruit"1er.t e 4 tr,r•s uv in•alt11cions ll"yonrt th" ,;chont are a minority tactor H'I 
n,w the [r,a1ers l"'u"'.:l t.,eir curre'lt 1nu~·1 \>lo;o p ... ,. Ts ,, qof'ld fnr t'1c 
,.pali•y o· "d•,c~tio-i ttJt n;r,s• I e10,.rs nave t:"!I" rer.rui•e•i ,y the schools? 'lr ;s 
it !'le•trr tnr n,tio.,al i11st•t•1t;o.,s tn qet invclv 0 c• >n 1, ,., th" lattPr c,3se , 
woul.J t~.i' "'~~e tnr ur1•er 'lr wl'rr.e lea1er:;'11t1 in tile scnool5? 

hen f ilskei •)'retl: Is c'1erc ~ 

t '1 o 11\l ht l t> a • i t l l , u • E -t il t th t! 

t>~tter . ( 1 ' vc at:i:"n~erl rne \gt 
al L uo ,, !. t " t n a c l'I s ~ . > 

Li r;, 01 ,u9•1""rt nui ldi r 1'l this p.:iper? r 
or\;1nit,1tion ,q th" p.,,:, .. r, 1 mi')ht un,lerstand it 
c• he1cin1s tr> 'his m,.,m,,; s'lrn,e of wl\,jt follows 

I' . ': lntrortuction nn~ "urpns": 1111<; ~ection i~ critic.il .:in:i re"1~ more context,
at least .. or th;s rrit<er . lf,e tr>ur 1,olnts O'l •h,. •irst i:a1e ilre quite cr)'Ptic . 
Are tl'\ese µr,intr r-ew, ,., •ti" ">i:Osr that ti ~v vcre not alw;iys tllOUQht to tJe tne 
c:is,:,? ~~1t "r"~"arcr> c,r e't"c'1v11 stnnol s" 'tao; t<eMonstrnt•'!J tt,i,;? It worries me 
r , a t f o r t n ,. p n rd • e " " ~ ~ p i t ,. • 11 r s,. c o"' ~. I e • i t 1 " s ••• " 1 c o u I o s u b" t i t u c " t h ,, 
pnras" "1.i,..caus11 c' toPse ~O"'i;lexities" and th'" l.inguCJgt' of tt,P first two 
p11r1grdJ'lhS ne 11 0 n11t t" rhan11e' . 

"rh,. nurpnsn nt t• ,~ ro:rurt l'i •o st i11ul at I'.' oi sr.u~sion ~nrl Pl ,nninq tor the 
1>ro•essiorial rirn.,tn ,ir,c d"""lnprert ot "CUc~ric'lal lcao 0 rs in .1°wish <,ChOols ." 
biv!'n th.,· you re;icne" 'I 011t o"' 'L, anu !> 0 in-onp•n, 1 think th1t t1>1s 
statenent 0~ nu~cns 0 is , Lit•Lr we•k"I ttia., it ,, .. .,.➔ s to h<> , ;JO! !h~t tne 
5UmMary ir •hP o., .'.'Jr.i<'r~p~ nn 1 • • ., Jon:.n•~ de JtJstice to thl' CO"'prehen!>iveness 
of tr,(' Ht,oy. 1,. ~ny ccr,e, •1111 r<Jra1r11h c,n i::. '~hnult11'. ' t come t 111s P.Srlr , nor 
o 0 o;urrn:iril"J ,,, tnii. cur~o•y ~.,y . ft-nr'lJn~ ttierf! n•,.ids to be 1n "ov,-rview" at 
tne O"Uinr,1n~ o• •hr revise; V,!r~ion, 1f you fe"l the n°e•l to sum,,arize Ut-torP 
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Also, 1 ~ tnr.r,,--cr rnr-.'-to c1iew--~ r:n •- u c..i ~• inct 1 
rnc {'.lJflMEnJ:itiO"l~ .. '!> ... t.• nv ro II•""'~ on °cr it )r" 
or 111iLin,.. th" irrr,l•c;,tiun~ ,,•tnr e,ch sectio,, 
strnnn finJI ~c•tio'I n1 rl'cnm"'cntJ~tio.,~, it,., 
tr11nJ • 

r, h"tween ;,,1,ciltinns and 
f1ndi11Qs . "1 T ' "' not sure l/1dt 
is eftPctivP, cc~p~rPN to~ 
vc,,r r.ii n1 th OS" two 1 re t ne s dme 

;,!'quencr- : Lne que•tio•• m11Jnt "'i: · •tv •en, "tr,1n1'lg" follow "foture plaris"? ,;hy 
d:, e s i t f c- l l u .., "!' r u : , t 1 n n l l ex ,, r r i I!" c " "? I n t I, Q ;;n l i c y t- r i e f .., e o Pg an w i t n 
trJ in ir11'1. p,-rha~s wr' r~ L~y;o., n 1• , li'1"r 0 rt r.ct OT 1ssucs her,:, , but I ,;ould 
lik" to uro<>rst'nr' 'fl" S<•Cu~nc<J o-f ltl" =>ul'~r, ~'l!!"Ciillly ir t"e ,nal is to 
.s~vnt:tlP •or t,ert"r 1n••o1rvic,. · r~Hll'lg ,n • rn t.n wei!K1>r areas of JudaicQ and 
~1ministrntion. 

" _e3urrst,ip'': Y"l. l~lk Jt..ou• "l,.;,r!ers'i11.," bu! 'w.:,o: not aol<? ,:n alean -,netner 
1:>u d~ ilU'll"'r-: t-elinv,. it 1• ~ •r11n1•1!J .attr1h1.te s,,p,rltP fro11 " 0 oucatio11al 
,dminis• r ;,tion." roretil"t:' 'h" •1,n Sij""' tn he u<;ed interchang"ahly, and 
som"t imr~ n"t . '!:re the ti r•t .,., riyrJnl1 en n. l ' . The fir st S"ntencP Sdys : 
"~1:'leral ra•1c,tlcn, J11c.1ir,, 111<' 1e~unr,;ni1 ." Ifie rddril., ot tht> r,1rAgraoh says : 
"_ eaJPrshii; ano a~minis•ritiu" rc-:e n""' Jn-. ,.it'erer,t chall"n(!.o,; ••• ") Als•>, on 
µJ . Ln- ~1 ynu m,k,. nn irµnr•anc ~r,int a'>out 1nte9ra•ing content ard slr1lls in 
cne li>anersti1n 1rPil. 1t ~"e"'~ tn ,.,e t•ns ~•,nuto l>" <;,lio uo-front, 1n e1ef1r11n9 
tnl! lPrr,s . (Ano hn11 wn~la thd• i11tc'1rnion "11"r t,, oo,sible in 11r0 -trair1iny ior 
t~ose ~ t-o cnm" +rnni gr-r"r~l erurJt1nn?) 

J-. •r,,- +1rst 1"<1,e, th" l1~t 
t,e f nl low , ng" •erm$ re t ,~., 
exar,µle , '-'OtJlrln't kroow wnat 
'#11'\dt ""n" rtc 1 111 1t1 nn 1~ . er~ 

uru"r "r,-:e1rcn on ,.,•ectivo schools "as 1ocu,enteo 
, l<J• tr 1rarire1 on the part of thr r'!'c1der. 1, for 

t ~e uncy o1 kn,., Lno1P , ._ 01'1 "leaCI" rshi p ," or "v"n 
, , ., tunc~,~n, 1n attr1hu e of person,Lity , "role7) 

Jnrms )nd alJd~e,.,ci-: lt"tO: u~inp rercnntdH?5 r 1tti .. r t•11ln nu11ber.., for 5uch <I 

rrL,tivrly ~m~LI ro,L lr,ve 1;,; ~pnr tn criticis'"i P,,s n,is 0 s the questio, ot 
~~o is thr ,urli "'llrt t nr tl-i• :>arer. I<; it t"e e-iuc,,•or!. the'lls"lvc~? Com111undl 
l~aiers" rrot"S'"1r-11·L~ in t'ie trurr,tions a"'o t:.urnaus• ThP .-.ud,,.nce is oov1ously 
n:it dn ;icno,,,11ic on11 (r,c tnctnntr-s, re 1 erent"'S to ,;r11oies in qPn"rill e!"!uCJt1on), 
;, wnic'" ra-.e I th1~k ,. ... ni:n11 ;J littt• ~orl! c~clqJror,nrl •o 1 1,e theory cl 
l O a rl.:- rs ~ i r. 

Y~ur 1rr,1 of 0 x--erti:." , t'l"n, ;~ cne 1 ,,.,,ulon • t "V"n kr.ow .,bout it it weren ' t 
for ,uy work n"r" , i'rrt-ans the J.t,.r•1t!"S of •h., H1rv11rrl '-emi,iar wovll ne an 
1.lu111in.1tin"l micr"C"S"' •o t•1nx arcut . 11rl thOS" f'duc.~tors l<r,01,, a tot aoout what 
ll~S jOir1 ,., Oe"er,,I "C•IG1lion rn [nJtershin is<:L. 0 s' 1ePL that the OpPnin1 OT 
t•1 s P.irer wa o; ten •unc"n-:e-' in l.rin iw1 to C!',1r knnwle!'lg" frorr the world ot 
gnr,rral 11r'ucat1nn t~ •ris J'ldl)"l' . r<>;.,llv WJ'lt"d r-orn co~p~risons ,11th 
yPn,.ral er'ucot1"n t•rr>v1nn1.1~ 'tik" ~hP famous: "l"' 'li<:con,;in, t"achers in 
~,.11,,ral erlucati~n rrci>1ve over~ c . Yl)r • • • "1. l..tnor-oli'ie , how ccJn I know Wfldt 

tiese nwntoers rr",Jn( "f..;• ;irn ll!Jno~tnrv r>r .icc 0 r;tet '\t~nriarJs ot profe5s1onal 
U" V"lopmert fr,r l,.J.iers ,n ~'!ntirdl <>d11Ci'ltio'l? w1nte'l ttore 1n1or.,..ition on 11nat 
.i 0 ~now atout "1-e~l practi,ns'' scr th" "'rot-,s,;1on~l dP11"Lop,nent of oducational 
to<1iers iro cieneral ru11c,1tion, t-•..,ftci.allv it--which surprised me--tnP ajor , ty at 
c,ese lPJ<'ers c"rr" frnn ,J"n°rll e ◄ 1.coti~n . c~r is it h~t thev were train"O 1 n 
9"n"r"ll rrfurar;-.r bJt e•µ 0 ricnc,.J 1n lew,-:h ~iuc;ition?) 1-: th"r"' 1nYtl'l1n9 to 
lnarn .ilout lPJ ers 1rcr.1 Gt11Ji11• ot oth 0 r tc1r,ns of o::irochial school education 
(~a•nolic\7 Are trose tini1nJ<; <'if1°rnnt frn11, .. ~a• Is known aho•Jt L"aders ,n 
\l"O"ral et<ucat,rn' 

C.:>mpar1so11s O"t e"n l"a~er. JOJ l"aCh"r<;: 0,., n . 1.,, tnr ex""'ple, ..ioul1 it O" 
, ,tr-rros.,.in'.I tn •,.,., out .. ~e•t,r-r tn;;•iers w!"r<' he't"r edLJcarvi Jewi5hly JS 
cnilurer, •h~n t~arhf'rs in t~c ~-11,. sclionls? ,P -;hnulJ ~rl~e this report witn tne 
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k"IO Wl l'Ol'le t",J" .-.cr-e u• our r'd•a l'i alre~oy in ,lie p,,u[,c ioro:~i'1, ~nr! th~t .,,. can 
r!'i~r to ,t ,, it•~ salient . Trir ptras,,,, "ver) fPIJ rluc1t1'ln1l l"Jiers are 
t:>r!!lally tr;:i1ne" in J" .. i!i" ct, iies nr J"1ri,li "0•1c11tion'' S"l!ms .:it ools wit11 tne 
W'IY "'" r.-nkn nf cn111:>c1ro"l" "J • .1 on te~clicr:; . 'ft,1t i-;, 1f T 1m re,uln1 tnis 
c,rrectly, •n,, .. ,nure,. snnulo c11rrespont •o the tr1inin') 1,ackqrnund of tnP 
tnact1''rS, ;• 'II" le;i,;Jnr~ ,,rn mo~Ll)' ura:.in from te~cfi•rs . Tt SPe"ls .)5 it tnl' 
ti\JUf"5 Jr,:, cnm".ir-,:il" . A"10 yl't ir 1 11• "'Ol1c1 ~r1nt ..,,. c1ifn ' t u~e the te r 11 "very 
t"w" for .in ove~dll t'1t:.il o• •1 .. 'crm1lly tralr,nc (COC'IIJlr"O to ~7': ot leaJers, 
t .,r whiet1 ,jD tic l..<:1! tre t"r"' ''vr,r-y ~ • " '• [!n we tliink it ' -; morl! si9n1ficarit in 
t,e lPJr!ers lha'°I 'h" •t1cher:,? r.,rt ,.,lY it 15 ,;n,,c~ing to corit<'r:iol1r" thP 
,-.µlic.i•ion'I •or "ccrn•t~t Jre~ . " •rother "'xllnol,.: The e'l . l,.,i,1ers atl,.n:1 "Ven 
t"w"r wi,rksl\ol"s t~il'l n,. ieac~ers. '-noulun • t we s1y so? Also, ·~" •on ' t critique 
c-,e wnrls>-oos or •nr "svs ' el"lJt1c, Cl'llfnr 0 1,,.n,;ive" is,;u", t'1r w,y .. e Jo for 
t Pa ch ,. r s ' "or ~ s ' c rs • 

Pre - schnols: Th;s see,..s er '"-e o~~ o~ th<> mo<it conspicuous onlicv 1r,.as .nerl.' our 
r<>co,11,.er,Jations cnuld n3,cp, r'1'l"rPnce . It ,"e"s o,; it,.,. coull concluje t hat 
tie L1cl ot ~ry1,,nmPn• t-iy rau~,~ :,nd 'H.11'.1 rvisArs 4s <> m1so;e•f onoort,rnity for 
c,m,.,unil nrow • h, nu•,,.~ch oJ"O "o.i•ewavs in . " L • T co11ldn ' \ ole1n now mucn 01 
l'\at L 1ck o' .. ,,,a.., .. nent ,, ''l?CdllS" "" sc'1o,:,L,; ~r" "Ot in conventional scnool 
s 0 1•1r,•Jo; , ;iri<J ore 1'1 J{I~ 1"s·cno . r,..- isnlltion ~nJ <Je<1r"gatio., nr the 
µre-schnols n;i~ 1rtr1,i1.in<1 'Jnl"L;c1t;o.,s, ~n'1 r.c l'o l1kP to sPe ttiem articulated 
,, fin" rlac" in tre rr>por•. 

!)Jµ".'ll"tnl'nt1ry schnols: "'1~t :iner ll ,rna., th1t the tn;irlers hrrp lrP the Oest 
tr.tin"d ..1ut tl>e srr,,uls are t'1e L•.i,;1 ni Jhly funn;nnin,i :in re ,JrOPd, At our 
r PC"n t nertin'l, tt-!! s•a•r 1"<1;C,'tPC that thr ,;chcnls ar .. inrte 0 0 0"ttin3 bPtter 
O"C'IUSe o"' st r o"J Lr,1tl,n,h1". J1n,. or, ue knew ~11is? i\nrf -:houlon ' t we say so? C~nd 
.,; l l ne o;, le t," l i evt> u • ?l 

lrJininn: l"'entiiy,e g t•e l ~ck nt u .. inin~ in e'l1,,cannn.-il arlministration ~nd 
" le1Jnr<:ni,::" se•n~ ·o R"' re;il :,rrv1c,, ~J t h 1<: "m"rQe<; 'JS a o<"finite "9aµ in 
tl'l,:, m,1rki>"p(ace." 1 l -~~ surcr~sin'l tnic t'1'! g ro•Jp is "ett"r educ,1tPJ in 
µ"'..i1,109y •h'ln 1n lu-'.,i,~; I ~11e-:~ t'l1~ ccrr<>r.ocno~ to the tl'athl'r<;, out i1 see1ns 
m:>r" ,;tr1l•1r,g a 9;,p ,n ·111• l'O!~Jrr-;ni~ rnLP {,1rio rnLP mooel) ;., Je~ish sch:>ols . 

Pro~essional "evelo"ml'r•: .. 'l~• ,..,.,.s 1t '!l•'an th;,ot thny n~vn v1rtu.illy no 
µrofe,;:.ional rlevelu:i ,.,.+ v• •n•t thev le,., • • fen[ t"" lie~? how can th-,y fustf'r 
d c u l r u re o f i n r r r u <; e ., p r n t • <' ~ ,, • 0 It I' C: I .J ( 1, r e « c r i , t i o n ) , n e r v o 11 r f i rs t p 1 y e , 
1 1 •hey Jon ' t S'lt.lr,cri"e t'l it Jnr thPmsnlve,;? lhe s"ntencP l'lt'l p. 17 atJout the 
L;ic~ of :.upl"urt tro~ nation l ,~l">vrnnnt:. ,s nr<1voc~tivp cin·1 '1as policy 
i11plica • inns qs .,rll l~rrhaos u• "Cr1s 1,ith rtin op'1ortunitv to Ct\ co.,,munity-1o1ide 
pro•e:.~ion.il rlevelo~ ,.,t . ' ~ , r., ,t drly, t'lc l~c~ 01 sooken 4elir"" protic1E>ncy! 
(lo.tit lJCk o• "er1re \'lr :.,11 .. . ' f' r: lh1t 31', Q'1r,'t U'le the mon<>y they coul'.1 u:.f' , 
,nen •h,. roriv,.ntir,n!l'l ~ is ➔ o., is t'1.i th••r11 •~ '1c IT""">' tor professional 
d"V"lnpl"ert . I Cl'lufun • • [n.Jn .innther in- s~rvlc<> npport1Jnitie-i arP o t ferej 
spec1fict!Ly for thi:. co11rtlt11,1.,cv, a-. f 1stinct iron te1ehers. rs that 1,,n~t the 
Cr n • r ;) l d re nc ; e ~ ii r" tl C; nn fur • II" 1 r ' 1 •· , 'p. , 7 l 

L"'nrith c,f c•r ,.r,enc•: 1' 'h"y ' rr ir thl' syste"I for a Lor-y tim<> but in tneir 
C.Arrerit jous for a relatively :.~ore tin,,, ,,'11.lo tliink t'1.it thP- consequences t o 
tr.e "c1.1lturr o t the scr.,ol" u" rdnirl turnov"r at •nn top air" 1r1vP ~net nerh~ps 
s~oulrl he mor" -tro'\ l) e.,;1.,Js,ze• . ,h.a~ wcull it l'IK" t o k"eP tt,.-m in tneir 
c.urnn t JOD'i? I onn ' t ~nu11 i t lh! 1ss1c of tt,,. "schnol cultu r "" .ino t ne l "ader • s 
r ::>l" is cxpf1c1• ,..n::>un~ . 

.. ~l~ries nn" he.,e" i •s: "1-' 1 .,,~. y(lur 1.,L1dn1 ~co1.1t th" " cr , ~is in s~nior 
fJ 0 rsonnPl" ,nr! itr ~, fer, o' irt 1'1r11ll y ;nrla•1n,. th.,:, ~,L,ric~ ot Lea-Jers 
c•r•..,in scnnol~ t:Pt~u'll! u ~ "Jr~ l shortJ:J"'/ ioh11t f1>"!. it ~e.1n that tnt> 
m~Jnrity ~r" di-slli~~ , ~.: .;t• ' h"1r henef11s l'10 Y"t m~nv <10 nnt use tneir 
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uenc-ti t ,;'/ Ur th't sv111~~1JUc1" r>r;v,l"9~s ,re 1!!\pr,rtijl'tt ,p,d /l"l ~1•; <10 not us,. 
tie-i, ever t1,ou~t Jr11i,11inntiun.l 1f1'11tio11 is v"rY imoortant to the"'? 

Lr1•1cal 
arc mOr" 
cri• i c.it 
tr,e oooy 

i1n.din'"S! 1n sC"'rnr ... , .... i!r, tt<ie- 0 imnlic":ttions" -lt the- eno of racn s~ct,on 
cumµ re "tns;," '"" co• ore~ e si ~I • th a" wh'I 1 s irt i cu lated here . fhP 
' i nti'n"s l•.• r-n p . 'J 1 ll!'l!> 1r.t"rPr"t;v., h~n the i'llplications in 
nt the ,,.µ'.Ir•, dnc tt-., .,,c,ortion shr,i.lll, ir a choicP ne"Os to o,i made , 

~ty Le--11nrl subs•drc"!: fvPn ,,,r thi<: forr::at, YCIJ m1<1nt • .:int to bo~ tht> 
,,,f orMation on~. :,,.., ,;Li~>,tl/ SMall.,r tv;,,., unl,.ss thnro ,lrP interestino 
1.n l i c y con c I u s , "n,; t v c r ,JI.I I r "m t " c d" rr,n Jr J -i n i c <: : G • n d e r ~ n 1 i ts r e l <l t 1 o ns h i p to 
J :>O std~il1 · y IT'Y b ~ere ,,,.,i,r•ant ,3• ttH• le1r.,.r,;hip L"v"L than for teacne rs: 
~o r,ay +nr corrftl;it 1 on tu "rxt"rin~ir 'actor'l " C" o . ~ - It "'~)' tP import11nt to 
"evnn t~" plovi"g !iel,:" in t!!e y"r1''!r ;ir 0 .. , •n1 "e~tr1nsic f actors " ill" oe key , 
even if t~i,; currr>11t CCMSti"vrnry cne-.n't :O"e the?'" :is pr,~ary . l'r,,,, the 
µPrs;:,.,ct , ve of 'I.It.•~ ni~~1n11 · \/n~t uocs it il'il" to t~K 0 ser i nu<:lv ~ pro i pss 1on 
J lll'lJO rit y nt . hc~c currenl ..,.ar<1c1Pu'1ts (lo nnt 1,.el h~t i• s tJll - time n~ture , 
o,µorturii•,,.s f"r a•vnrrc"W"l, level nt 1ricn a 1r.-t ~t,l•is ilr<.' significan t ? lifter 
.;IL , our ooil , ~ to li1J1l1J <1 J"nuint pro•c~~icn, i.;,rt1cul,3rlv '\~ tl-ie Le,dorsn11, 
L0 v,..l . <1 .-Jiun • t urt"erst.1nu ;;hy on p . ',, incon° ;J nnt ar, imoort1nt f11cto; tor 
e"IL,,.rin11 •t,,. fiftlr' Hrrl vc• onµ . "'1 t'ie incn" i, fnr the ln-'JOritv more tndn 
nill' •hr;, f.,M,ly i"tnnn Jn" til'y ' rr "C' very s1tisf,-•c wilt, tlH"ir Sdl,ri,.s . / 

J'h"r l"'Plic.i•, n'" Ju:ileme"tS ;,. n•t mino: r-• we s1yina hill in tact there 1s 
<1"l t n,uch rr"- s"rv,cc truinin'l Mvrrtly for te,c"r'lnip pnsilions in Je,1ish 
c ➔ uc3t 1 r.n' 'rr we S3yircn •h~l 1••-: 1ioroi:;r1~t" fer l<>'lo~rs to t:"gin a5 teachers? 
Ps tka• tow it ' s U"'n" in ,1"11"r,1L e1ucat,on?) (J'le5 tn~t l!t"iln th"t most leauers 
1 n 1e n e r a L ".1 u c ~ t i on a t nu i r " + 11,. , r " tl • ~ om i n , s l r 3 t i "fl k ., ow L • <19 e as P a r t o I 
11- servicl" ra•n~r t"il" nr.--•ervic,. •r31n1i,J? "r 0" th"Y o 1·,i,rk to scnool. to 
OPCOm" rJ . leaur-rr/ ,~ tn"r"', prt"fPrrei WJV1 

,innr style .,1~1"l" 1 wc,ilrf ir,"tnl ano !.in<1Ln-,;~1C"' thf' '1irect c:uotes, to 
tiiyhliJht t 1,el'1 • 

tlOP" •his ,-s "e',:;'ul ~nu 1-.r11,e "" it I ' v" m1~r .. ,1J, or m1o;sr>o altog•'lh~r , 
µ:11nt,; th.it are ,,o<>ed i,r the l"xt • 

e ::, t r uc tu re : 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

l . In ~ r o 1 u c : i on a r. J P \Jr ri o ~ e 
t! . "'e thoo~ 

'"!.1t io"S a"d lyµrs ui rc;t,cnl<; 
.> . rdrerr~ in ..l'~iss F'cuc1tion: f1Pcr1,it'ffe11t a.,c t•P"rie"C" 

Ert"r i n, .lt•~1•~ E ➔ ura•,~n 

Naturn D1 t,plcym•nt 
lyp•s u' fuu.::,ti->ridl r~ner,,.nce 
krc"nt 0 er-r111•nPnt 
L"notli "I ~P"rionc";, Jr.~ish "ouc1tior, 
Flllllr n M l:m• 
lriplir.-a•,nns 

4 . nrofr>so: i onll l l ra•nir-, 
Pre- c ol leqiat" lcwi ~n r:rluf". a• inn, L 81cksrounrls 
Colleo1i) t' ~.,rk!Hounv JMQ lr,iininq 
F o r ..,., l n a c ~ ~ r n i.. n r.J 1 n 1., r' di c , 
::r<.1ca ., ... n11l Arlninis•r11t'o"' 
lr1inln'I for rcucatitHldl L~1,1<>r<;hi, Fnsitions 
Pro•e•s;cniJl r.rn~•h 
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lrµl1c..t•1011f. 
'., . r..,no;t;o,..,s J~c Srn 11 er'l~ aunut 

~irri "!J" 
ork 

.:, . 

l . 

rn,,titr 
.,,,n •1 .,e~t• DtJn1.• nt her l'o,.k C.owlit 1nr1~ 
lrpl1 c,t•iN1~ 

Le1ain'l , "ct>crl C.nn..,un1•y 
~ab'i1 s •nrf ·u rE•vi s"r' 
l f'1cri rr,; anrl re• l"':itle~ 'St af I l 
Lay L"a1er ~,,rJ f'<1rent Jr,vnlvcmi"lt 
Ir:-p lira• 1l'n$ 

r" n c I u s i on 5 : L,. a r" i r,, J n ,1 I e ~ u; n n 
Cri•,c.il F1nu1rcs 
.>Cll"O I I evi,l 
Loc~l (rnnu-iJl levt1l 
,;;itio,..,.il levt!l 
LrJrninr .i,iJ I £~uinr 
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l'ro n: 
I :> : 
l~ : 

t.llNTC." : ,"-,3'a1 . 1 , 1 l"cn111ru,;erv" . ron," ," - JV-191)~ J ;1\(:1.·•. 
" •:1Tl:."N'f•(i'L"'1,lL ciJrtrvr.•" ((, l1 IE. a.ctr11~x.v.inder1:Jilt . A u> 
Ar'dM t~,nr,r,r,) , A1 J" "1'3'1.J'('I co·i:,,1~nrve.cn '>, 
8 i1 r ry < '~ 7 2 1 • ' C ~ .I. C n,n P u r e r V" • C O ) , ' 1 I l < 7 I, ' 0 /, • 'j '5 ')CO mp u S e r VP • C O TI ) , 

!:1110 j ; 
Ginriy <"3'1!'. 1 . ',:.,.)lt'>1nru•er111>.co• >, 1e<;sa '71d7l.3171lolcoripus"rve . c:>m> 
erl le;io"r'- re~i;..,n•e 

Tri; tllrn, •darr ar1.1 , l I 
t-ro": f'.Jil 
C : llJr "t~I 

l tfiink tl-,c1+ ttirrr nerc• •o tr ~ tl!' .. rer fr,rn for 'h" wholn ot tl,e papPr that 
L1y,; nu• An i"1.:t'le of tr.r role u' ,., l"aier, t>,e tYP" of t~~ks(rl)Les> t'lat a 
person nel'u5 ro tr alJle t" '"'JnJre, tn" h.,ck,rnuno q,1al1'icat,or~ ncr-dP1J to :Jo 
t~e JOt; <rer11:,pr s~ills, ~nn"(~r'u, 1isnosit1nnsl , ~ rll.'~tr101io'1 nf professional 
µreraratinn fc,r the I ie!J, 111r1 •n,. ~ 1no cf orolnss,011.:il (l<>v11Lopm£>.,t that is. in 
k•e,.,in,i with norff,; 'II 'lt~nrlt,rJ< i,; l"f' tielc 1,; ~ \lhOL" in .i1oitiorr to wh<1t 
m'lkPs sr11se giv~n wt>o i;nor,l,. ~rn ir our sairr>L,.. 1 , ,,, also wonier,ng if th! 
.. ,s.,ers tl'l SO"'t! o ... til"S" •r~minn -:t~t"rr"nt5 are oiffere'lt rnr i:''lOCll" who :ire in 
pre-sch,.,ols , sunpie•e"t~rv ~chorl<: int 1ilv sct•u-,l~. this onr!\ans 111<>rits some 
c:invers,tion :irr,~nr,s.t e11.r,rLve~ :icnur ('llir st:ince on tnis 1sslll'. 

il"r" :,r" "O"e p1qr :iy r:~yn rur-,nnts thaT v;Jr1 frc.., rii+ty-"lritty tYPO~ and edits 
t :l '1U,. S I i r, n <; ~ C "U' ,1 h ~ l 1 r nu r r t, r Ce. 

.,_ ,, JO we ,./'1M 0 •o 411c•~ ""1't:rti\A ,;c,cr,t,;" rn:;oarch JS 011r r·'tP.rPnt hl.'rl'? 
,; n 't i • t- 11 "u o 11 • · o u ,, rd , •' , , d l i rr" 11 t r,, s" a r ch? i s l he re a ti" t t ~ r 
r 0 tnr,.nc,r._:i i<"r tf-ic: "r" .. ,; 11 J' •uis r ... o,,,t" 

,;. , tile first c;nr' . l~ 'l0"1eu1111t c1,nfu~1ng . \.;liat i!> 
Y:>u tJlk ;,tnut ro11otitndl lc:i<.Jrrr, hein1 ~ttr,c erl to 
[11! S 11TII' r-e1s nne :,5 l ,,.,cn<'rs ~r1rl "'0V 111 tro"' rdl'llt!; nf 
tiat true in ..,e,,erJI "Ca" well? 

the c..,s.,n~e of tn~ ooint? 
the 1ielo of Pducation for 
l"~Ch"r tn n1m1n. lsn ' t 

illso, tile i,-!e, ,.,, e'1 le~o,.r~ ,,. t"<>'lu" a!l"nts 
kin f nt u,,cl•!JrOunr' ,r,rl "•"l111't.:on. I• ' <; o 1rt 
frd"l1n,i O~ *11" iseurr, . 

;,. I I 

l Ci ;, .. tJ i I , rt :')II ,, 

c' w•·at I c~ll('I 
It neP<JS so"'e 

1,e for P, t hP 

p . 'f t 1-ey "" •pre~ ns tr•drrirr•, on(!~n•t ;r 111.:i~,z S"nSe tllilt thrr• 1re ,u~as are 
1,rl11aJ . ,.t,.,• ,v,ut fjft,,r,,nre ll"'twl' 0 n i'1e1s tor t-nt.,rin,i 
tn•y O"cial'o tn 'it~y 1" ,r1t ►1t:conc .ic''llini,trators 

, , -;ync riit'- ·!!•cters 
tne field arw i '(:as d<; 

<1re the S'•• full .,,..e er not/ .ine<: •tiis rrak.n a :i,ftnrpnct-'> 
part-nthrsir. ,iha• r<or, SPtt 1"9~ me~n O"r 0 ? 
u~es it mat•er -.!hi' io"s tn <,n..i a H•cnn-1 jo'i? 
!'els lik,. tr1"rt' is ,,c,rr •h~l c11n t:" lt!~r..,el here shout tult rime, oart time and 
sat ary? 

p . 0 nird p.;ir~ . ,r 1ir 0 t 5"t1•<!"C" "J'11cna l!'t1.c1tinn:il lPadr.rs" -- it fe .. ls as 
tnou,,h th, -;ent"nre U(H:•n•t <?nJ . "norn ,t:scr111r,t" t.,an •••• 
In [iJst Linr nt tt-,1t- s.,,.,e 1Pri . , 1'1\/l'r~lt, ,,~~ •••• ,~ it l'1~t th"Y wor~ in t11e 
ll"V"mrn• r,r i., •nr synat1on1Jn -- unc ~here Ul\f''l rh;S p•Jt d1y school Linder-. inrl 
J"1. e1rly cli1 lo'icoo yir,.c•or~. I< 'his a r:dslc1cinQ statistic? r•rhans tne only 
Stdtistic h"r" •Nnt "·~""~ s"n"e 1'< •ll 4 <>n,, ,co1.t «urr . school<: hecausP in ou r 
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c:immun,tir~ d IL c~ 1 111'n t~k,. r,L,,,,. w,1 tin 

p . 10 i,;sue of "Cv11·i,,; 1nrl 'xn,rt, 'It e.,a 
you'rr :ryin~ tr- r-o t; • ~,,.., ~<>r a ~erl ➔ H1 
u:in 't th1r.k P"O"L" .,,tl " 'le• it " lrnll' t..,, s 

ot ,,,.,;• :,arJ . 110"5 cy very 4,iickly . 
~ i nc cf ~rn dev anM nctwor, ,n g dnd I 
·• r 111 ar1 t t':r-oug., 11 

p . 11 1r.sue of rcle o~ l'ar10111l cr1,1riiz1tio'ls ,., nl~c,,m,.nt !.C,.IT<; very i'llµt. 
n111ne ~.nrr ,,_.,.u~ ~o ..,,. ,;d;.J. i,; tner• 1 rliftc r"nce in th-" way reform Jewi!.h 
e~ucatcrs t~l v 1tnu• •ti,"~ · o•nnr,; Cr,v ir.rr"sq1nn ,,; th1t the r"t orm nat 'L 
n°twork .inr~s v•r" ~clll wouLt' ~ " ' """ai;.n •1 cnno11in;,tion ¼elp us undt!rstanu 
toe pic•url! bl't•er? is v,,- fl c-u,. ~•1'll' o' in e:q:ns• ri-~Lly ;,, terms ot tMcse 
o • .,i an i z a c i o r,s a "0 t n e i r ",. I! , l " r u n tr , .., "t i on t., t r,,. f i ,, l '1? 

µ . 11 Last "ent,.r-re, I tni11J.- neru-: tc r•,1•1 t'rn ce ve!oPm"nt vs r"'n"i.al or include 
O'ltli , rrnPw~L jnel~ L;k,. 11n,l yn1, C"I """" ::i•cn l" ,r,, trJll'll'rl • 

., . 1 ,- , 1 •tiinlc r-e rll' i)S tt1Pr" WOIIL' he mnrn .-,1 3 'l"V"L'H"'l'"l first two •1ara 
'-'"r" s~itrh"rl 1rct1n t• 1t~"r" •i:rt'o" rorit"nl, JO firs , and than ti-\~ ~ls•• for ho'W 
you "rl' •hinlt.in~ .it-oJt ~ro o•v . ;~ rr~O". In ~i ther case -- wh,.ther you switcn 1t 
or Le1vr it c1s is -- '"" r.J"e ,,,r n 3 erl,.,J all tlirbe nPe:1'. rnor• flPSh1ng OJt • 

µ . 1 .S, 1,..,t in" r-1 irst p,r, 'el'n~ to;, I:" in ~rori g ptac , "r at Le1st it 
u1esn't flow "'r-11 tne s"ntencr rt,it cn111Ps ri,ht !,"tn r,, ;t • 

µ . 
1 t • 

µ . 1 ., , ~ t! co no i:; , r ~ J n rl er r r , 1 n 1 n g 
m")v ,._m"'n • s 

thin ►. i•' ie')C"'i national not syn~ JOgJe 

µ . ,~ , •h; rrl n.i •a . I. !I """ inri • rf'l1,1il 0 J ,t n ul L Cht''>f? P"r C<>nt 119rs . 21 !, OI O cl)' 

scnnol "U .:ire U"'tr.,in•c ,n °1•1nr ert nr J" • .isl stri,ties, 0'1 f\. 1 '•, ,,·('• of 1dy 
!.Ct100L "O ure C r•1'1nc 1n le111r11 el ,nl h1v11 w•i;is '1 stuUies -- how can IJoth 
l'1ese bP true ... 1• <"a.,e tin~ ·1 

iJ • 'S -16 -- T• ~ 1,,-u,r'l •t1" n1.1nucr!i cc•,t11~in1, .fia• is thP stcry W" ,,re trying 
t, •ell hrr"? 

p . 1 0 -- 5h'1ulor. • • "e te n1v1n sone crPoi ,o tr,,. -r.11, who 1rP -:elt moti1111eo 
dnu use tl',it os ,1 co,,. 4 or •11" no• entiijl nt ,v,•e.,,at1c er o fl'veloPm,.nt ratne r 
L1Jn •r<'Jt it .i" an uni,.,~or•.,nt or incons.,quent-lal -=t~tist1c ht'caus,. oy 1tselt 
, t is not svs ·e-ati r 
p. 1 7 -- ,ire t'-ere ~ny quc•e• th;t t:,ar r<':;< h" non-hl'lrful n.iture of :>r:> 
orJmilatio,is . a,:,n;,., I :>s~ ny-:el 1 11'1at 1r,.. we tryin'1 to t"Ll here, 

p . 1 J -- -.•n:it on yo1.1 ·~ in 1 -1un,r ~"fact~"~' .. l". nt folk "ho tiave access to 
m:>n"y for pro oc-v U" rict 1.i~e J"v.irt~H of it, arp the onporturiitiPs ava,taole 
11:i t n"LPf•Jl or 1<n1n, nv im:-ir,.,sior fro-,, t;:itkir<1 to som•ont' lik" sara LPt> 1s 
tnd• nrinc,,.,ats a• le~s• ' 1A•I:. p rinci p lls •i~" 'h•'lr i,,oney to go to C.J\J~ anJ r,AT£ 
d1<.I Jo not '1c1ve 11nn('y Ll't" <lv"r t,,r a:ioi tional nrnf,.so;,onH onv . Do .ie have 
t~i~ in'o S"g'""?"l"d by MUVt:"'~"l .inc .i'lulo ~.,.,, •ell oit1,.r,.nt ,;tory? 

µ . 21) - - tor nara . • n,t trgin• tn" na1e L"IOr" is nr,t cle1r . w'1ere r.lo 1n~s 0 "1ePt? 
.,.,d. ~intJ u• "lu~i.•11,r, i,; •11~1 1 11n"r" 10"!'. 1• '11 in? 11t1at Is tl1e caS" you are 
in,ikint1 .,oru• •n· l1n,-;r., <'f C"clsicn "'d~JnJ -,no ~1a,,n-in11 ~ith t-;,r,rew and tt!xt? 

c1n ~re "'"ere•s s,,,,,tim,.s u d11k is ,..,µnrtilnt 1nu ,; tt, .. r timf's it m1on1 be 

< e 
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1,a opror ria•e. /Ire .,n Malin~, C'S" for, ,; 1.r>cltir kine oi pro O"V anu ·if so, 
1<t1a• rloc-s ,. Lonx LixP? 

P • .,0 ~rctinn 0" ror,~ition; . 1• it cle~r th1t ls-:uns 
SJ>3,1e<:t irpl1 c ... •,on'\ 'er "'' li,1nnl'SS ot e•1 le1ol'r5 lt, 
t,e.,i.,,lve• in ~•c drt•v;lie,;? '"1e~n on •hr;, s;iy a~ 

1n > ~ t i rn r l t I i n ~ • "'1 ° l, i r,, 'or • n "m • I on n ' : s n e ~ h .:;i ,-
n t pot hes,~ . 

of <:alar,Bs, ~en1>f 1ts 
enr~gP Jnn involve 

te~chers oo • hat tnese 
info supports this 

are 

p , ,1 tt-e sr>con"' ,;ert"rre <1ho11t tl"rPrit,; rlo~sn •• <>x1c•lv .,,31,. S"nse, know 1<hat 
y~u mear, hut thine YCIJ ne".; tn ~tBt." tr,,. ioea nn r "' cLParlv. 

p . 2 ~ J r f! t he 1 Q 1; o ' " c l,. J • e r , w l'I c r,. µo rt 1• e i n., t i s s a l is f i " d w i t '1 "u"' o e r of 
11:,ur:, o_. rmntoy•e"t .,,,. •1ti<1 or fi.lL tirrn neoi:;le? i,; t his a casn >Jhere 
part-•1muress ;,•erluurs tit> hir•r1•1 or profcs,ionals <ll"U ~l'o,1t we w1nt to ue Jo inq 
i ; "1.1k 1 n~ a c~S" 'ur '-.IL t'r.'."' "ffnloy,,,etit ::,f "C l<>a '"rs (I •c-an w•• a,ade sucn a 
C,1," 'or teflc 1,u •s, "" w "1ur.11 111nr,.. ~c rnr e,i t eao••r~?) 

p. ,., ir, la-t p~r-'\jr.ar,t, 'our•t1 Li~"' frnn, orq•c~ "I pagP , ii- ~hl'>Uld say l!i,illty 
ei~ht , nut "!Oh' ,.,~h• 

JJ . -.,, i n Y"U' •s ,.,.o1t1nn, •Jh•t • ~ the r 0 l;it;ons'1 i o hetwnen neople • s ft>•l111J that 
l~eir rt"lrs are ~l"t 1n ~P."'~'f1"' with their '.!i;:,.,~llti'ln<; a mark of th 0 ir 
u1rP<1lic:tic unu•r"tAnrfin~ of t11r narure cf '"" ioti Anrl th"r"t~re "riKable" by 
,nproor i dte p •e~ara•,.,r rnr the "'"r~. 'y t"'Pr"~SiO" '1as he"n whl'n I he~r t h is 
kin·1 ot "wtlinin1" Lna• l'le,..p•~ irn't r~al LY •1n'1erstan•J r'1e " jot, " of <>duc!)t1onal 
l O ,. ;,, r • 

µ . ,,, lr:pl 1 car1rn• . can,.,., , ,..., cut 1, 0.,, r,1,r 1;,ta 1.h<.1t " mov<>o " people trom 
t euchi11n • o ,J~ll'i ,i~•r~tion . in snn• ;n•crvie1<S of •e~cliers ano principa-ls in 
L' , lull •i-,ere·s , ~ .. lary Jna orn,>1it<: Yer• t,,ctors 111 ~ov,.,g P"O"(P out :>t 

tP.icnin,.. ar1-1 in·c ..o111iirh,tr•ticr.. ,rii~ ,~ 'In" t1 I the r<>aso-,s thar oeo1->lf on tne 
oi e r,;inr 'lr" no• nrr1 •rPl P'J 0" 'r"' !lt'>er h,.,c, it also 'lP"llks ti, the inot of 
IJtl rime e"l,>lovrrr11t nr-:nortunities tor te;,c 1,ers a.,d l,.aoers • 

P • "'5 "nr1 ra ra . 4th l inr , "uryir to "IT1Jl1t" re" isn ' t 1100d l:"lgl 1sh 

•' • .,, ir, S"c 1 ,..,n un r-a :,i~ d"J :.1J.-"rv1,;or~, 'thin~ info n,.e'1s to he or,~en 
o,w'I 'iy S"t 1 1n<J, P-.,•cu•IS" Md"y Jny scr,nots Jre not cnn1irng~tionulty tl'1s1d in 
.rn i cn c,-.sr in~o a"'out r:io..,, ,. ~rrelCVd"C l"C ~isle,dinq . 'lUOervisrir an:, r~oo, 
.i r I! d i f ~ e r c n t c , tr~, r 1 e ,; 11 s "" l I • -..1 r, a t one q qt. c er vi s n r e v en me~ n 1 n l n,. c as e o t 
t,e,;e f<'l~s" 

µ . t .. list nara c' •ertiori •011Lt 'caonnv -- 1s this Atl:,nta, it so adult academy 
B sponsorerl hy ..,re 11nt sy11~~"~"c~ . lne t )i~r rir riot, this is true , this a•lull 
"r." rlc my i ~ no t , r i "s t .; "c r "t " t" o O r :ei l1 on 1 ct i v, t y • 

p • .,o O'w ~uni.t ~n e~.;tipl<? o• •1:ach~rs ' no'l -i nvclv"r;;"nt . S'-'e"'S tn me r1> mPmoe r 
ex<1Mµles from J •1 l ie's rrpnr• 

dls" n . 2° , t,r,t•on ;ar.; . 1'-• sent 0 nC• shuull re~d ••• a r e s~tisfi"o 1<ilh thr 
r 0 s'>ec t thev f>a11e a~ rc1Jc,t'lr<; <not as ,n eil,catcrl . I ' m .ilso wondPrinq i t 
" ~ave dS .:in educator " ~~,rn a['lµ"drs h'"r" :in1 in l• s t <;e'll"nce shoul1 read " a rP. 
Jiv <- n u t1nr4 'l<Jt 

1'httv 0 " 

µ. .,? l .lS I niJ r a . 
not t 'l)' l rd -It r . 

µ . .. 1 urtJrr s chnol 
oJ'lµl' r d I"' d i t Se ~IT"" 

levtt, t"1~ ' s 
to C'l"ltl"' f'lu" rr 

lir~l tr"nt1"n cf 
n'lw'ler e . I knew 

r<-•d "I .iv leauersnip" 

ll• • ~ th cit r" mnmoer in 
t h ;i t p re - s c ho o I s are i ,, JC C ' s 
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.,.-1~ Metonh('lr, 11.,t it qn,.~n •t !i"e like it fits 
~ht!re 1 ou .,r' r:1•kir:<1 • c;i,;e lnr pro C!"Velopnent . 
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Fr om : 
To: 
C: : 

SiJoj : 

Ell/dCF : :"?410G . '3"51comnuserv1> . com" t, - JLJL-19Q5 21 : 02:37 . 59 
NPs5a R~poport <746 7 l . 37 70Bcompuserve . con) 
Arlam ra,.oran <,;amnn1n'I, E:l lPn C,nl,Jrinn <gnlrlriebiilctrvax . v~nderoi lt . edu) , 
mys Pl f <"/11(14 . 3'>3<:a1coTP1p11sr> rve. com> 
On thP '"ar,ual , 11nchor 1f"ems ano oth<>r things 

Many of t he it e"'S (i.P . , th,. f<anui!l 1! st>lf, t'1e t wo instruments, the anchor 
it e ms , "t c • > a r n des c r i I> e rJ in th I! I' an u al • In t r yin g to ,. r i t e a coup L e of 
s2ntences on thn11 , I h>np turn1ng cacf,: to 11hat T wrotP • •• perl)aos my thouqht 
pJtterns ne<>d a swi't kic~ . 

I oon ' t knou i f you foroo~ that they ar<> described ther~in /lR if the 
d 0 scriptions a r <> insuf1icient . 'f 1t•s the latt"r, PLl=ACE e - mail back and I ' ll 
write somrtl,i ng els,. atout thPm . 

ti11/l'V•R ,' 1iri "OT "tT writ<> 11nvthin9 about tlie so- call"'d "software pack,;e ". So 
l w iL l now : 

first of 11ll, l ~ouldn ' t cat l d "<;cftware packa,ie", bPcausc it '"a'<es it sound 
LikP it is more than it Is . 1he tPr11t imr,lies th1t I/'" will givP th"m the software 
already set-uo to input the oiltil arrl c r 0 ate atoitional variables . All yo.J would 
havr to uo is tv~,., ;)u,1 . 1h1<s is nr>t the cas .. . f.~ther it's .:i co<ie llook <o,e word? 
hyphen?) to bP 11sPd with ;i comm,.rci1 Lly-available softw'lr" Packa9° . 

T~e CodP Ror,k t "r the (.(JF caucators <;urv,oy should be useri in conjunctio, with 
~,sc; for Vindow-s o r a sirril,ir st-aristic.d soft.ar 0 nackagP . It will oro ~i de 
11structions on cre1tiro h 0 ner.essary vari'lbles for thP 1ata tilP into ~hich 
t ie rPsr,or,s"S frcn tnP returnPll questionnair:-ec; woulrl be entPreo . The Code t>ook 
will contain ;ill thl' rJescriotivP informRtio,, 'lnrl prograrr comrrands needed to 
cre1tP thr "drli•ional variahlr>s that were use-J by the l'l"F team in analyzi,g the 
dll1 from the t'irre L"ar! ro•muni ti e~ and in writing the com.,ur,ity report,. 

1-, olainer languane ••• whi-n thev receiv 0 a softw.:,re paclcaqe, th"Y need ti) c:reate 
a t.1 1t a file Cs i .,,ilar hd more cc,mnl"x than,, 5pread shert) into which tn~,- enter 
tie rPsponsPS tram Pach survey . lo do this, thu, T'IUSt first cre11tP the variaoles 
(giviny each variable a n:,m,., ao;signed values, names for Pach assigned value, a 
siz,. <11"orl rfefine,, f!1issino vari11ole<s) . Then, once all the responsPs are 111an1Jdlly 
tYP"d into thr i r 11p~ro~r1atP nlacr in the uat11 file, thPy n°ed to create- new 
v~ riahlrs basPd en th" origin:il ones . l'or example, in the survey we askPd about 
oeyre"s and m~jnro; . The survey responses woulrl he tYP"O into thP following 
V9riablrs : '1£(;R"E 1 , Hl\~l'lRIA , "'A.IOPll'l , OF'(iPEl<'2, "'AJOP2.A , etc . Raser! on these 
variablrs <and nthersl , nrw vaddhles woulo bP creatcrl : J5111\J()fl cno you have a 
dPqre<> wi th a m,Jor ;r, Jewi,h sturfiPs1) , TRAIM (,Are you for"1allr trained in 
Jewis~ st11t.1ies ,rd/,r cPn•r;il e~ucat1on?) , •tc . Gft•n, thes• latt 0 r variaole 
f:J r m thP t->asis for .ritinn thP reoort . Th<> Co1e ilook nroviors all of the 
n ■ c"ssary proce1ore<: b ~ wldch to 11cco"1plish tide;. 

A~ain , if you w1nt more infn , Just ask ! 
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June 14, 1995 

To: Ellen, Adam and Bill 
From:Nessa 
CC: CIJE staff 

I want to try to respond to the paper on educational leaders. These comments are not 
"comprehensive and systematic": Ifl were to review the paper with pen in band, I would 
probably have more to say, but you wouldn't get my comments in a timely fashion! 

Despite the fact that, sentence by sentence, the paper is clear, it is nevertheless hard for me to 
grasp its overall "meaning." The report gives the impression of being a mixture of data and 
policy, but is not yet organized in a way that makes it possible for me to separate the major from 
the minor, or the interpretation from the facts. (What is the analogue to "undertrained but 
surprisingly committed"? Or perhaps this a more complex story?) 

A concrete example: On p. 7, you say: "Notably, none of the pre-school educational directors had 
moved to the community in order to take their current position." I understand the sentence but I 
don't understand the "notably" for its educational implications. Is it good that the pre-school 
directors have been part of the community for longer? Does that make them more effective 
leaders? Have they stayed or will they stay longer in their current jobs as a result? 

Another example: What are the policy implications of the finding that recruitment efforts by 
institutions beyond the school are a minority factor in how the leaders found their current jobs? 
(also p. 7). Is it good for the quality of education that most leaders have been recruited by the 
schools? Or is it better for national institutions to get involved? And, in the latter case, would that 
make for better or worse leadership in the schools? 

Then I asked myself: Is there a line of argument building in this paper? I thought that if I looked 
at the organization of the paper, I might understand it better. (I've appended the list of beadings 
to this memo,; some of what follows alludes to that list.) 

P. I : Introduction and Purpose: This section is critical and needs more context, at least for this 
reader. The four points on the first page are quite cryptic. Are these points new, in the sense that 
they were not always thought to be the case? What "research on effective schools" has 
demonstrated this? It worries me that for the phrase "Despite these complexities ... 11 I could 
substitute the phrase "Because of these complexities" and the language of the first two 
paragraphs need not be changed. 

"The purpose of this report is to stimulate discussion and planning for the professional growth 
and development of educational leaders in Jewish schools." Given that you reached 77 out of 
100, and 58 in-depth, I think that this statement of purpose is a little weaker than it needs to be, 
and that the summary in the top paragraph on p. 2 doesn't do justice to the comprehensiveness of 
the study. In any case, the paragraph on p. 2 shouldn't come this early, nor be summarized in this 



cursory way. (Perhaps there needs to be an "overview" at the beginning of the revised version, if 
you feel the need to summarize before the end.) 

Also, is there--or should there be--a distinction between impHcations and recommendations? (See 
my comments on "critical findings.") I'm not sure that organizing the implications after each 
section is effective, compared to a strong final section of recommendations, if in your mind those 
two are the same thing. 

Sequence: One question might be: Why does "training" follow "future plans"? Why does it 
follow "educational experience"? In the policy brief we began with training. Perhaps we're laying 
out a different set of issues here, but I would like to understand the sequence of the paper, 
especially if the goal is to advocate for better in-service training in the two weaker areas of 
Judaica and administration. 

"Leadership": You talk about "leadership," but I was not able to glean whether you as authors 
believe it is a training attribute separate from "educational administration." Sometimes the two 
seem to be used interchangeably, and sometimes not (See the first paragraph on p. 12. The first 
sentence says: "general education, Judaica, and leadership." The middle of the paragraph says: 
"Leadership and administration pose new and different challenges ... ") Also, on pp. 20-21 you 
make an important point about integrating content and skills in the leadership area. It seems to 
me this should be said up-front, in defining the terms. (And how would that integration even be 
possible in pre-training for those who come from general education?) 

On the first page, the list under "research on effective schools has documented the following" 
seems to take a lot for granted on the part of the reader. I, for example, wouldn't know what the 
body of knowledge is on "leadership," or even what the definition is. (Is it a function, an attribute 
of personality, a role?) 

Terms and audience: Does using percentages rather than numbers for such a relatively small pool 
leave us open to criticism? This raises the question of who is the audience for this paper. Is it the 
educators themselves? Communal leaders? Professionals in the federations and bureaus? The 
audience is obviously not an academic one (no footnotes, references to studies in general 
education), in which case I think we need a little more background to the theory of leadership. 

Your area of expertise, Ellen, is one I wouldn't even know about if it weren't for my work here. 
Perhaps the attendees of the Harvard Seminar would be an illuminating microcosm to think 
about. Did those educators know a lot about what was going in general education on leadership 
issues? I feel that the opening of this paper was too condensed in bringing to bear knowledge 
from the world of general education to this analysis. I really wanted more comparisons with . 
general education throughout (like the famous: "In Wisconsin, teachers in general education 
receive over a 5-year ... "). Otherwise, how can I know what these numbers mean? What are 
mandatory or accepted standards of professional development for leaders in general education? I 
wanted more information on what we know about "best practices" for the professional 
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development of educational leaders in general education, especially if--wbich surprised me-the 
majority of these leaders come from general education. (Or is it that they were trained in general 
education but experienced in Jewish education?) Is there anything to learn about leaders from 
studies of other forms of parochial school education (Catholic)? Are those findings different 
from what is known about leaders in general education? 

Comparisons between leaders and teachers: On p. 12, for example, would it be interesting to find 
out whether leaders were better educated Jewishly as children than teachers in the same schools? 
We should write this report with the knowledge that some of our data is already in the public 
domain, and that we can refer to it if it's salient. The phrasing "very few educational leaders are 
formally trained in Jewish studies or Jewish education" seems at odds with the way we spoke of 
comparable data on teachers. That is, if I'm reading this correctly, the figures should correspond 
to the training background of the teachers, if the leaders are mostly drawn from teachers. It seems 
as if the figures are comparable. And yet in the policy brief we didn't use the term "very few" for 
an overall total of 31 % formally trained ( compared to 3 7% of leaders, for which we do use the 
term "very few"). Do we think it's more significant in the leaders than the teachers? Certainly it is 
shocking to contemplate the implications for "content area." Another example: The ed. leaders 
attend even fewer workshops than the teachers. Shouldn't we say so? Also, we don't critique the 
workshops on the "systematic, comprehensive" issue, the way we do for teachers' workshops. 

Pre-schools: This seems to be one of the most conspicuous policy areas where our 
recommendations could make a difference. It seems as if we could conclude that the lack of 
engagement by rabbis and supervisors is a missed opportunity for communal growth, outreach 
and "gateways in." But I couldn't glean how much of that lack of engagement is because the 
schools are not in conventional school settings, and are in JCCs instead. The isolation and 
segregation of the pre-schools has intriguing implications, and so I'd like to see them articulated 
in one place in the report. 

Supplementary schools: What does it mean that the leaders here are the best trained but the 
schools are the least highly functioning and regarded? At our recent meeting, the staff indicated 
that the schools are indeed getting better because of strong leadership. How do we know this? 
And shouldn't we say so? (And will people believe us?) 

Training: Identifying the Jack of training in educational administration and "leadership" seems to 
me a real service, as this emerges as a definite "gap in the marketplace." It was surprising that 
the group is better educated in pedagogy than in Judaica; I guess this corresponds to the teachers, 
but it seems more striking a gap in the leadership role (and role model) in Jewish schools. 

Professional development: What does it mean that they have virtually no professional 
development but that they don't feel the lack? How can they foster a culture of increased prof. 
dev. (the CIJE prescription), per your first page, if they don't subscribe to it for themselves? The 
sentence on p. 17 about the lack of support from national movements is provocative and has 
policy implications as well (perhaps at odds with the opportunity to do community-wide 
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professional development.) Similarly, the lack of spoken Hebrew proficiency! (And lack of 
desire for same.) Or: that 31 % don't use the money they could use, when the conventional 
wisdom is that there's no money for professional development. I couldn't glean whether in
service opportunities are offered specifically for this constituency, as distinct from teachers. Is 
that what the central agencies are doing for their 61 % ? (p. 17) 

Length of experience: If they're in the system for a long time but in their current jobs for a 
relatively short time, I would think that the consequences to the "culture of the school" of rapid 
turnover at the top are grave and perhaps should be more strongly emphasized. What would it 
take to keep them in their current jobs? I don't know if the issue of the "school culture" and the 
leader's role is explicit enough. 

Salaries and benefits: Did I miss your talking about the "crisis in senior personnel" and its effect 
of artificially inflating the salaries of leaders in certain schools because of a market shortage? 
What does it mean that the majority are dissatisfied with their benefits and yet many do not use 
their benefits? Or that synagoguge privileges are important and yet 21% do not use them, even 
though denominational affiliation is very important to them? 

Critical findings: In some cases, the "implications" at the end of each section are more 
comprehensive and comprehensible than what is articulated here. The critical findings list on p. 
30 is less interpretive than the implications in the body of the report, and the proportion should, if 
a choice needs to be made, be reversed. 

Style--and substance!: Even for this format, you might want to box the information on p. 3 in 
slightly smaller type, unless there are interesting policy conclusions to draw from the 
demographics: Gender and its relationship to job stability may be more important at the 
leadership level than for teachers; so may the correlation to "extrinsic factors" on p. 5. It may be 
important to "even the playing field" in the gender area, and "extrinsic factors" may be key, even 
if this current constituency doesn't see them as primary. From the perspective of CIJE's mission: 
What does it mean to take seriously a profession a majority of whose current participants do not 
feel that its full-time nature, opportunities for advancement, level of income and status are 
significant? After all, our goal is to build a genuine profession, particularly at the leadership 
level. (I didn't understand why on p. 9 income is not an important factor for entering the field and 
yet on p. 21 the income is for the majority more than half their family income and they're not 
very satisfied with their salaries.) 

Other implications puzzlements in my mind: Are we saying that in fact there is not much pre
service training overtly for leadership positions in Jewish education? Are we saying that it's 
appropriate for leaders to begin as teachers? (Is that how it's done in general education?) Does 
that mean that most leaders in general education acquire their ed. administration knowledge as 
part of in-service rather than pre-service training? Or do they go back to school to become ed. 
leaders? Is there a preferred way? 
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Minor style point: I would indent and single-space the direct quotes, to highlight them. 

Hope this is helpful. And forgive me if I've misread, or missed altogether, points that are indeed 
in the text. 

Nessa 

Structure: 

1. Introduction and Purpose 
2. Methods 

Positions and Types of Schools 
3. Careers in Jewish Education: Recruitment and Experience 

Entering Jewish Education 
Nature of Employment 
Types of Educational Experience 
Recent Recruitment 
Length of Experience in Jewish Education 
Future Plans 
hnplications 

4. Professional Training 
Pre-collegiate Jewish Educational Backgrounds 
Collegiate Background and Training 
Formal Background in Judaica 
Educational Administration 
Training for Educational Leadership Positions 
Professional Growth 
Implications 

5. Conditions and Sentiments about Work 
Earnings 
Benefits 
Sentiments about Other Work Conditions 
Implications 

6. Leading a School Community 
Rabbis and Supervisors 
Teachers and Collegues (Staff) 
Lay Leader and Parent Involvement 
Implications 

7. Conclusions: Learning and Leading 
Critical Findings 
School Level 
Local Communal Level 
National Level 
Learning and Leading 
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From: 
To : 
c·. 
Subj : 

El l en, 

ELIN ICE : : " 7410 4 . 3335lilcompus er11e . com" 27- JUL- 1995 13: 42:16 . 76 
" IN TE RN Cl : GOL Dli I EB iil ct r v a x. "and er bi l t • E o u" < GO LOR I EBol ct rv ax . van d e rb i l t . ed u > 
Adam Gamoran <gamoran> , myself <74104. 3335iilco mpuserve . com> 
Re : ed. l ea rd e r r epo r t ---ana lyse s 

Here' s the analyses you request eo . <Sala r y by setting is Table 14 . > 

• 
• 
• 

• • Salary by ( self - oeclared) f ult- time : 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Lus tlien $30,000 t o $60 , 000 
or More S30 , 0 00 $59, 000 

Fu l l - t i me 

Pa r t - ti me 

Soeak Hebrew by Setting 

01y School 

S J p pl em en t a ry 

Pre - school 

TJT AL 

Fluent Moo er ate 

3 3:: 29:: 

1 3:: 20:: 

Wr ite Hebrew by Sett i ng 

D1y School 

SJppl ementa ry 

Pre - school 

T)T AL 

Flu~nt Moderate 

48:: 

36 :: 2 4 :, 

25% 

211:: 33:; 

Read Hebrew by Settin g 

D1 y Schoo l 

SJ pp l em en t ary 

Pre - schoo l 

TOT AL 

Bi l l 

Fluent Moderate 

26:: 

58% 18:: 

3 3:: 

sn: 2 4:: 

22:. 

27% 

4 7:; 

29:. 

1 5 ll 

1 9 :; 

1s :; 

24 :; 

19% 

38% 

Limiteo ~ot at all 

12:; 

20 :. 

Li miteo hot at all 

12:; 

31:; 

Limiteo Not at all 

20!; 
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I'd lean towards dropping pre-collegiate Jewish education from the 
Atlanta, Baltimore, and Milwaukee reports (but leaving it in the 
full report.) 

FULL REPORT 
1) I don't have a strong view about the order. There are pros and cons 
both ways. The Atlanta report worked well with training/bkg first, 
so if you want to present the 3-city report that way, it's ok with me. 
Either way it is not chronologically organized. 

2) I would put pre-collegiate training after training in the full report, 
as it was in the teacher reports. 

3) Let's read over the full revised text and then decide about graphs and 
box_es. Probably we will want to use them. 

4) This question gets to the heart of CIJE' s agenda, and many people would 
cite it as the reason CIJE's approach (and earlier attempts to professionalize) 
cannot work. The only response I can come up with is that we have to challenge 
our educational leaders by demaning higher standards, and treating them as 
professionals. We won't know if this will succeed unless we try. The growth 
of the JTS and HUC education masters degree programs, and the great demand 
for the graduates of these programs, suggests the time may be ripe for this 
approach to succeed. 
SSCB$ 



#44 25-JUL-1995 15:58:35.80 MAIL 
From: EUNICE::"75457.3560@compuserve.com" 
To: Adam Gamoran <gamoran> 
CC: Ellen Goldring <GOLDRIEB@ctrvax.vanderbilt.edu> 
Subj: Report on Educational Leaders 

As promised, the following items were noted on the report on educational leaders 

1. Page 14- 43% of day and 48% of supplemantary school leaders are certified in 
Jewish education. Tabel 9 does not agree. 

2. Page 18- quoted sentences at the top half of the page are not clear. 

3. Page 20- all references to $60,000 should be "$60,000 or more per year" not 
"over $60,000". (four places) 

4. Page 32- what is release time? 

MAIL> 



Adam and Bill, 

I guess I have a need to pass this on to you. 

Some issues I may have not addressed so please check: 

1) Is there enough from the implications in the conclusions? 

2)I did not re-write first two paragraphs per Nessa. Do you want 
to? Do we want to keep the effective schools stuff in? 

3) We said we would do a Table of Contents 

Other issues: 

1) There is definitely a problem with the word supervisor, no one 
knows what that means, and what we meant is mostly for vice 
principals,depart. heads, etc. But we didn't separate this 
out in the specific item on the survey, so should we just 
leave it like it is? 

2) Bill, if you have info or can get it about accreditation 
standards for ed . leaders in pre-schools that have state/or 
other accreditat ion , that would be very important . 
Also, I'm trying to track down the same info for private 
schools that are accredited .•• what are the standards required of 
the principals. I hope I'll have for this draft,playing 
lots of phone tag. 

3) We have a contradiction on pg 28 and Bill maybe you can look at 
the data and figure it out better . We say that some leaders are 
constrained (women) and not geographically mobile, but then 
we say many are new to the community, and then we say spouses 
were not a big part of choosing a school. .• so what is it? Are they 
mobile, or not? Maybe need to check by gender. 

4)I tried to review the comments from Nessa and Gail but p1ease do 
the same and see if there are places where we can be more 
responsive. 

we may want to talk before making major changes so I can explain 
why I did what I did because in some places Annette said something 
different than others. She was very concerned about the basis 
for interpretations. 

Lastly, in the future (just so I don't forget), Annette wanted to 
know:1) Comparisons of salaries with Rabbis and leaders in other 
school settings, private and public ( I know where to get some of 
this info, but obv iously not right now, so we can talk about it) 

2) She also wanted to know about stability and tenure of leaders in 
other school settings. 
HAPPY READING 
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teaching fields and the service field of speech and 
language pathology. No new performance-based 
certificates shall be wued. 

G. Llfe Professional . 

Life Professional (D) certificates were issued lO 

individuals who qualified for life certification before 
July 1, 1974. No new life certificates are issued. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR Aou1NSTRAT1ve/SUPERVISORY 
CERTIRCATES-

Leadership certificares are issued in fields that prepare an 
individual ro administer or supervise a school system. 
school or scbool program. 

r-- * \ A. LeadersbJp Fields 

\ 
1. Administration and Supervision 

An individual with acertificare in Administration 
and Supervision is in-field IO serve as a building 
or system level education leader in roles/jobs 
such as superintendent. associate/assistant 
superintendent, curriculum di.rector, principal., 
assistant principal, system-level supervisor or in 
other tn,es of admin.isaative or supervisory 
pooilions in a school system. This fie ld is issued 
as a conditional certificate at the master's level 
and requires a higher level of preparation 
(Education Specialist,Doctorate, or ABD) in the 
field to reach Clear Renewable status. An 

L,___:::_~_pe!i __ -~ ..... ~ :-r.quireoent accompanies this field. 

B. Leadership Endorsement Fields 

1. Director o rMedla Centers 
An individual with a Director of Media Centers 
endorsement is in-field to direct, adminisrt::r or 
supervise school media programs in grades P-12. 
Toe individual must hold or be eligible for a 
professional certificate in Media Specialist or 
CareerLibrary-MediaSpecialistasaprerequisite. 
This field may be issued at the Master' s or higher 
level. 

2. Director or Pupil Personnel Services 
An individual with a Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services endorsement is in-field to direct. 
administer or supervise pupil personnel programs 
in grades P-12. Toe individual must bold or be 
eligible for a professional certificate in the field 
of School Counselor, School Psychology, or 
School Social Work as a prerequisite. This field 
my be issued at the master's or higher level. 

3. Director or Special Education--
An individual with a Director of Special 
Education endorsement is in-field IO direct. 
administer or supervise special education 
programs in grades P-12. The individual must 
hold or beel!igible fora profes.sional certificaie in 
any special education i.eaching field. and the 
service fields of Audiology, Speech/Language 
Pathology, and School Psychology. This field 
may be issued al the mastec' s or higher level 

4. Director or V ocatiooal Educatloa . 
An individual with the Director of Vocational 
Education endorsement is .in-field to direct, 
administer or supervise vocational education 
programs in grades P-12. The individual must 
hold or be eligible for a professional certificate in 
the field of Agriculture Education. Health 
Occupations, Home Economics Education, 
Technology Education, Industrial Arts, 
Marketing Education, Trade and lnduslrial 
E.ducation, or any other specific vocational fields. 
This field may be issued at themaster'sorhigher 
level 

S. Instructional Supervision 
An individual with the Instructional Supervision 
endorsement is in-field to provide direction or 
supervision in the specific teaching (or Speech/ 
Language Pathology service) fields held. The 
individual must hold or be eligible for a 
professional teaching certificare in the field in 
which the individual supervises or the service 
!;;:!~ of SJ)"'...ech/Language Par.bology. This field 
may be issued at the master's or higher level The 
Insuuctional Supervision endorsement is also 
appropriate for as.sistant principals when the 
as.sistant principal' s assignment is instructional 
supervision for amajorportion of the school day. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR SUPPORT SERVICES 
CERTIRCATES 

A. Types or School Service Certiftcates 

The following school service certificates are available 
covering P-12 service: Audiologist, Media Specialist. 
SchoolCounseling,ScboolNutritionDirecur,School 
Psychologist, School Social Worker and Speech/ 
Language Pathologist Also available is a Service 
Endorsement Teacher Support Specialist. 

1. Audiology 
Requirements: master•s or higher level degree, 
licensed by the Georgia Board of Examiners for 
Speech/Language Pathology and Audiology. 
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A/S . 130-3 

4. affiliate with a regionally accredited inst1tutio11 with an approv~d 
program in adm inistration and supervision and complete an approved program in 
Administration and Supervision or complete 35 quarter hours of acceptable 
graduate credit to include the following : 

(i) 5 quarter hours 1n curriculum development; 

(11) 5 quarter hours 1n supervision of instruction; 

(111) 5 quarter hours tn organ1zattonal leadershtp tn education (school 
cltmate/dtsctpl ine, planni ng , goal setting, interpersonal/group relations>; 

(i v) 5 quarter hours 1n the deve lopment and management of personnel; 

<v> 5 quarter hours in school business management (physical and fiscal 
resources); 

{vi) 5 quarter hours dealing with law, standards and policy for education 
leaders; 

(vii) 5 quarter hours 1n a leadershtp field experience. Th1s must be for 
col lege credit or through a Leadership Academy state-approved SOU program . 
Only on-the-job experience in a leadership posi tion while holding a 
professi onal certifi cate may substitute for this requirement . 

5. complete special Georgia requirements per Rule 505-2-.08 applicable to 
the field of Administration and Supervision. 

<S> Probationary Cert1f1cate 

(a) To qualify for a Probationary certificate in Administration and 
Surerv1 sion. an aool icant shall : 

1. hold a professional certifi cate in any teaching or service fie ld; 

2. have completed a master's or higher degree from a regionally accredited 
institution; 

3. be employed in a Georgia school and have the cer t if icate requested by an 
employing superintendent; 

4. have completed 15 quarter hours of acceptable graduated credit toward 
requirements to establish the Nonrenewable Leadersh ip (NL ) certificate in 
Admi ni stration and Supervis ion . 

(b) Validity Period. The maximum number of years one may hold a 
probationary certificate tn Adminis trat ion and Supervision is five . The 
standard validity period of the initial probationary certificate in 
Administration and Supervision ts three years . The beginni ng validity date 
will be the date requirements for the certificate are met or July 1, whichever 
is most recent and will expire June 30 three years later. If the base 
certificate ts not valid for an additional three years, the probationary 
certificate will expire with the base certificate . 
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A/S .130-4 

Cc) Renewal Requirements. To renew the probationary certificate 1n 
Administration and Supervision for an additional two years a minimum of 30 
quarter hours toward requirements to add the field shall be earned during the 
three-year val idity period. Hhen 30 quarter hours or less are required to add 
the field, all requirements shall be completed during the three-year validity 
period. If the probationary certificate is issued for less than three years 
because the base field is not valid for the additional three year~ . the 
probationary certi ficate can be extended when requirements to renew or extend 
the base certificate have been satisfied. If the base certificate is an 
initial certificate in Georgia, and the test is required, the test in either · 
the base field or Administration and Supervis ion w111 be accepted to renew the 
probationary certificate. 

<6> In-Field Statement An individual with a certificate in Adm1nistrat1on 
and Supervision is in-field to serve as a bui ldi ng or system level education 
leader in roles/jobs such as superintendent, associate/assistant 
superintendent, curriculum director, principal, assistant principal, 
system-level supervi sor or in other types cf administrative or supervisory 
positions in a school system. 

Authority O.C.G.A. 20-2-200 

505-2- . 131 Reserved 
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505-2- . 130 ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION 

Cl> Professional Certificate 
<a> To qual i fy for a Profess ional cert ifi cat e in Admini strati on and 

Supervision an applicant shall: 

1. possess a master 's or higher degree from a regionally accredi ted 
inst it u t ton ; 

2. have comp 1 eted three years of a.cceptab 1 e school experience ; 

3. complete an approved program at t he master' s deg~ee level or higher in 
Admi nistration and Superv i sion and obtain the profess i_ona l recommendati on from 
t he preparing inst i tuti on per Rule 505-2- .06 or provi de documentation of 
out-of- state cer tification per Rule 505-2-. 15; 

Ci) If requirements for the field of Administration and Supervision , at the 
master 's degree level , were completed after 9-1 -80, t he cert ificate wi l l be 
nonrenewable . · 

4. complete the special Georgia r equirement s per Rule 505-2-.08 appl icabl e 
to Administrati on and Supervision as fol lows: 

( i ) ~pecial education; 

( i D certification test. 

(b ) Valid i ty Period. This certificate f iel d shal l be val id for 5 years 
provided the Special Georgia Requireme~ts have been completed. If any are 
missing, the certifi cate may be issued for one year upon the request of t he 
employi ng Georg ia superintendent. 

(c) Renewal Requi rements. 

1. If the certifi cate field 1s issued with a one year val idity period, i t 
may be extended for four additional years after the special Georgia 
requirements have been completed. 

2. If the cer t i ficat e field is issued as a renewabl e cer t i fi cate , the 
standard renewal requirement i s 10 quarter hours of college credit or t he 
equi valent local staff development credi t specifically approved f or 
certification renewal . This credit shall be completed in accordance with Rule 
505-2~.13. Applicable spec ial Georgia requirements will be required i f not 
previous ly completed. 
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From: E II N IC F : • " r,o LI) P I F t;i1 c t r v ax • V an o P r b i l t • t r1 u " 7 - JI J L - l 9 9 r; l O : 4 fl : 5 0 • 0 ~ 
r :i : 71,1114 . 3., .!~aJco m1=us1>r11e . corn, Qamor an 
er: 
Sub i: 

i;:lucatiQn11l LPa1ers 1n lewi<;h 5chocls 
t., •Len (:oldrinq , .Grlam r.amoran, tli ll Robinson 

lnc rorluction - 1 e11d~r ~rip ,n all schools is comolex ano 
c1allPnqirg , ericorn:>assinq numerous roles . lhe context o-f 
l"adershii:> in J"wish schools is siiril~rly cornolrx, t,ut -'llso has 
s:>mP unique dimAnsions . lhe otivio11s oistinction ls that Jewish 
schools havP cultural , relio,ous an<! moral qo~ls as W"ll as 
acarJemic noals . Thus, tnP i1u9P o1 a school leaoPr in :i 

r~li~ious conte•t m~y inclurie s!"iritual, rcl1qinus and moral 
resnonsibilitiec; <uract, 1 ' 9~) . llryk et al. (19Q31 have 
SJgoestrd t"iat "ouc:iticnal le:ioPr-;nip in Catholic schools is 
viewed hy incum~ent~ 1s 'a vocation to serv" ' , rathPr than lln 
i,divioual care.,, . "imilarly, 1n a stuov ot (arhclic headteachers 
;, '"nriland , Gra~e (19°~ founrl th.it an "'l"ic 01 ' serving others • 
~:is cPntr~l to tnrir leaor r ,;hip rol,.s • 

Th"r" ;irP rtrur.turnl arr-1nne,ients that imp"lct .. ducational 
leadership in J 0 .,isl> school,; as WPll. "4oc;t JPwish schools 11re 
n,t part ot a L ,rger, turPcJucr.it ic rouca ti onal system . 
fnere-fore, 'lcho,,l Lnarlers interncT directly with Lav boards o-f 
truSt"eS in a d"'CPntriliZPO, npPr, ' mar-k 0 t system ' . Jrwish 
s c h oo I s a re p a r t o 1 l ;ir o er re l i ri i o us c om mun i ti es II n rt 
institution~, wl>etnrr 1t he sYnAgQgues, commi..nity C"nters or 
rPligious mnvPm"nts . lhus, scnool leao,.rs arP conn,.cted t o a 
brood intPr-;ection '.>I comriiu.,al institutions. 

Th,. nurpnsA of this paner is to beciin to eKplicate the rol"S 
of thP Ptluc ,itio-,al le~cPr in . lewic;r school c;ettinqs and ask what 
types of nrof Ps-ional ~reparation i;roorams can he d"'veloped for 
tile se rolPs . 1 ke fir st part of the papo r will ores1>nt th" 
context of lewl-;h schocling .is a frairPworlc for analyzing 
e1ucational lra1ers~ir> in Jf"wish sctiools. Th 0 <;econd pHt of th!' 
paper will "X 1mini> "mP1r1cat Ly •wn quPstions: Thi> first QUPS1ion 
is, Why do "due ,tiona l l eao1>rs pr,t er th':! t, .. ld of Jr>wi sh 
e➔ ucc1tion? Is t 'l,ere a comrni~m,,nt •o sPrv1ce ano rl'ligion as founo 
oy "'ryk ar>o othnrs in cth"r tYil"S cf religious school,;? 'iiven 
the uniqur cont"xt of .,,.,,dsh schoolinq anr.t thP le11dPrs ' reasons 
for e nt Pri n1 th"' f1" l d, the sPcond 'lu" st ions is , \.lhq t are the 
pro f e s s ion a I ha ck or:, u nos Ml r1 t r a i n in g e ,c pp r i enc,. s of ,. du c at i on a l 
le a rle rs ; " le w i ,sh s c h o c l s ? ·1 h i ., n an e r w il l st i mu l a t e d h c u s s i on 
aoout the rolP nf format or,.p,,roticn programs in oreparinq school 
leaders fnr moral lPad!rshio roles (Serqio11anni , 1902) • 

H1>rhodolony - A survey Cl f erlueatiori1l Laa1:lc!rs l.lS conducted in 
tnrPe Jewish eo.,.~unities in the ~outheastero, Miowestern, ono 
N:>rthern llnil "d State-:. lhe lhrre communiti"S w"rl' chosPn gi>cause 
they 'Ir" "ntia qerl in a i:roj ect th at is ai me o at reformi nq Jewish 
eiucation . The survey was "I0..,1'li<:tPrPo to ~ll nirectorq of 
hn,al Jewish e1.,c-atiorrtl insti-utions, inclu-ling dllY schools, 
supoleml"ntary srhnols, anrl nr,.-schools. Cth 0 r supervisors and 
a:lministrator'I in t~e<1e sch~ ols, such as vice-principal,; and 
di r"'ctors of Junaic StviiPs , were also inc luo,.o. A total of 1011 
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su r veys werr ao~i"1st,.rPu, 1nrl 71 l,f'rsons rPs11onc,.o . Ir 
a1dition, 0-:it11 'roin 1"1 - rfert" interviews ,.it'1 '>!! er'ucation~l 
l!'arfe rs f rOM th" thr1:" co,.11uni tie<; '>rP ,, S"O to sunpl e111ent tl,e 
survl!'y rfata . 

Fin1inys - Th,. results !;u'lg"st tnat a;iny scl,ol)l l"aders ent"r the 
f i elo of lewish er'vratinn orcauo;e ol a strong coin,..itn1t•nt to 
J<1d ,, sm ar>o a orsirf' tc srrve the _.,.,.; s>i co"lmuni ty. l)Ps01 te the 
stronq co,-11it111ent tn tl",r r,d1n1nr, 11101t of th!' ,.ducatiorial 
lrarlers hav<> l"r-:'lt.,s<;ion;il t rdir,ina in tke f;elo of oeneral 
e1ucatinn , hut or,ly hat• "ave cnlleqiilt" ;inrl orof<>ssion3l 
onclc,irounr's in Jurla~c cnnten1 areis . l ke 'HJnrity of et1ucation1l 
l ~ a rle rs do no t have t o r rn J l tr,, in , n g 1 n ,; ch oo l a hi n 1 s t r H ion , 
SJP"l'Vi~inn or le;,d,.ro:hip . lfic i.~s:"r will rais" 'lU"Stions 
r 0 garrlin<J t'>e nitur 0 'l1 µre~arat1or s;roqra,s icr or<>p11rinq school 
Lnarlers in <icho<1 l ~ ..,, tr s011· itu11l, rel1"11ov, iln<1 r,oral ,n,sions . 
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Fro '11 : 
T '.>: 
C:: 
SJt> i: 

f.lll'fTC": · "r,OLi>DJFb"ctrvax . VanoPrb1l t . l:'11." 'l-JlJL· lOCJ<; 14:27 : 35 . 14 
71.1n4 ._;s ~Y•a1ro,si;us,.rve . corn 
u11mor ,n 
er' . l "ara,.r r ri:,nrt - --110;, lYS"S 

Bill, I ' m b"gin"ing to qo over the comrr,•nt:; 1ro,. "all and N"ssa, 
d1d snr• out th"S" we r"eti •o t11U 3i;out, hn.,,.v .. r, 'iail 
his d nu'lllier ot gno ➔ 01.Pst1on• th~ t r"qu,re so!I'• an11lysPs, 
s'.l can you l"l"a~e do •tis, •µ,.cific:itly 
I think st>e r~i•es • n"S" ,.u,.stions in hPr cnmn,ents noints numbers : 
o , 1 1 , 

(;n re-garri +o p-.gps) 0 , pn . 11, p . 1~ , r,g. l<;, 09. "0 . pg . ,__s, ng. 24, 
p~ . 2'>, po . 27 . 
Oft,,n ~h~ ~<;k• 'or intc uro~en tiowr 1.,v -:ettin'l, etc • .,., 'lo not n,.c,.ssarily have 
tJ tio ti-is hur we n•t ◄ to s e t~e t'\ti to know ii tliere ,,. ime>orant dist1nct1ons 
w• want tn ..,a~e er to s~y ti.ere are nn t1f1er,.rces "'y s 0 tting. Please 
r•view her co,.m"nts tc, Se" if I missert 1ny th11t rPquire dat, an,.LYS"'S· 
Tiis is hig'i rr-icr1ry 1 ! 

r, a nx 

f'" l'lirl you ,;er,o rrr tn" ~el"Ot'\ on •!i,;k, y11c; I 1ot thP p-~ail out would li11.e 
1 t nn n is k ~n )'w iy . e • 
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From: 
Io: 

CC : 
5ub j: 

tL L An , 

Elltd(c: : ·" 7 4101, . ,3•5-icnmf'luserv" . com" 11 - JLl-190S 21 : 'i3 : 36 . 07 
Arla"I r:a,.cran <,amcrAn) , tl Len uold r inq <;,o l ,Jriebolct rv ax . vanderoi Lt.edu> , 
mys•lf '7ll04 . ! 7 3~~corpusPrve . com> 

I'm not crrtain that 
niserll ti-at you ,ir? 

l'm responding to the orPdSP oo ints/questions <Gail 
i rterest"U ,n, so it not r 0 - P- ma i l • 

0'1 Point Cp:ige) #P - l"cncern,ng lhe 4~::, thOSP f'OUC.Jtior,al leaaers who ,1ork in 
d~y schools ana JI"(,; 'Jr" counter' 11s r,.n1 1,or~1n9 in the syna<1oques to whicn they 
o~ Lnn,i forviously) . lhe 61,!; 111ay tlP ,, hetter stat1stic by itselt • 

Un Point Cp~ge) ~1 1 - (oncerninn the role of national organizations ta ooint 
a'dressl'a in "lore dPt;iil untier •nP Initial llecru,tm,,nt section) -

ot school a'filia•1:in: 
- Out o" 15 educ- leAd,,rs workinn in schools affiliated with the R,,form 'lovement, 
l founa tlieir P"Sition thro,,gt, ~ central ag,..ncy , :> throu11h a nati'lnal 
professional or,anization, ' •hrou~h 1 frieno er mentor, 0 through institJtional 
rec ruitl"ent, an-i 7 other ways , n1,r none thrn1;qh a graduate school placement . 
- IJf thr c; Ctot'll1 nos1tinn,; •h~t 1,PrP foun'1 PithPr a national ,igency or a 
yrdrlu11tP -:chool plarentnt,., were 1n l'lefo rm institutions . (Actually, there were 
a total of~, out m;ssing a,ta on scnool affili~tion for onr . > 

Jy Pe rsnnal a ff i liat i or: 
- Out 0 4 19 e1uc lead"rs whn rlerl,rt>o a P"rsonal ;iffi liation ot Reform, L found 
t~eir position throiJgt\., central agnncy, ~ thro•19h 11 national professiorial 
organization, l t h r :,uoh a tr,;,nd or rtPntor, 111 tt1rough institutional 
rPc ruitl!'ent, an1 4 nt her WdYs, llut none throunh cJ grarluatP school olace11ent. 
-- nf the 6 (tc~al) t,.ositions thar were fauna either a nation.Jl aocncy or a 
JrarluatP school placement , 7 were fi llerl by p0 rsons aftlliated personnallt with 
t ~ e R ,. f o r r "IO v e,. en t • 

*"Thus,' -ton • • think thP neforrr rational orqanizations tarerl nuch bPtter than 
tne othPrs ! Ano, n1ven thP "mall n1..mcPrs, I woulcn•t re port this • 

You dian • t re<,u"st this , but on point Coage) ~<, , <iail h11d askeo to b reilk down by 
affilia•ion lho<ie w,o are o'f<-rred oroi. dev . rronPy but choose not to take it • 
HPr", there ' s sn11Pt'1ing int"r"sting. 

ur school afiiliat1on : 
- 7 o ut o f 1 7 e -< u i: l e a c P r 'i who w o r k , n () rt ho o o x s c ho o L s < "'n n 2 o u t o t 4 ; ri 

Traditional sch,.,cls) w~o 'H" offerreo monPy uo net avail th<>mselV"S of it . 
- the figur"s are sut,stantinlly small<>r for everyone rlse t" 01,t of 12 
Conservative ; 2 cut o .. 14 R,.torm; 2 out of,, co,.,"unity ,;chools i lout ot 5 JCC> 
- a lsn ,, nut of ,,. .thn work in nrthooox schools are not even otferred monry 

By oersonal a'tiliat1nr: 
- MixPd finrling<: : 8 out of 1 d Orthcaoxi but 6 out of 17 Reform - who are 
o•f,.rrec! <'on • t •ake , t • 

C ~nti ., out o1 9 Tra-tit1on1l: 7 out at 11, ConsPrvative> • 

1 think that ' s wha t yn1. 1,anter!? 
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from : 
Ta : 

(.( : 

SJb j : 

t.l l l.'n , 

El 11',T(." : :" 7 41Ul, . '3'!t"'cn PuservP . COm" 11 - Jl.l-1'/Q~ 21:'i3 : .}l', . Q7 
Arla., ra.,.oran "s~<11or~n> , tl lPn t.,olr! r inn <ynlrlr i et ctrvax . vande r oi lt.,.du), 
mys"lf •711n4 . J~J~~corpus,.rve . com> 

l ' m not cPr•ain t ha• 
r, i -:e-1> tt,a t you ;ir,. 

I ' "' re-:pon~1ng to the or 0 cis,. noin t s/qvestions CGai l 
i 1; tere<:tP\I 1n, so if not r ... - • - r,ai l. 

0.., ooint Cp~gP) ~p - rc"'c"rl"l1ng the 1,"\:; , thosf' POucational leao,.rs who .1ork in 
d,y schools dno Jf"(r ~ ,. ,. counte" ;is 1'"1 \.O r lt1ng , n thP ,;ynaqoqu•s t o widen they 
o• l nn,i 'orviously) . 1 ht t,l, mny i::r a bettt'r stat-\-nlc by it'lt'l1 . 

J'\ ooint Cp111"> _,1 - Cnnc11rninn th,. role of nat , nnal organizations la ooint 
a'dre-srd in ..,ort O"tn1l vrPior 'hi' Initial Pecruitrnl'.'nt 'lettio'1) -

=>Y schonl a 1 1ilia•1:>n : 
- O••t o' 1~ er!uc le'lJrrc: workin" in school~ afliliaterl with the R,.form ".011ement , 
1 foun1 tl-l'ir pnsition tnrouJ~ ~ central 'l;i"ncy , ., thro.:.,,iti ~ natinnal 
professioral or'1an1i.it1on, 1 •nroush ,, friono er mentor , 0 through institutional 
r Dcruitnent , ,1n1? nther ways , t,u • none thrni."lh a 9rarh,11t,. school placement . 
- Of ~h,. ~ <tnt, tl '.I0< 1 t1nnc; "h"l .,.r,. foun-1 ,.i t h"' r a n:itional agency or a 
,1rorlu.1tr •c.,ool pl .. re..,ent,., we,.e in 'leform institutions . (l\ctvally, there were 
o t<>t1l of 1-., out missing 1.11t:1 nn scnool aff1l1~tion for on,, .) 

->Y nersnnal ilffiliat1nr : 
- Out o' 19 e1uc le~<1,.r< wnn '1erl1r,.a d p,.r,;onat :.iffi liation ot f{pforrn , l touno 
tie ir position • ~roJg h , ce,,tral :ignncy, ,. through a national professional 
org1nization, 1 tt,r'.luQh a tri,-r,t! nr ll"Pntor , l"I tt,rough irHtltutional 
r•cru1t"1ent, ini '• '\ther w.:iv~ , l"ut none throu11h a grat!uat,. ~c'1onl place11enc . 
-- nf tl,e 6 (to•.il) 1-nsitions thd l were i ouno eiltier a national ilgency or a 

;ra-iuat,. sc.,ool place"!ent , ~ were fillerl by P"rSOl'lS aftiliated nersonnally with 
tne l'(Pfor"' "'011e~ent . 

'°'"' Th us , 1 -lo n • • • hi n k n,., "e 4 or II r 3 c i on u l o rq an lz a t; n n 'I far e 1 !fl uc h 0"' tt er t ha n 
tile o • h,-rs ! A..,o , 111,1en th" smnll l'll.11'.0l'rs , I .. oulcn ' t report this. 

Y:>u Jidn ' t re,,usst this , hut on pn 1nt (oege) 8 ', , r.ail n~o a~keo to brPak down oy 
alfilia• , on t'105e w"lo are o'f,-rre1 orr,f . dev . n-on•y but choose not to take it . 
H~r.-, there's sr,11,.tni n~ 1nt"r"$t 1ng. 

uy o;chool a'tillat1on: 
- 7 out of 17 e"uc le1c,.ro; 1,/hn work , ,, "l rt hooox scl1'>ols <~nd 2 out of 4 i~ 
Ira Ii tionnl s ch..,cls> wro H" ot~e r r Pd mnney un rict ~vi'!i l th,.mselv,.s of it . 
- the fi<Jllr"S dre 11.1u'llint1:illy ,,..all,.r ior ev,ryon" ,.lse C~ out of li' 
(:,r,,;e rv i'!tiv,.; 2 cut o• 11, k" f n,-,., ; 2 out of,. coriirrunity 1choo l s , lout 01 3 J(.C ) 
- a lsn' nut n t 2 7 .1 hn work in rirthoon>t schools a r e not even o ffer r ed 111oney 

dy C'lersnnlll a 'til iat1or : 
- Mlx"d f inning~: 8 uut o( '8 Orthcdox: tut t: out of 17 Rt'torm - who arf' 
ol f erre<' <1on ' t •a.,e 1t . 

(1r11., nu • n1 c; Tra1itlt>nil : '"out nf 11, (or,s,. r 11ativel . 

I t 1,; nk that ' ,; what yoL w-tnte<'? 
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From : 
T, : 

C: 
Sut, j: 

E.L l nn , 

EIINJCF : ~"74J0l, . ~.P511c<'mr>u~erv" . com" l1-JL,L-19<l5 21:13 : 47 . ?4 
Arla., r.a'l'orar, <gamoran\, l:llen C:oldrinQ <golrlriehlilctrv;ix . v3nderbilt . edu> , 
mysnt f "11104 - ~ 7 j~@conipusP rve . com> 

morP 11n ,LysPs 

u, pa l)e 5 (you riirln ' t ask, but • • • > 
- 7-l~ of •hose wcrkino in o'lly nnP <:ettino un:;, ar" fuLL - timP. H1us , 2i':; are 
n, t • 
- 7"'•; of thosP worldno in 2 or nore Sl'lting (17 .. ) are tull-ti111e . Thus , 23:: are 

" "' t • 
• L•n'1, SPtrin\j r"1Prs tc p:Jir4 no<:1tionci . l 
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Un r-aqe le , con~erninq .,,~ n1 Oil)' school le:,onr<; unt-r,iine'1 in eit'1er generdl 
ejucation or Jewi<:h stui1l's, r-ut 1,3•• o1 oay school le>10°rs certified in Jewish 
stu1i,.s arc sim"'lar til,urr fur ~eorl.'e in Jewish studies: 
lnis is true fo,- twn relsnn<:: 
1. •lmost all of thP rfav school ll'arJers who hav" certific:ition in J studies also 
havP n rlegrre in it Carri vice-vrr<;a), t"us only,,~: of day <:chool leaders are 
"trained in J . <st11dies". 
2. Th"">✓-• fictu.,.e r,.frr<: to tho<:e .,1,0 are miss1ni:1 E.TTHED th<> J . studies or the 
yPnrrJl eii . pier-e - only 1 1~ hJve toth piec"s . 

N1T": Tt,e lin° on P~<JP ,,, t"at <"uil po1nts out is sli<1htly incorr0 ct - see faole 
u, for rorr,.ct ~ioure cf f, 4~ nf sui;olPtr<•ntary h""" certifcation in J . ed. 

Un pa1e 2" , I onri ' t think w" have t'ie 1nto Jva1lablr thit u'}il wants on whether 
or not icr,rea,;e-1 -:alar,rs an<J ornrlits would tr~nslate into 1re1ter willingness 
lO !'ngacie in orc,f. ~ev . activilie-i . I suggest rP • writing t o state " ••• as they 
sJgnest ir-plicd~inns fer r>o'"siole lr>vers by which to "nhanc 0 th,. willingness and 
cnp1tiilitie; of er'11c<1t1on1l (P,Fiers to Pnoaqe . . . .. . 

U'l oaqe 2 7
, 

- U,ily ;>9~• rif t'iose wl\c are ois,;dtic;1fed with tlielr hours (18'' of total> work 
part-• i f'le . Thus, 7 1~ o1 those .iho are oiss.iti<;fied statPd that th<>y work 
fJl l-ti,-e . 
- Also, tt-ere S"l!"'S to he nn r,a ► u•rn het\l,.e'1 heiM ~atist ierl 1.11th hours 
a~aH1ble .ind w"rHng in "'Ore than onr settinl') . 
- Host of t~o;e who wnrk oart-rimr cu,:.1 arr l'ith"r vPry satistied or s::>me.,hat 
s,tisitPo wltti •hr amo~nt of horu,; a11a1lat'll1> . 

ll'l oage 21, wr --'on • t have dny 1ntn from the survey on what " movPd " People from 
t 0 achin<1 to .irlminislration . lTnr,unh, ne~t y 0 Jr f want to combine the educ:ation.il 
learlers .ind the tr11cn,,rs ;in-I l'xplor" th<> r!iffrr 0 nces hetween -th<> two groups (o r 
l11ck thNl'Of) . J 

On Pa'le 2f , Rab'-i &: Su~Prvi,;ors oy "iettin<1 - \je oid this in the cross - tao 
datas~c I creat,.o . For ~u r> ple111enl1ry only: 
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In '.lefin i ri3 school ooils 

1'1 curriculum o4srussicns 

I 'I ev ,, r y as ne ct 

v" r y rm ro rt ~n • 

Som('what llnimoa rtant 

v P r y Tm ro rt nn t 

VD r y ~atistierl t.) 1 : • 

Som ,.what "'ati~tierl 

::.om "What llnsati ,;fierl 9 .. 

v~ r y llnsatisfie-1 

15 l; 

3 Q ~ ., 16~ 

3n,; 

Finally, "" pay~ ?6, ccncl' r n1n; the Adult Acadel!'y - J aon ' t know where you 
pulled thP 'luotn from . It ;t • ,; i'tlanta, I can ' t ~now ot anythin'l by this name, 
tnouyh it m1y b" an olc 011ml' . Currently , thP .J(r 'lponsors at1ult e,iucation 
classr>s urio"r n,rr,, "Jei.is1' t i . " 

Bi l l 
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Fror,: 
T:, : 
C: : 
::.Jb j: 

t.l l "", 

E II!', TC <" : : " ? 4 I O 1, • ' J ~ S "'I c n" r us e r 11,. • c om " 1 ., - J l. L -1 9 'l :, l ;> : ., 3 : J O • q 6 
" Th TE nh r1 : t:, "L "Ii TI: P •ctr v n x . I/~ nri e,. t; i l t . cc u" (t;OL D GI I" f! ,l ct rv ax • Van de ro 1 l t . td u> 
Arla~ ~aRora~ <GAm'lr~n', ~YsPlf (761 11 4 . JlJ~QcompusPrve . com> 
Re: l 0111,,rrow • s c.il l 

Jf to 2:3" not nrouo n tin·"·•• un my 1,i1rt, l h-'lv 0 ol"nty of flrx time Cooviously) 
t:> schenule d'IOth,.r Ol'lt . 

wr rton • t liave a cue~ticn nn ll'cHn,.rs mov11>y to :icm1nistrarive positions . I ' ve 
tliou,ilit ahout t"1~ t>efcre • • • nnt cnlY <10 •" no, hav(' a question on why, out on 
n:>w l'lno Ct'-eY ' ve o•en 'In arfministr1torl, on wn•ther thPy 11ovPc from a teaching 
t:> an arlminsitritiv" ncs1t1on in the sa"le schocl nr switclied schools , etc. 
aid w• left u'1 "~ny inr>ortnat c:u"!t1on, on r"l~tions of leaol'r'!I with oth"r 
CHI St; tuent ... 

(' l 1-s nf now, we d"n ' l h'lv" "nl'u(Jit ,ntor/llat 11\r to unt:lerstano the 01 tferenl 
or,.er n.ith,; of erlucatcrs c~rom the first JOO er cl;,ss th"Y tool< to their 
current pnsitio,,) . rh,.rl' ,rr MJn)' 011e,;tioni; 1nvolvet1 in this issu" and l ' 'Tl not 
C"r t.iin tt-at- a '11.1'S•i or t".i• ns~lo llie"' to r"l" factors C1n tern,s ot their 
,nportanc<') tl,c1t in'Luenc,.o the,r o 0 cision to t/lkP ;,n admins,tr'ltivP position 1s 
mor,. i11,port:mt t~ao otl-Pr pns<:1t-l,. our st 1011,; . tn thP other 1,ano, 1 ' d like to see 
J m"r" structur"O s•t c' ... u,.1;t1<"n<; on lhe i-:sue o~ "carPer "ath" includeo 1n the 
lot,.rvi"w Protor.cls . 

en think t'li-: will c,:,nnnul' to cP 'l .,rnble"' - :is"'" continue to do an.ilyses 
anrJ µro<iure P'W"r~, wr w1t l think r.f new t hin'ls tliat- would '>e gre~t to incluoe 
, , th,. surv")' . "erh'.'1µ s, ,. ,. c;noul o r"V" r Looi( ,t the survey ~s a finished 
µroc:luct, nu• always"' .. n,~ in pro,ir,•ss . lf this tll' th,. ca-.e, we will continue to 
prov,rle rrvisro arlditicns <••rel'tirq th" "anchor lrr~s"> on a pl'riodic oasis. 
-1,rl'Over if,.,,. vi,.w the cvalunticn !n<ititut• ,~ closer to a sturly group ot and 
f:>r "PKOert,; in the tieto" <alor,!:I wllh tht'ir lay aorl rrof.,ss,onal commu-iity 
count•rriarts>, th,.n as a ornup ~nPi,Cw") 1oill certair,ly con1e Vil with additional 
cia'IJ"S · 

u i l l . 

s- • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 



• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

I' ro "1 : 

rJ: 

er: 
~ub I : 

ti l "" , 

1;11r,,rcr : ·"71.IO'• · lj?~"co•ouser111> . co"'" ll. - Jt.L- 190; l.,:.,6 : 5i.t,~ 
Ara"'I ra-oran <11 ;imo r "ln' , l:l l"n <ioldrinQ <goldr i ehQctrvax . v1nderoilt . edu>, 
mys,.l+ '7lln4 . !"3c;aco-p11~,.rv~ . co111> 

Jf(s 

l t~ink this Is the 1n1orma•1nn you wanterl "" the JCCs . I loo~e,; l)vPr tne list 
o• campusl's where n,e educat1nna l l eaders ano t"ach,.rs complete'1 t he su rveys . 
JJ t of :i rota l nt z, i:-rr- schonlr, , 6 are house1 in Jr Cs , l ,n 1 JF<; CJrwi sh 
1-,,Hy <'ervicr - "il.iav~e,.), :inr' th,. rest (15) H" hous"d in svc,pltment1 r y 
a,o 'o,. ddy SC ho.,l,; • 

T~s "S nui,t'lers r ni;re~e nt n,. , •h"r the tou1 l nun~e r l)f pre - schools ;-, racn ci l y no r 
tie µnpul11tion n 1 µre - schn ol l'J11c11tlona t le,o,.r'I . ::,o, 1 1 111 nnt sur" how us,.ful 1t 

1 ~ • 

r,e only nther -e~surrflrr,r is t~e e,iucat ion1l l•a'1ers resoonsps to school 
<1ffHiatinn . •s rl'µnr•e.ti on 11"'.J", or the oiscussion paper , 4~ of all t he 
e1ucationill le.i"'ers 1nclcH"O th.it thP,r school 15 lious,.d in 3 JCC . All :,f thOSI! 
,.,,o inoicat"d s~ work 1n ;i nrl' - ~chcol s"tt1n9 . fCIINTrt•t. O'ILY Pf<C-- C.C'i0JL5 , .!0:0 (3 

e:luc.itinnal l"a"ers onlv!l in'iin1re1 •h,1t their pre-school is housed in a JCC • 
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STAFF MEETING: AUGUST 24, 1995 

9:30 - 4:30 

I 

I 

The purpose of this staff meeting is develop CIJE's response to the leadership study. We will 
review what is happening in the field of general education (both in public and private education) 
and juxtapose this with findings from the MEF report on educational leaders and results from a 
review of programs offered by Institutions of Higher Jewish Learning. 

Enclosed are a number of readings. These will help us familiarize ourselves with some of the 
issues facing the field. 

AGENDA 

9:30 - 11:00 

I. An Examination of Pre-Service and In-Service Standards for Educational Leaders in 
Public and Private Schools 

A. Do such standards exist in the field of Jewish education? 
B. How do the leaders in the LC's compare to these standards? 

II. An Examination of Pre-Service and In-Service Programs Designed to Meet Standards 
in General Education 

A. What are some of the major design and curricular issues that serve as the framework 
for these programs? 

B. What are some of the differences between training and development programs for 
teachers and leaders? 

C. What programs exist for educational leaders of Jewish schools? 

m. 11:30-12:30 Presentation of Models: CIJE's Response to Study of Educational Leaders 

A. Are there standards that we want to articulate and advocate? 
-- What is the focus of the content of the standards? 

B. What kind of programs does CIJE want to: 
Shape? 
Invent? 
Implement? 

--What is the focus of the content of the programs? 

C. Do our responses to the above questions vary according to the settings in which 
Jewish ed takes place? 
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D. How do we respond to local needs: 
--Planning in response to LC's local community reports on educational leaders and 

furthering personnel action plans. 

E. How do we respond to national needs? 
--Are we going to work through institutions (i.e. , impact the design of certification 

programs at JTS)? 
-- Are we going to create a center for leadership training for senior personnel/or even 

not so senior personnel? 
--Given the lack of pre-service training, do we focus on in-service? 

1:30 -2:30 Discussion of CIJE's Re ponse 

CV. 2:45 - 4:00 NEXT STEPS: 

A. Discussion Paper on Leadership: How are we going to use it? 

B. Policy Brief: 
--Is there going to be one? 
--What's going to be its take? 
--Time frame 
--Audience 

C. If we intend to move ahead with this agenda, what would it take? 
-- For example, advisory committee to deliberate on implementation of this agenda (that 
is, in the same way we brought in an advisory group to work with us on prodev. 
shouldn't we be "taking in an advisory group" to deliberate with us?) 

D. Workplan lo move it ahead 

E. Steering Committee Presentation 

V. 4:00 - 4:30 MEF \VORKPLM - 1995-96 

A. Manual --What's left to be done 
B. Dissemination and Use of '·Module" 
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PERFORMANCE DOMAINS OF THE 
PRINCIPAI.SHIP 

Principals provide leadership to schools along two dimensions. 
Exercising broad leadership, they influence school cultures by 
building a vision, stimulating innovation, and encouraging 
performance. Principals also exercise initiative in a more 
technical sense by the daily practice of functional leadership. 
They Mmake things happen~ and ensure that the organization's 
tasks are accomplished. 

Broad leadership requires more than utilizing the several 
performance domains simultaneously. As organizational 
cultures develop to meet challenges. as strategies for change 
are formulated. the principal selects from a generous palette of 
knowledge and experience and perspective to influence the 
direction of the school. Throughout the school year effective 
leaders mix and match proficiencies to shape the instructional 
climate, lift aspirations, and reduce envirc.,nmental constraints. 

Also important is functional leadership, defined here as a single 
but essential performance domain. Though narrow in scope. 
this dimension of leadership centers upon moving groups to 
accomplish tasks. This specific function, however, is distinct 
from the overarching dimensions of broad leadership that 
shape the quality and character of institutions. 

I. Functional Domains 
These domains address the organizational processes and 
techniques by which the mission of the school is achieved. 
They provide for the educational program to be realized and 
allow the institution to function. 

I. !..eadership· Formulating goals with individuals or groups; 
initiating and maintaining direction -.vith groups and guiding 
them to the accomplishment of tasks; setting priorities for 
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one's school in the context or community and district priorities 
and student and staff needs; integratjng own and others' ideas 
for task accomplishment; initiating and planning organizational 
change. 

2. Information Collection: Gathering data, facts, and impres
sions from a variety of sources about students, parents, staff 
members, administrators. and community members; seeking 
knowledge about policies. rules, laws, precedents, or practices; 
managing the datn flow; classifying and organizing information 
ror use in decision making and monitoring. 

3. Problem Ana/v.,;is: Identifying the important elements of a 
problem situation by anaJyzing relevant information; framing 
problems; identifying possible causes; identifying additional 
needed information; framing and reframing possible solutions; 
exhibiting conceptual rtexibility; assisting others to form rea
soned opinions about problems and issues. 

4. Judgmem: Reaching logical conclusions and making high 
quality, timely decisions given the best available information. 

5. Ornanizational Oversight: Planning and scheduling one's 
own and others' work so that resources are used appropriately, 
and short- and long-term priorities and goals are met; monitor
ing projects to meet deadlines. 

6. lmolementation: Making things happen; putting programs 
and plans into action: applying management technologies: 
applying methods of organizationaJ change including collabora
tive processes; facilitating tasks; establishing progress check
points; considering aJtemative approaches; providing "mid
course" corrections when actuaJ outcomes start to diverge 
from intended outcomes; adapting to new conditions. 

7. Delegation: Assigning projects or tasks together with clear 
authority to accomplish them and responsibiJity for their timely 
and acceptable completion. 
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Il. Programmatic Domains 

I 
I 

These domains focus on the scope and framework of the 
educational program. They reflect the core technology of 
schools, instruction, and the related supportjng services, 
developmental activities, and resource base. 

8. Instructional Prowam: Envisioning and enabling instructional 
and atLxiliary programs for the improvement o.f teaching and 
learning; recognizing the developmental needs of students; 
insuring appropriate instructional methods; designing positive 
learning experiences; accommodating difierences in cognition 
and achievement; mobilizing the participation of appropriate 
people or groups to develop these programs and to establish a 
positive learning environment. 

9. Curriculum Design: Interpreting school district curricula: 
planning and implementing with staff a framework for instruc
tion; initiating needs analyses and monitoring social and tech
nological developments as they affect curriculum; responding 
to international content levels; adjusting content as needs and 
conditions change. 

10. Student r.uidanre and Deuelooment: Providing for student 
guidance. counseling, and auxiliary services; utilizing commu
nity organizations; responding to family needs; enlisting the 
participation of appropriate people and groups to design and 
conduct these programs and to connect schooling with plans 
for adult life; planning for ·a comprehensive program of student 
activities. 

11. S1afr Development: Identifying with participants the profes
sional needs of individuals and groups; planning and organizing 
programs to improve staff eifectiveness; supervising individuals 
and groups; engaging staff and others to plan and participate in 
recruitment and development; initiating self-0evelopment. 

12. Measurement and £ualuation: Determining what diagnostic 
information is needed about students, staff, and the school 
environment; examining the extent to which outcomes meet or 
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exceed previously defined standards, goals, or priorities for 
individuals or groups; drawing inferences Cor program revi
sions; interpreting measurements or evaluations for others; 
relating programs to desired outcomes: developing equivalent 
measures of competence. 

13. Resource Allocation: Planning and developing the budget 
with appropriate stall; seeking, allocating, and adjusting fiscal, 
human. and material resources; utilizing the physical plant; 
monitoring resource use and reporting results. 

m. Interpersonal Domains 
These domains recognize the significance of interpersonal 
connections in schools They ac-knowledge the critical value of 
human relationships to the sati~faction of personal and profes
sional goals. and to the achievement of organizational purpose. 

14. Motiva1ing Others: Building commitment to a course of 
action: creating and channeling the energy of self and others; 
planning and encouraging participation: supporting innovation; 
recognizing and re1,varding effective performance: providing 
coaching. guidance, or correction for performance that needs 
improvement: serving as a role model. 

15. Sensitw,rv· Perceivinq the needs and concerns of others: 
dealing with others tactfully: working with others in emotion
ally stressful situations or in conflict; managing conflict; obtain
ing feedback; recognizing multi~ulturaJ sensibilities. 

16. Oral £-cpression: Making oral presentations that are clear 
and easy to understand; clarifying and restating questions; 
responding, reviewing, and summarizing for groups; utilizing 
appropriate communicative aids; adapting ror audiences. 

17. Written Exoression: Expressing ideas clearly in writing; 
writing appropriately for different audiences such as students, 
teachers, and parents: preparing brief memoranda. 
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IV. Contextual Domains 
These domajns renect the world of ideas and forces within 
which the school operates. They explore the intellectual, 
ethical, cultural, economic, political, and governmental innu
ences upon schools, including traditional and emerging per
spectives. 

18. Philosophical and Cultural Values: Acting with a reasoned 
understanding of the role of education in a democratic society 
and in accord with accepted ethical standards; recognizing 
philosophical and historical influences in education; reflecting 
an understanding of American culture. including current social 
and economic issues related to education: recognizing global 
influences on students and society. 

19. Lego! and Regulatorv Applications: Acting in accordance 
with relevant laws. rules. and p0lic1es: recognizing governmen
tal influences on education; working within local rules, proce
dures. and directives; administering contracts. 

20. Pol,cv and Pnlittcal Influences: Identifying relationships 
between public policy and education: recognizing policy issues: 
examining and affecting policies individually and through 
professional and public groups; relating policy initiatives to the 
welfare or students; addressing ethical issues. 

21. Public and ,\fedia Relationships: Developing common 
perceptions about school issues; interacting with parental and 
community opinion leaders; understanding and responding 
skillfully to the electronic and printed news media: initiating 
and reporting news through appropriate channels; enlisting 
public participation; recognizing and providing for market 
segments. 
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Crtrric11/11111 Issues nnrl tire Postsecondary Prepnrntion of Educntors 

University of Miami 
Education Law 
Fundamentals of Educational Administration 
School Level Finance 
Computer Applications for Administration 
Communi<:ation/Leadership of Task Groups 
Conceptual Bases of Educational Administration 
Curriculum Planning 
Administration of Human Resources 

University of Northern Florida 
Instructional Leadership 
lntroduction to Educational Leadership 
EducationaJ Technology: Applications for School Managers 
Human Resource Development m Education 
Educational Leadership and Yianagement 
School/Community Relations 
Education and the law 
School Finance 
A, B, D, E Curriculum Development. Implementation, and Evaluation 

University of Sou them Florida 
Pnnciples of Educational Supervision 
Pnnciples of Educanonal Administration 
Educational Leadership 
School Law 
School Finance 
Foundations of Measurement 
Micro computers in School Administration 
Foundations of Curriculum and Instruction 

University of Western Florida 
Leadership in Education: Theory & Practices 
Introduction to Applied Educational Research Statistics 
Educational Organization and Administration 
Human Relations in Educahon 
Curriculum lssut?S in Student Development and Leaming 
Administration of School Personnel 
Law and Education 
Introduction to School Finance 
Principal 

I 
I 

. I 

r 

Social. Historical, Philosophical Foundations of Education: Policy and Program 
Analysis 
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Tab le 56. Professiona l Adm inis trati ve Se r vices Creden t ia l Competency Domaios 
:ind CSLA Modules 

CSL A MODULES 
I. Taking Stock of Yourself as an Instructional Leader 
2 . Building Your Vision Upon Principles of Educational Practice 
3. Shaping Your School's Culture to Improve Student Learning 
4. Constructing a Thinking & Meaning-Centered Curriculum 
5. Building a Quality English/Language Arts Program 
6. Building a Quality History/Social Science Program 
7. Structuring Your School for Student Success 
8. Developing an Accountability System that Supporcs Student Success 
9. Building a Quality Science Program 
I O Building a Quality M:ithem:itics Program 
11. Leading Successful Change Effom in Your School 
l 2. Creating Successful Schools Through Professional Development 
I 3. Meeting the Needs of Limited English Proficient Students 
14. Connecting Students and Schools: Positive School Climate 

( 7 hours) 
(21 hours) 
( 14 hours) 
(14 hours) 
(1 4 hours) 
(14 hours) 
(14 hours) 
(28 hours) 
(14 hours) 
(14 hours) 
( 7 hours) 
(14 hours) 
(14 hours) 
(1 4 hours) 

TOTAL - 29 DAYS (203 hou r s) 

CSLA MODULES 

1 2 '.3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 1 1 1 
0 1 2 3 

CTC COMPETENCY DOMAINS 

O r ganiz:i tiooal Theo r y , Plan nin g 
and A op lic:ition . to inc lude: 

T he theory and functions of human X X X X 
organizations as independent soc i:11 
entities within American soc:e tv. 

Structuring and leading groups in a X X 
variety of organiza tional seuings, to 
include school boards, parent and 
community groups. staff gr0Uf>S, and 
regional and state organizations. 

[o s tr uctional Le a d e rshi p . to 
include: 

Management strategies des igned to X X X 
achieve l!oals :ind ob iec tivcs. 

Human relations and the dynam ics of X 
,2ro ups. 

Learning and instruc t ional research X X X X X 
and theorv. 

Ed ucational tre nds and issues. X X X X X I 
Current and emerging needs of society X X X X X 
for the improvement o f schoo l 
curriculum and oractices. 
Strate sties to meet diverse ouoil needs. X X X X X 
Computer technology 2ppl ied to 
instructional oract ices. 

pn,fh r. tY .j fl'{,/7'1( (., ( t (} ~ ? /. --Mr, 126 ? I' r7 -r.;, ,.,±<-D· )1,cl • '- ;( ~ I 
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Ev:1lu::ition. to include: 
Conditions that result in low - or high-
level puoil leaminiz outcomes. 

Evaluation of program and/or 
curriculum effectiveness. 
Evaluation of te:ichim~ effectiveness. 

Evaluation of staff performance. 
Evaluation of ouoil achievement. 

Effective means 10 compare classroom, 
school and school district instructional 
e.oals to outcomes_ 
Evaluating the role and effectiveness of 
specially-funded educational programs. 

P ro-f essioa::i l and Staff 
Development. to include: 

Collective planning with other 
administrators and pan1c1pants for 
instructional strategies for adult 
learners. 
The applic:i.tion of knowledge of the 
functioning of organizations to adull 
learnine. and oerformance. 
Mezns to iniegrare orgar.i z:acional goals 
with specific programs of adult 
lea,nin2. 
Sources of fW1ding to carry out staff 
development activities. 

Sc boo I Law and Pol i tic:il 
R ela tionsh ios . to include: 

The legal framework of natior.al. state 
and local schools, to include statutory 
and cons ti tut i onal provisions 
pertaining to equal access to public 
educa tion. 

Politic3l jurisdictions and bodies that 
make and/or affect state and local 
educa1iona! oolicv. 
The application of established legal 
principles (0 policies and practices at 
1he local sc:1001 .and dis1ric1 level. 

Political forces that directly o r 
indirectly have effect upon school 
oroctices. 

I 
I 

1 2 J -l 5 6 7 8 9 · 1 1 1 1 1 
0 1 2 3 4 

X X X X X 

X X X 

X 
X 
X 1 X 
X 

I 
X X 

X 

X X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 
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Socio lo gical forces that di rectly or 
indirectly have effect upon school 
learn insz. 
Theory and application in achieving 

compromise. consensus. and coalitions 
to achieve educational goals. 

Fiscal Mana!e!ement. {0 include: 

School district-level funding and 

budgetine:. 
Financial effects of personnel and other 
contractual obi i gations. 

Currem problems affecting school 
financin2 on state and local levels. 

The organization and functioning of 
school district business services 
departments. 

Managemen t o f H uman and 
Material Resources. to include: 

Effective staff utilization patterns 
which combine the needs and abilities 
of Staff, o rganizational constraints, and 
available resources. 

Developing and implementing effective 
oersonnel oo l icies. 
Short- and long-term planning 
orocedures for fil ling staff needs. 

Short - and long-range planning 
procedures for fill ing needs- for 
building, equipment and supplies. 

Cultu r al and Socio-Economic 
D ive r sitv, to include : 
The general ethnic. racial and religious 
composition of the state and the 
specific composition of t he local 
communitv . 
Concepts of cul tt: ra l values and 
lan guage diversity . 

Programs and procedures fo r meeting 
the • instructional needs of li mited-
En el i sh-oro ii ci en l puoils. 
Principles and procedures for involving 
all parents and other fam il y-members 
in school activi ties and in rezch ing 
education objectives. 

1 z 3 q 5 6 7 8 9 l l l l l 
0 1 2 3 4 

X X 

X X 

' 

I 

X X X X 

X X X X X X 

X X X X X X 

X X X X X X X 

X X X X 
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Table 86.-Princlpals In public and private elementary and secondary schools, by selected characteristics: 
1990-91 

Percent of principals, Average .years or Averars_ annual sala,y of 
by highest degree earned a expenence princlpa s, by length of wor1< 

Selected characteristics 

1 

Total ........................... _ 
Men ...................... .... . 
Women .................... . 

Race/ethnicity 
White. noo-Hlspanic . 
81.ack. ~on-Hispanic .. 
HlSl)antc .................. .. 
Asian or Pacific Is• 

lander ................... . 
American Indian or 

Alaskan Native ...... 

Age 
Under 40 .................. . 
40 to 44 ·- ········" ..... . 
451049 ................... . 
50 to 54 .................. .. 
55 or over ............... .. 

Total ........ _ .................. 
Men ........................... 
Women ..................... 

Race/ethnicity 
White. non-Hispanic . 
Black. non-Hispanic .. 
Hispanic .................... 

Age 
Under 40 ................... 
40 lO 44 ................ - .. 
451049 .................... 
50 lo 54 .................... 
55 or over ................. 

Total' 

2 

78,889 
55,256 
23,634 

67.794 
6.no 
3.097 

529 

700 

7.969 
19.412 
18,934 
15,533 
17,042 

23,881 
11,640 
12,241 

22,366 
643 
607 

5,328 
4,852 
4,662 
3,405 
5,633 

Bach· 
elor's Master's 

3 4 

1.8 60.5 
1.5 62.5 
2.5 55.8 

1.7 60.5 
0.9 57.8 
4.1 67.5 

7.1 64.8 

6.0 52.8 

4.4 67.5 
1.8 57.1 
1.2 58.4 
1.6 60.8 
1.5 63.3 

26.9 47.4 
28.0 42.9 
25.9 51.7 

26.6 47.9 
24.0 44.1 
44.9 36.0 

41.6 33.3 
27.3 51 .6 
23.5 50.6 
25.3 49.5 
16.5 53.3 

Doctol's Edu- and first• As a cation proles- principal specialist slonal 

5 6 7 

Public schools 

28.2 9.5 9.3 
27.5 8 .5 10.9 
29.8 11.8 5.8 

28.6 9.1 9.6 
27.4 13.9 8.3 
2t.6 6.4 7.4 

20.6 7.5 6.7 

28.0 13.2 7.7 

24.3 3.7 3.3 
32.8 8.3 5 .7 
30.2 10.3 7 .9 
27.6 10.0 11.6 
23.1 12.1 15.9 

Pnvate schools 

11.5 6.8 8.7 
9.2 9.9 8.0 

13.7 3.9 8.4 

11 ,7 6.6 8.7 
4.7 13.2 6.9 

12.8 3.5 7.0 

6.5 4.4 3.9 
10.8 6.3 6.1 
11.6 7.3 8.2 
14.3 6.2 10.2 
15.2 9.4 14.8 

year 
Other Outside 10 (nonteachlng) school months 11 12 

school position position or less months months 

8 9 10 11 12 

3.8 0.8 $45,126 S4B,3n $52,761 
3.8 0.8 45.052 48.318 52.990 
3.8 0.8 45.252 48,508 52.099 

3.7 0.8 44.645 48.184 
, 

52,674 
4.7 0.9 48,589 49,501 53.338 
4.6 0.9 49,176 49.220 54.981 

4.5 1.0 50.857 58,652 ~ 

5.6 0.8 38.374 ~ 46,176 

2.1 0.4 39,231 41,647 45.092 
3.0 0.7 43,317 46,038 50,466 
4.0 0.8 46,300 48,767 53.316 
4.4 1.0 46.416 51,191 55,163 
4.7 1.0 47,928 51,862 55,490 

2.8 2.4 $20,591 $29,738 $30,410 
3.4 3.5 22.118 38,203 33,893 
2.2 1.5 19,537 26,083 26,676 

2.8 2.5 20,481 29,496 30.429 
3.6 2.2 fl fl 29,559 
3.2 1.4 fl (3) 29.479 

1.6 1.7 18,319 33,200 27,510 
2.2 2.1 22,183 31,579 29,919 
2.9 1.9 22,220 29,150 33,512 
3 .1 3.6 21,810 30,453 31,351 
4.1 3.2 19,660 27,245 30,887 

1 To1al differs from data appearing In Olhot tables because ol va,ying SU'VO)' process
Ing p<OCOdures and time period coverages. 

NOTE.~ may nol adcl IO 1 00 percent because ol rounding and suNey ~om - · • Pe<eentages for those with less than a bachelot'a degree are oot shown. 
•roo few cases for reliable estimates. SOURCE: U,S. Oepartmenl of Educ:atio,,. National Center for Educalion Stallstics. 

"Schools and Stalling Suivey, 1990-91." (Thb 1al)le was -eel July 1993.) 
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Table 72.-Average salaries for full-time teachers In public and private elementary and secondary schools, 
by selected characteristics: 199<r-91 

Total Base Number of 
Selected characteristics earned salary tun-time 

Income teaehers 

1 2 3 4 

Total ·····--··--···-········-···-"""······-.... -- $33,578 $31,296 2,348,315 
Men .......................... - ... ··-····-····--··"· 37,874 33,360 667,987 
Women ...................................................... 31,870 30,476 1,680,328 

Race/ethnicity 

White, non-Hispanic ···········-·-···-············ 33,611 31,293 2,021.075 
Black. non-Hispanic .................................. 33,539 31,579 201,690 
Hispanic -··-·-.... ···-·"·· .......... _ ........... 32,907 30,743 82,119 

Asian or Pacitlc Islander ·············-·····--·- 35,889 33,908 25,208 
American Indian or Alaskan Native -·-·- 30,167 Z7,322 18,222 

Age 
Less than 30 ............................... - •..• - ... 24,918 22.779 282,637 

30 to 39 --···-·-· ····---·-· 30,108 27,918 650,380 
40 to 49 ..................................................... 36,083 33.690 925,238 
50 or more ...................... ---........................... 38.614 36,333 480.983 

Level 
Elementary ................................................ 31,868 30,501 1,206,026 
Secondary ............... , ... _, •••... ·-··--···-···· 35,384 32,135 1,142.288 

Total -·······-··-··--···-··-····-···-·--···· $21,673 $19,783 301.257 

Men ......... ·-············-················--···--···· 27,196 23,003 70.100 
Women ...................................................... 19,999 18,806 231,158 

Race/ethnicity 

While. non-Hispanic ·······--············-··-·---·· 21,569 19,709 2n.539 
Black, non-Hispanic .................................. 23,094 20,333 8,593 

Hispanic ···--·-·····-··-···················----··· 22,912 20,740 9,487 

Asian or Pacific Islander ·····--··-·-·-··-· 22,795 21,145 4,645 
American ln<fl8ll or Alaskan Native .......... 21,373 20,128 994 

Age 
Less than 30 .............. ·-···························· 18,658 16,403 81.293 

30 to 39 ·········--··-················-·····-··-······· 
21,322 19,1n 86,337 

4010 49 ..................................................... 22,447 20,879 98,247 
50 or more ········•••••·•••-·H4000 .. 004000-0♦♦0000000 24,197 22,.534 55,103 

Level 
Elementary ................................................ 19,050 17,813 154,786 

Secoodary ················-····-··················-····· 24,446 21,864 146,471 

• Too few sample cues (lewer lhan 30) lo, a reliable es1ima10. 

NOTI:.-Oetalls may not add IO total1; because of rac,rdng. OI rrissing values In c:eCls 
w!li, _,...,cases. O< survey tam nanrupoMe. 

School year Supplemenlal Number of teachefs with 
supplemental contract during nonschool 

contract summer employment 

Number Supple- Number Supple- Teach- Edu- Notedu-
ot teach- mental of teach- mental Ing or catJOn cation 

ers salary ers salary tutor related related 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Public schools 

788,215 St.~ 393.215 $1,993 109,923 67,072 229,670 
353,570 2,663 156,050 2,328 39,172 30,873 130,241 
434,645 1,357 237,165 1,n3 70,751 36,199 99,429 

t 

702,746 1.9n 321,128 1,935 95,488 58,916 203,859 
48,905 1,684 45,331 2,251 7,680 5,359 15,920 
25.190 1,709 18,183 2,375 4,874 1,576 4,947 

5,064 1,-454 5,859 2.137 910 818 2,175 
6.310 1,567 2.714 1,681 971 403 2,768 

122.,264 t,675 54,300 1,615 13,246 8,891 32,650 
230,787 2,045 113,013 1,969 29,841 18,249 63,426 
313,208 1,914 161,749 2,018 46,887 28,035 91,348 
121,956 2,088 64,152 2.294 19,949 11,897 42,246 

243,801 1,172 168,766 1,829 43,688 23,636 84,003 
544,414 2,276 224,448 2,117 66,235 43,436 145,667 

Privateachools 

60,038 $1,712 54,503 $1,864 21,438 9,622 31,492 
'ZT,399 2.275 18,814 2,070 5,752 4,851 13,876 
32,639 1,240 35,689 1,755 15,686 4,n1 17,815 

56,645 1.695 49,853 1,832 19,742 8,556 29,532 
(') (') 2,058 1,930 ( ' ) (') (') 
(') (') 1.553 2,320 (') (') (') 
(') (') 867 2,968 (') (') (') 
(') (') (') (') (') (') (') 

14,820 1,824 12,807 1,654 4,681 2.438 9,909 
19.610 1,878 17.270 1,797 5,850 2,953 9.854 
17,327 1,587 16,782 1,998 8,266 2,998 7,418 
8.281 1.738 7.8'5 2.075 2,642 1.232 4,311 

14,192 1,446 22,930 1,746 8,712 3,355 14,015 
45,846 1.794 31.574 1,950 12,726 6267 11,4 n 

SOURCE: U.S. Depanment ol Eek>Catlon, Nalional C•ni.r tor Edueallon Statistics. 
"Schools and Staffing Surwy. 1990-91." {TNs table was p,epa,ed Juty 1993.) 
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Table 71.- Mobility of public and private elementary and secondary teachers, by selected 
school and teacher characteristics: 1987-88 to 1988-89 

Characteristic 

Tot.al ...................................................................................................... . 

School level 
Elementary ........................................................................................ . 
Secondary ......................................................................................... . 
Combined .......... ................................................................................ . 
Not reported ...................................................................................... . 

School size 
less than 1 so .................................................................................... . 
150 to 299 ............................................................. ............................ . 
300 to 499 .......... ............................................................................... . 
soo to 749 ......................................................................................... . 
750 or more ....................................................................................... . 
Not reported ...................................................................................... . 

Percent minority 
less than 5% ........................................................... _ ..................... .. 
5 to 19% ...................................................................................... - ... .. 
20 lo 49% ...................... ................................................................... .. 
50% or more ...................................................................................... . 
Not reported ...................................................................................... . 

Community type 
Aural .................................................................................................. . 
Suburban ........................................................................................... . 
Urban ................................................................................................. . 
Other .................................................................................................. . 
Not report.ed .................... , ..... , ........ , ................................................. .. 

Highest degree earned 
less than bachelo(s ......................................................................... . 
Bachelo(s .......................................................................................... . 
Maste(s ............................................................................................ .. 
Education specialist ........................................................................... . 
Doctorate or professional .................................................................. . 

-Too few sample cases (!ewer than 30) tor a reliable 9$timate. 

NOTE.--0..tall$ may not add 10 totals due lo rounding. 

Percentage distribution of public school 
teachers 

Percentage distribution of private school 
teachers 

Remained Remained In Remained Remained in 
teaching in teaching but Left teaching in teaching but Left 
the same changed teaching the same changed teaching 

school schools school schools 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

86.6 7.8 5.6 n.1 9.5 12.7 

86.1 8.7 5.2 n.o 10.9 12.1 
86.1 6.5 5.4 81.4 6.9 11.8 
87.5 5.5 6.9 75.9 8.5 15.6 
83.0 8.8 8.2 78.7 10.0 11.3 

85.7 9.8 4.5 64.4 16.2 19.4 
84.7 9.9 5.4 79.5 8.4 12.1 
87.0 7.4 5.6 80.3 9.5 10.2 
86.9 7.4 5.7 84.9 5 .9 9.1 
87.8 7.3 4.9 86.4 0.0 13.6 
83.0 8.8 8.2 78.7 10.0 11.3 

88.0 6.9 5.1 TT.6 9.2 13.2 
86.6 7.6 5.8 82.2 7.4 10.3 
87.3 7.5 5.1 71.9 9.3 18.8 
85.1 9.6 5.3 69.6 16.8 13.6 
83.0 8.8 8.2 78.7 10.0 11.3 

87.0 7.5 5.5 73.0 11.9 15.1 
88.2 6.5 5.3 82.5 7.4 10.1 
85.6 9.3 5.0 77.5 9.2 13.3 
81.4 11.6 6.9 92.1 7.9 0.0 
83.0 8.8 8.2 78.7 10.0 11.3 

96.3 3.2 64.1 9.4 26.5 
85.7 8.7 5.6 76.8 10.5 12.7 
87.5 7.0 5.5 81.4 8.2 10.5 
86.1 7.6 6.3 66.5 10.2 23.3 
88.4 7.3 4.3 

SOURCE: U.S. Oepattment oJ Eduealion, National Center for Education Stalisllcs, 
Te11che1 Followup Survey. 1988-89. (This table was prepared April 1992.) 
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Table 66.-Teach~rs In public and private elementary and secondary schools, by selected characteristics: 
1990-91 

Percent of leachers. by highest degree earned Percent of teachers, by years of 
IUD-time leaching experience 

Selected characteristics Total ' No Assoc!-
degree ate 

1 2 3 4 

Total ••••-•-•U•••u ••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••·••••••••••••••••• 2,559,488 0.5 0.2 
Men ........................ ..................................... 71~,4$3 1.3 0.5 
Women ····································•·••···············- 1,840,035 0.2 0.1 

Race/ethnicity 
White. non-Hispanic ............ 0000.000·0♦00H0000000000000 2,214,097 0.5 0.2 
Black. non-Hispanic ·······~···--·················· 211,640 0.5 0 .3 
Hispanic ···································•··•················ 86,917 0.7 0 .2 
Asian or Pacmc Islander ............................. 26,766 0.7 0 .1 
Ame~ Indian or Alaskan Native ............ 20,070 0 .5 0.5 

Age 
Less than 30 OO♦Oo•••••OOO.♦OOOOOOOOOOoooooOooO OOO•OOOOHOOO• 31 1,971 0.2 0.1 
30 to 39 ...................................................... 731,322 0.4 0.2 
40 to 49 ···········•·•·•-··-·····"--•'--············--········-· 1,001,821 0.4 0.1 
SO or more .................... , .,_,, .... -............................ 513,985 0.9 0.3 

Level 
Elementary •.......................................•......... 1,330,630 0.1 0.1 
Secondary ................................................... 1,228,858 0.9 0 .3 

Total ................................................................... 356,285 5.3 1.1 
Men ............................................................... 81,765 3.8 1.2 
Women ···············•-·••·············-···· ................. 274,521 5.8 1.0 

Race/ethnicity 
White, non-Hispanic ................................... 328,624 5.1 1.1 
Black, non-Hispanic _,, ................................. 9,462 3.4 0.2 
Hispanic .............. , ... _,, ......................................... 11,651 11.1 1.8 
Asian or Pacific Islander ........................ _ 5,190 4.0 0.9 
American Indian or Alaskan Native ........•.•. 1,360 20.1 0.9 

Age 
Less than 30 ............................................... 68,288 6.8 0.8 
30 to 39 _ ......................................................... 105,499 5.9 1.3 
40 to 49 ···············,.._ ...... -.. ............................... 115,020 4.9 0.6 
50 or more .................................................. 67,399 3.6 1.7 

Level 
8ementary .................................................. 176.252 7.5 1.0 
Secondary ................................................... 180,035 3.2 1.1 

'Data are basod upon a aample survey ar>d may not be •trtctty c:omparable with dara 
reported eJsowhore. 

"Less than .05 pe,cent. 

Edu-
Bach- Mas- cation Doc-
elor's ter's special- tor's Less 3to9 10 to Over 

isl than 3 20 20 

5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Publlc schools 

51.9 42.1 4.6 0.8 9.7 26.0 39.0 25.3 
44.7 47.0 5 .3 1.3 7.8 19.9 37.0 35.3 
54.7 40.1 4.3 0.6 10.4 28.4 39.8 21 .4 

51.5 42.7 4 .5 0.7 9 .7 26.3 39.0 25.1 
so.a 42.1 5.0 1.3 6.5 20.0 40.9 32.8 
61.0 32.9 4 .3 0.9 14.0 33.4 39.6 13.1 
51.2 31.2. 15.3 1.6 12.4 29.8 33.0 24.7 
64.4 30.8 3 .7 0 .2 15.3 28.1 36.9 20.1 

84.1 14.4 1.2 0.0 41.8 58.1 0.1 (2) 
56.4 39.1 3.4 0.4 10.2 38.7 51.0 0.1 
43,8 48.8 5.9 1.0 3 .5 16.3 49.1 31.1 
41.6 49.9 5.9 1.4 1.5 7.3 26.0 65.2 

56.5 38.8 4.1 0.5 10.6 27.7 39 .. 2 22.5 
46.9 45.7 s.1 1.1 8.7 24.2 38.8 28.3 

Private schools 

61.9 27.0 2.9 1.8 27.S 36.6 25.,0 10.9 
51.5 35.3 4.0 4.2 25.3 33.2 26.4 15.1 
65.0 24.S 2.6 1.0 28.1 37.6 24.6 9.6 

61.8 27.3 3.0 ,.a 27.2 36.6 25.1 11.1 
72.8 21.7 1.0 0.9 28.9 43.0 22.5 5.6 
60.6 22.1 1.7 2.7 32.4 33.0 22.8 11.9 
58.6 26.4 8.9 , .2 24.8 38.7 26.5 10.0 
502 26 .. 3 2.5 o.o 43.4 24.9 24.4 7.3 

81.4 9.8 0.8 0.3 55.5 44.4 (2) (2) 
65.9 23.5 2.3 1.1 27 .2 43.3 29.5 (2) 
55.4 33.4 3.7 1.9 19.3 37.6 33.4 9.7 
47.0 38.7 4.8 4.0 13.4 16.6 28.9 41.1 

69.1 19.8 2.1 0.4 26.9 38.6 24. 8 9.6 
54.9 34.0 3 .7 3.1 28.0 34.6 25.2 12.2 

NOTE.-EJ<ctudes preldndergarten ltachers. Oeta11s may not edd to totals beceuse of 
sumy Item nonresponse and rounding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Oepatlment o/ Education. N.aUcnal Ce<!ter tor Ed<Jca%jon SWisllc:s, 
"Schools alld Stattw,g Survey. 1990-91." (This !able WU p<epated ,My 1993.) 
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Four 

The Current Scene: 
A Critical Analysis 

In comparison with political and organizational context and gen
eral social characteristics, formal training in educational adminis
tration has had marginal impact on the character of educational 
leadership. (fyack & Cummings, 1977, p. 50) 

Administrator training appears to be an unusually "weak treat
ment" relative to professional preparation in other fields. (Sykes & 
Elmore, 1989, p. 80) 

C riticism of the ways in which men and women are prepared for 
school leadership positions enjoys a long history. Perhaps the 

only thing more depressing than an honest appraisal of current edu
cational administration programs is the knowledge that so little 
progress has been made in resolving the deeply ingrained weak
nesses tha t have plagued training systems for so long. In 1960, the 
AASA, after a rather even-handed analysis, characterized the prep
aration of school superintendents as a "dismal montage" (p. 84). 
Twelve years later Farquhar and Piele (1972) coined the term dysftmc
tional structural incrementalism (p. 17) to describe university-based 
preparation programs. More recently, Pitner (1990) has portrayed 
the "zombie programs" (p. 131) in educational administration.1 

These and other reviewers have chronicled a system of preparing 
school leaders that is seriously flawed and that has been found 
wanting in nearly every aspect. Specifically, critics have uncovered 
serious problems in: (a) the ways students are recruited and selected 
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AASA (1960) also notes the problems that accompany an emphasis 
on part-time study: 

I! the colleges and universities continue to struggle a long with few 
full-time students, they will never develop adequate internships 
and field experiences. The part-time student is much more of a 
weakness than the frequency of mention indicates, because many 
of the instructional program weaknesses are traceable to part-time 
students. (p. 76) 

Standards for selecting students into preparation programs are 
often perfunctory: "It seems completely fair to say that the proce
dures ge·nerally employed by colleges and universities are admissiott 
rather than selection procedures" {AASA, 1960, p . 83); "in fact, most 
programs have 'open admissions,' with a baccalaureate degree the 
only prerequisite" (Griffiths et al., 1988b, p . 290); "For too many 
administ rator preparation programs, any body is better than no body" 
Oacobson, 1990, p. 35). The UC EA-sponsored study of the mid-1970s 
(Silver, 1978a) discovered that the rejection rates to preparation 
programs were quite low-about 12% for master's students, 14% for 
sixth-year students, and 25% for doctoral students. In 1984, Gerritz 
et al. found that only about 1 in 30 applicants was denied admission 
to certification programs in California. Part of the reason for this 
nonselectivity can be traced to the use of questionable methods and 
procedures and poorly articulated standa rds for entry. Miklos (in 
press) claims, for example, that "although various selection criteria 
are used, the dominant one is grade point average; only limited 
attention is given to factors associa ted directly with administrative 
potential. Scholastic aptitude tests may be required but do not ap
pear to be weighted heavily in the selection of students" (p. 3). Gregg 
(1969) writes that "the usual procedures used in selecting and 
admitting students are the unproductive ones of interviews, le tters 
of recommendation, rating scales, and transcripts of college credits" 
(p. 996), wha t Mclnty:re (1966) calls "a mish-mash of mysticism, 
myth, and automorphism" (p. 16). Miklos (1988) laments that ''the 
relative weights assigned to various criteria are seldom made ex
plicit" (p. 55). lf, 50 years ago, all one needed to enter a training 
program in educational administration was a "B.A. and the cash to 
pay tuition" ('!yack & Cummings, 1977, p. 60), the situation does not 
seem to have improved much over the last half century. 
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Not surprisingly, the quality of a pplicants is, and h as been for 
some time, rather low. In 1957, Hall and McIntyre reported: 

According to the nation-wide 1955 report, graduate students in 
education scored lower-almost one standard deviation lower
on verbal abiJity than graduate students in any other college. The 
comparison in quantitative ability portrayed education candidates 
equally uncomplimentarily. (p. 395) 

In 1965, McIntyre (cited in Gregg, 1969) reported: 

Of 83 fields of study, including 18 in edU1cation, the field of educa
tional administration and supervision ranked third from the bot
tom in the percentage of students with high academic competence. 
Only 2 percent of its students were in this superior group. (p. 995) 

One year later, McIntyre (1966) concluded that " the average student 
of educational administration is so far below the average student in 
most other fields, in mental abi!Hy and! general acade mic perfor
mance, that the situation is little short of being a national scandal" 
(p. 17). Nearly a quarter of a century later the situa tion was basically 
unchanged. In 1988, for instance, Griffiths (1988b) revealed that "of 
the 94 intended majors listed in [the] Guide to the Use of the 
Graduate Record Examination Program 1985-86 . . . educa tional ad
ministration is fourth from the bottom" (p . 12). 

This lack of rigorous recruitment and selection procedures and 
ciriteria has several negative effects: 

First, it lowers the level o f training and experience possible, since 
courses are often geared to the background and intellige nce of the 
students. Second, "eased entry downgrades the status of the stu
dents in the eyes of the populace." Third, the candidates them
selves realize that anyone can get in and that nearly everyone will 
get the license if he or she just keeps paying for credits. r n part, this 
lack of _rigor at entry ref1lecls a lack of clear criteria for training or 
clear vision of what candidates and graduates will look like, and 
the realization that the graduate school experience itself is not very 
demanding. (Cooper & Boyd, 1987, p. 14) 
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(Boyd & Crowson, 1981; Erickson, 1977, 1979). The result has been 
the development of an impoverished-and often inappropriate-
knowledge base and, as a consequence, an ersatz mission for train
ing programs. ln short, preparation programs as a group are not 
only failing to address the right things, they are also doing a fairly 
poor job of accomplishing the things on which they have chosen to 
work. It Is almost as if the old saw "if it's not worth doing, it's not 
worth doing well" had guided our thinking. 

The fact that the "knowledge base available to the profession 
that manages our schools is not well developed" (Crowson & 
McPherson, 1987, p. 45) was acknowledged quite widely at the tail 
end of both the prescriptive and behavioral science eras. For exam
ple, the anemic nature of our understanding of administration as we 
head into the dialectic era has been captured by Immegart, Bridges, 
Foster, Blumberg, and Carver: 

The relationship between research and practice was little improved 
from 1954 to 1974; some evidence indicates that the relationship 
may have deteriorated. Analysis yielded little evidence that re
search and inquiry have had any substantial impact on practice. 
(Immegart, 1977, p. 317) 

The research seemed to have little or no practical utility. In short, 
there is no compelling evidence to suggest that a major theoretical 
issue or practical problem relating to school administrators has 
been resolved by those toiling in the intellectual vineyards since 
1967. (Bridges, 1982, p. 25) 

The practical wisdom of the social sciences seem[s] ephemeral at 
best. (Foster, 1989, p. 7) 

My bets are that one cannot point to a single administrative prac
tice that has been influenced in any significant degree by research 
on the behavior of administrators. (Blumberg, 1984, p. 27) 

Some might say it [the behavioral science theory engine) was 
yanked off front and center stage because it did not yield descrip
tions, explanations, and predictions that were judged sufficiently 
useful lo warrant its continuance as the driving force in the study 
of educational administration. (Carver, 1988, p. 1)8 
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The reasons for the "shaky" (lmmegart, 1990, p . 8) cognitive foun
dations in school administration have been well-documented. They 
include: our ardor to borrow ideas before they are tested (Culbertson, 
1988b); the lack of theory upon which to ground resarch efforts 
(Griffiths, 1965}; a failure to focus on educational administration as 
an area worthy of study in and of itself (Miklos, 1990); poor schol
arship habits within the field (Griffiths, 1965; lmmegart, 1990); and 
an absence of a sense of vision about the profession. 

FRAGMENTED PROGRAMS 

Preparation programs are essentially diverse collections of formal 
courses that, taken together, do not reveal consistent purposes or 
a systematic design. (NASSP, 1985, p. 2) 

Given the above-noted description of the knowledge base, it 
should surprise no one to discover that "course content is frequently 
banal'' (Clark, 1988, p . 5): "Where the student should be fattened by 
a rich diet of multidisciplinary fare, he is starved by the lean offer
ings of provincial chow" (AASA, 1960, pp. 83-84). Nor do training 
programs exhibit much internal consistency. Students "often con
front a confusing melange of courses, without clear meaning, focus, 
or purpose" (Cooper & Boyd, 1987, p. 14). They end up taking "a 
succession of three-semester-hour courses . .. thrown together in a 
tasteless potpourri" (AASA, 1960, p . 178). There is an absence of a 
"continuum of knowledge and skills that become more sophisti
cated as one progresses" (Peterson & Finn, 1985, pp. 51-52). What 
all this means is "that most administrators receive fragmented, 
overlapping, and often useless courses that add up to very little" 
(Cooper & Boyd, 1987, p . 13; see also Hoyle, 1987). 

The inability or unwillingness of educational administration pro
gram faculty to engage in serious curriculum development work 
over the past quarter century has not gone unnoticed. For example, 
in the late 1960s, "Goldhammer concluded that few institutions are 
actively engaged in curriculum development or in planning major 
revisions in their programs" (Farquhar & Piele, 1972, p. 42). Boyan 
in tum argued: 
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knowledge and practice" (p. 5)-runs counter to the reality of the 
messy world of school leadership. He points out that Schon's con
ception of administration as a process of managing messes more 
closely fits the reality of managerial work than does the view of the 
"principalship as a logical process of problem solving with the ap
plication of standard techniques to predictable problems" (p. 5) that 
is embedded In the perspective of administration as an applied 
science that dominates training programs. 

S11bstance 

Other thoughtful reviewers concerned with connections between 
training institutions and the field have addressed the substance of 
prepa ratory programs. They have found that programs are often 
developed with a "jaunty disregard for the demands of educa
tional leaders" (AASA, 1960, p. 178): "Administrators-in-training 
are given a potpourri of theory, concepts, and ideas- unrelated to 
one another and rarely useful in either understand ing schools or 
managing them" (Mulkeen &: Cooper, 1989, p. 12). In their review 
of training programs at the outset of the dialectic era, Crowson and 
McPherson (1987) argue that institutions "that had emphasized a 
solid grounding in theory, the social sciences, [and] rational decision 
making ... were discovered to be well off the mark as effective prep
aration for the chaotic life of a principal or superintendent" (p. 49). 
Jean Hills (1975), a professor who spent a sabbatical as a principal, 
offers equally unfavorable judgments about the usefulness of the 
content emphasized in educational administration preparation 
programs: 

Occasions on which I was able to catch myself drawing upon 
anything like organization theory or social-behavioral science ma
terials were extremely rare. Try as I might, I could seldom catch 
myself thinking about problems or questions in these terms, and 
when I did, I seldom found it useful in deciding upon a course of 
action. (p. 2) 

In terms of program substance, three somewhat distinct prob
lems merit attention: lack of attention to "field-related substance 
dealing with current problems, needed skills, and administrative 
tasks" (Culbertson &: Farquhar, 1971b, p. 9); the absence of robust 
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clinical experiences; and marked deficiencies with regard to issues 
of diversity. 

!Ack of AllenUon to Skills. Evidence from nearly all fronts leads to 
the conclusion that the focus on the behavioral sciences during the 
scientific era of training resulted in a glaring absence of consider
ation of the problems faced by practicing school administrators 
(Farquhar&: Piele, 1972; Griffiths, 1988b). The pervasive antirecipe, 
antiskill philosophy that currently characterizes many programs of 
educational administration has resulted in significant gaps in the 
prevailing knowledge base U. Murphy&: Hallinger, 1987): an almost 
complete absence of performance-based program components 
(NASSP, 1985); a lack of attention to practical problem-solving skills 
(Mulkeen &: Cooper, 1989); "a neglect of practical intelligence" 
(Sergiovanni, 1989a, p . 17); and a truncated conception of expertise 
(see Kennedy, 1987). Administrators consistently report that the best 
way to improve training in preparation programs is to i_mprove 
instruction of job-related skills (Erlandson &: Witters-Churchill, 1988; 
Notar, 1988-1989; Welndling &: Earley, 1987). Griffiths (1988b; see 
also Erlandson, 1979) has chronicled the costs of this knowledge gap 
in our training programs and of our consistent unwillingness to 
address the problem: 

Probably more school administrators fail because of poor skills 
than any other single reason, yet program and faculty in educa
tional administration fail to do anything about it. It's as though a 
baseball team in spring training gave the player books to read and 
lectures on the theory of baseball and did not have the player 
practice hitting and fielding. Administrators have to perform, and 
in order to perform well they must have the basic skills of admin
istration. (p. 17) 

Weak Clinical Programs. Because "the state of the art of field train
ing in educational administration remains rather primitive" (Cronin 
&: Horoschak, 1973, p. 39), it is not surprising that the clinical aspects 
of most preparation programs in educational administration are 
notoriously weak (Milstein, Bobrofe, &: Restine, 1991). Despite an 
entrenched belief that supervised practice "could be the most criti
cal phase of the administrator's preparation" (Griffiths, 1988b, p.17) 
and a long history of efforts to make field-based learning an integral 
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part of preparation programs (see Daresh, 1987, for a review), little 
progress has been made in this area. And despite concern over the 
impoverished nature of clinical experience for nearly 30 years, 
Pepper was still able to report as late as 1988 that "few, if any, uni
versity programs in school administration offer a thorough clinical 
experience for future school administrators" (p. 361). The field
based component continues to be infected with weaknesses that 
have been revisted on a regular basis since the first decade of the 
behavioral science revolution in administrative preparation: (a) "un
clear or even confilcting objectives" (Cronin & Horoschak, 1973, p. 16}; 
(b} inadequate number of clinical experiences; (c) activities arranged 
on the basis of convenience; (d) overemphasis on role-centered as 
opposed to problem-centered experiences; (e) "lack of individual
ization in 'molding' field experiences to students' individual needs 
and goals" (Culbertson & Farquhar, 1971c, p. 12); (f) poor planning, 
supervision, and follow-up; (g) absence of "connecting linkages 
between on-campus experiences and field-based experiences" 
(Milstein, 1990, p. 121); and (h) overemphasis on low-level (orienta
tion and passive observation type) activities (Clark, 1988; Daresh, 
1987; Milstein, 1990). 

Inadequate Allen lion to Diversity. Woven deeply into the fabric of "ad
ministratJon as an applied science" is the belief that there is a single 
best approach to educating prospective school leaders (Cooper & 
Boyd, 1987), including a dominant wor)dview of administration as 
an area of study (content) and method ofacting (procedure). A number 
of thoughtful analysts, especially critical theorists and feminist 
scholars, have shown that this perspective has resulted in signifi
cant gaps in the knowledge base employed in current training pro
grams (Foster, 1989). Missing is consideration of the diversity of 
perspectives10 that inform scholarship and practice.11 For example, 
in her review of the literature on women administrators, Shakeshaft 
(1988) discovered "differences between the ways men and women 
approach the tasks of administration" (p. 403). She concludes that 
although "these differences have implications for administrative 
training programs ... the female world of administrators has not 
been incorporated into the body of work in the field ... [n]or are 
women's experiences carried into the literature on practice" 
(pp. 403-406). Turning to the issue of racial minorities, Jackson 
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(1988) and Valverde and Brown (1988) also argue for diversification 
of training programs in order to capture worldviews of minority ed
ucators.12 According to Valverde and Brown: 

Renovation of preparation is crucial also because the theoretical 
constructs that dominate preparation programs figure into the 
difference between the recruitment, selection, advancement, and 
socialization of minority and white administrators. (p. 153) 

LACK OF ATTENTION TO EDUCATION AND ETHICS 

And when all of the strands of the story are woven together, it is 
clear that the essence of the tragedy was in adopting values and 
practices indiscriminately and applying them with littJe or no 
consideration of educational values or purposes. (Callahan, 1962, 
p. 244) 

In many ways, educational administration preparation programs 
are empty bodies devoid of a heart and a soul. Undirected by a cen
tral mission and untethered to a unifying conception of the field, the 
profession has, over the last 90 years, drifted a long way from its 
roots-educational concerns and the ethical and moral dimensions 
of schooling. 

Educational Concerns 

There is . . . a deafening silence concerning the fundamental mes
sage systems of schools: curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation. 
(Bates, 1984, p. 261) 

One of the most troubling aspects of preparation programs for 
educational leaders is that they have very little to do with education. 
On the most basic level, programs do not routinely provide the 
students themselves with a well-rounded education. Many pro
grams are actively characterized by a nonintellectual (Foster, 1989), 
if not an anti-intellectual, climate (Callahan, 1962). Most programs 
show "little interest in exploring the historical roots and social 
context of schooling" (G. Anderson, 1990, p. 53), ignore the "critical 
examination of educational and social implications of the struc
tures and procedures discussed" (Newlon, 1934, p. 93), and do "a 
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very bad job of teaching ... a wider vision of schools in society" 
(Mulkeen & Cooper, 1989, p. 12). 

Furthermore, there is ample evidence that the content in training 
programs focuses on managerial issues and largely ignores matters 
of teaching and learning, of pedagogy and curriculum.13 This focus, 
as we have seen in Chapters 2 and 3, can be traced to external pres
sures shaping the evolution of preparation programs during the 
prescriptive era and internal forces influencing the development of 
training during the behavioral science era. 14 According to Callahan 
(1962), educational administration, under considerable pressure and 
perceiving itself to be in a relatively weak position vis-~-vis the 
larger society, adopted wholesale "the basic values and techniques 
of the business-industrial world" (p, 244). This " American tragedy," 
as Callahan has labeled it, was (and is) fourfold: 

that educational questions were subordinated to business consid
erations; that administrators were produced who were not, in any 
true sense, educators; that a scientific label was put on some very 
unscientific and dubious methods and practices; and that an anti
inteUectual climate, already prevalent1 was strengthened. As the 
business-industrfal values and procedures spread into the think
ing and acting of educators, countless educational decisions were 
made on economic or on non-educational grounds. (pp. 246-247) 

The result of all this activity continues to influence the training of 
administrators. Preparation for educational leadership is as problem
atic today as it was in the time about which Callahan wrote. Todays 
programs still tend to produce "bookkeepers and public relations 
men" (p. 259) who are not equipped " to ask or answer the really 
basic questions in education" (p. 247), and who have very little 
understanding of the "educational aspects" (p. 255) of their jobs 
(Bates, 1984; Evans, 1991; Foster, 1984, 1988;}. Murphy, 1990d, 1990e). 

Most of the interes t and scholarly activity of the succeeding 
behavioral science era heavily reinforced the "separation of prob
lems in administration from problems in education" (T. Greenfield, 
1988, p. 144) and the emphasis on noneducational issues in training 
programs. Driven by the intellect and will of a handful of scholars 
who were s truggling to professionalize school leadership, consider
able energy was invested in developing a science of school admin-
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istration. Unfortunately, as Evans (1991) astutely chronicles, the era 
sponsored discourse and training primarily on "the administration 
of education" (p. 3), or administration qua administration-a major 
shift from its formative years when the emphasis "was upon the 
adjective 'educational' rather than upon the noun 'administration'" 
(Guba, 1960, p. 115). Bates (1984), Evans (1991), T. Greenfield (1988), 
and others reveal how during this era school management came to 
be viewed as " two activities rather than educational administration as 
a s ingular and unitary activity" (Evans, p. 3). Evans concludes that 
the legacy of the scientific era is the fact that preparation programs 
today are more concerned with the hole than with the doughnut.15 

The separation of educational administration "from the phenome
non known as instruction" (Erickson, 1979, p . 10) means that the 
typical graduate of a school administratio n training program can 
act only as "a mere spectator in relation to the instructional pro
gram" (Hills, 1975, p. 4).16 

Ethical and Moral Dimensions 

For more than a quarter of a century, a fact-driven model of 
decision-making and rationality has dominated training programs 
for educational administrators. To the extent that these programs 
embrace technically oriented notions of administration, they offer 
less than they espouse. They miss the meaning of human action. 
(T. Greenfield, 1988, p. 154) 

Throughout its formative years, spiritual and ethical matters were 
at the very center of school administration (Callahan&: Button, 1964; 
Tyack &: Hansot, 1982). For example, Beck and Murphy (in press-a) 
In their study of the metaphorical language of the principalship, 
document that in the 1920s, "the work of principals [was] linked 
with absolute, spiritual truth and values" (p. 22). They show how, 
in making "ample use of religious imagery in their discussions o f 
education and of the people charged with adminis tering education 
in local schools ... educational writers of the 1920s [were] continu
ing a trend established by the earliest chroniclers of school manage
ment" (p. 23; see also Johnson, 1925; Johns ton, Newlon, &: Pickell, 
1922, and, for a review of earlier decades, Mason, 1986; and Tyack 
&c Hansot, 1982). 
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Ethics. By the early 1960s, the second major root of the field (values 
and ethics), like education before it, had atrophied. The result was 
reduced consideration of two issues: organizational values, purpose, 
and ethics; and organizational outcomes. According to T. Greenfield 
(1988), "the empirical s tudy of administrators has eluded their moral 
dimensions and virtually all that lends significance to what they do" 
(p. 138). Despite some early notices that "educational administra
tion requires a distinctive value framework" (Graff & Street, 1957, 
p. 120), pleas to reorient administration toward purposing (Harlow, 
1962), and clear reminders that education is fundamentally a moral 
activity (Culbertson, 1963; Halpin, 1960) or "values In action" (W. 
Greenfield, 1988, p . 215; Foster, 1984, 1988, 1989), the problem of 
meaning in school administration as a profession and in its training 
programs has taken a back seat " to focus upon the persona Ii ty traits 
of administrators-upon the mere characteristics of administrators 
rather than upon their character" (T. Greenfield, 1988, pp. 137-138). 

The unfortunate outcome of this development "is that such con
ceptions of administrative training block the development of pro
grams that might deal more openly and helpfully with the value 
problems that confront all those who manage organizations" (T. 
Greenfield, 1988, p. 149). In his study, Farquhar (1981) finds that 
"almost three-quarters of the universities contacted pay no con
scio~s attention t~, the subject of ethic.sin their administrative prep
aration programs (p. 195). In concrete terms, "very little in their 
preparation programs equips [prospective administrators] to deal 
with school organizations as a cultural or value system" (Popper, 
1982, p. 15) and "available literature provides almos t no guidance 
on how to prepare educational administrators for ethical practice" 
(Farquhar, 1981, p . 192}. Thus administrators exit training programs 
unprepared to grapple with e thical issues and to address openly the 
values deeply embedded in schools that often hide behind "a mask 
of objectjvity and impartiality" (T. Greenfield, 1988, p. 150). 

011tcomes. As early as 1960, Chase was pointing out what was to 
become an increasingly problematic situation in educational admin
istration in general and in training programs in particullar-a lack 
of concern for outcomes. Seventeen years later, Erickson (1977) re
ports that studies in the field "between 1954 and 1974 provided no 
adequate basis for outcome-oriented organizational s.trategy in 
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education" (p. 128) Two years later Erickson (1979) expands on the 
ideas of his earlier essay. He again documents "the tendency to 
neglect the careful tracing of connections between organizational 
variables and sludent outcomes" (p. 12). Like T. Greenfield (1988), 
he decries the focus on the characteristics of administrators at the 
expense of more useful work. He lays out his now famous llne of 
attack on the problem: "the current major empl,asis, In studies of 
organizational consequences, should be on postulated causal net
works in which student outcomes are the bottom line" (p. 12). 
Preparation programs have yet to resonate to this idea. 

Delivery System 

Full-time graduate study in school administration is relatively 
rare. When it does exist the numbers of students are so small as to 
cast doubt upon the validity of the idea that bona fide programs 
actually exist. (AASA, 1960, p. 84) 

STRUCTURAL ISSUES 

There appear to be far too many institutions with small enroll
ments in the business of preparing school administrators (AASA, 
1960, p. 68). 

The presence of such unneeded institutions in the preparation field 
is a depressive factor on the profession as a whole. (McIntyre, 1966, 
p . 17) 

The delivery system that shapes preparation programs is marked 
by a number of serious problems, most of which have a long history. 
Taking the profession as a whole, it is clear that there are too many 
institutions involved in the training business: "Many institutions 
lack sufficient facilities and adequate resources for the task" (Wynn, 
1957, p . 472). The result has been " the dissipation of [scarce] re
sources on the extravagant luxury of maintaining hundreds of im
poverished institutions competing wilh each other for the privilege 
of exposing a Uttle circle of graduate students to a mediocre pro
gram" (AASA, 1960, p. 191). According to the NCEEA (1987), al
though "there are 505 institutions offering courses in school admin-
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is tration in the United States, ... less than 2,00 have the resources 
and commitment to provide the excellence called for by the Com
mission" (p. 20)-an even smaHer percentage (40%) th,m Campbell 
and_Newe!l (1973) reported could do an effective job some 15 years 
~ar~1er (50 Yo). Despite both direct (Campbell & Newell, 1973) and 
indirect (AASA, 1960; NCEEA, 1987) calls for the discontinuation of 
w~ak_ programs, as we saw in Chapter 3, the number of training in
shtuhons has grown dramatically over the last half century. Man 
of these programs are cash cows for their sponsoring universities, i 
kept open more for political and economic than for educational 
reason,~ (Campbell & Newell, 1973). According to Willower (1983), 
?1anr offer gra?uate study in ... name only. They seriou sly stint 
mqmiy an_d surv1:'~ by off~ring easy cr~entials and by working hard 
at leg1slahve pohhcs. Their faculties neither contribute to the ideas 
?f ~e fi~ld nor are they actively engaged with them" (p. 194).18 These 
msh~h?ns tend. to_ be ~haracterized by high student-faculty ratios 
and !muted spec1alizahon among faculty (Miklos, in p ress). 

A related problem is the framework in which students' educa
lio~al experie:"ce-s unfold: "Administrator training .. . is m ost often 
a dilatory op hon, pursued on a convenience basis, part-time, on the 
margins of~ workda( (Sykes & Elmore, 1989, p. 80). Current pro
ram~ have indeed dnfted far from the traditional residency model: 
The ideal of one or two years of full-time student life at the grad

uate le_vel_seems to.be disappearing from our preparatory p rograms, 
and with 1t the notions of time for scholarly objectivity, student life 
and colleague-like interaction between professors and studen ts': 
(Silve~, 1978a, pp. 207-208). As many as 95% of all students are n ow 
pa~t-_hmers (~riffiths, 1988b), and "many students comp le te their 
trairung ... without forming a professional relationship with a pro
fessor or student colleague" (Clark, 1988, p . 5). Conditions. that 
Go Id hammer observed in 1963 a re as discernible today as they w ere 
then: 

l'here is currently a dangerous trend to offer a menu of courses in 
late aftei:1oon and evening hours, on Saturdays, and through sum
mer sessions. Advanced degrees are offered in :many places which 
r~~uire no cons:°1tive ~uarters of residence. Colleges and univer
sities are reducmg their requirements in order to attract a mass 
audience. Such programs are inevitably substandard. They make it 
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impossible to employ research and knowledge ... effectively ... ; 
they reduce the essential content to the least common (and least 
significant) denominator; they prostitute the professional respon
sibility for the pl'loteclion of the public against malpractice; and 
they are an unwarranted appeal lo the "glitter" of an advanced de
gree for status purposes, but without substance or quality. (pp. 32-33) 

ARTS AND SCIENCE MODEL 

Perhaps the single most destructive trend affecting professional 
prepara tion d uring the last thirty years has been domination by an 
arts and science model rather than a professional school model of 
education. (Griffiths et al., 1988b, p. 299) 

The a ttempt by professional educators to devenop a pseudo arts 
and science degree has been met with scorn in most universities. 
(Griffiths, 1988b, p. 18) 
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T he arts and science model that currently forms the core of prep
a ration programs emerged more to help professors develop "greater 
academic sophistica tion through their professional roles in order to 
gain acceptance by their peers in other departments" (Goldhammer, 
1983, p. 256) than in response to the needs of prospective adminis
tra tors. Unfortunately, the arts and science model-"one grounded 
on the study of the disciplines" (Miklos, in press)- has neither furn
ished professors the status for which they had hoped (Clifford & 
Guthrie, 1988; Griffiths, 1988b) nor provided graduates with the 
tools they need in order to be successful practitioners (Peterson & 
Finn, 1985). In addition, it has driven a wedge between professors 
and practitioners, creating what Goldhammer (1983) has labeled the 
"university-field gap" (p. 265). For these reasons, it has become clear 
to many professors and administrators that a fundamental change 
is required in the basic delivery system employed in preparation 
programs. As we note more fully in Chapter 6, many analysts are 
recommending that a new delivery system "should be conceived in 
the framework of the professional school model, not the arts and 
science model, meaning that the program should prepare students 
to act, not merely think about administration" (Griffiths, 1988b, 
p. 14; also Clifford & Guthrie, 1988; NPBEA, 1989a). 
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students develop a truncated, academic view of scholarly inquiry 
(Immegart, 1990). 

It would be nice to be able to report that the professoriate in 
educational administration was channeling energy uninvested in 
scholarshl pinto e fforts to forge better connections with the field and 
to _a t!ack the problems that infest training programs. Unfortunately, 
thts 1s not the case. Faculty linkages to schools have actually atro
phied over the last two generations. And, as Griffiths and his col
leagues (1988b) have noted, professors are not seriously engaged in 
the work of strengthening preparation programs: 

In 1973 the authors of a major study of professors of educational 
?dministration were perplexed by the complacence of professors 
m the face of recognized problems with administrator prepara
tion . . .. Today these professors continue to be complacent. ... Fewer 
and older, these professors are faced with insuUicient resources 
and small enrollments; they are less able and probably less dis
posed to improve administrator preparation now than they were 
in 1973. (p. 298) 

Thus we find tha t most professors are adrift in roles tha t a re es-
1:~med ~either by their peers in the university (the second-class 
~1ttzensh1p syndrome) nor by their colleagues in the schools (the 
ivory tower syndrom e). 

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES 

The predominance of traditional instructional modes might be 
some concern to those who seek improvement of preparation pro
gram~ .... This traditionalism in instruction ... is particularly prob
lema hc in a field that purports to emphasize educational leader
ship. (Silver, 1978a, p. 205) 

It is probably not surprising, although it is distressing, that inap
pro?riate content ineffectively packaged should a lso be so p oorly 
deh~ered in many training institutions. It is also d isheartening tha t 
so little progress has been made in an area that has been so thor
oughly critiqued (AASA, 1960; Culbertson & Farquhar, 1971c; 
Erlandson & Witters-Churchill, 1988; Farquhar & Piele, 1972; Hall & 
McIntyre, 1957; J. Murphy & HaUinger, 1987; Silver, 1978a) and 
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about which we have learned so much over the last quarter century. 
In 1960, the AASA reported: 

The mediocrity of programs of prepnration·comes from the sterility 
of methods reported. instruction is classroom bound; administra
tion is talked about rather than observed, felt, and in these and 
other ways actually experienced. (p. 83) 

Teaching methods in general provided excellent demonstrations 
of what the students had been advised not to do in their previous 
education courses. (p. 178) 

Thirty years later, " the dominant mode of instruction continues to 
be lecture and discuss ion in a classroom setting based on the use of 
a textbook" (Mulkeen & Tetenbaum, 1990, p. 20), even though such 
a method is "regarded unfavorably in the literature and by the s tu
dents" (Miklos, 1983, p.165). As we saw in Chapter 3, although some 
progress was made during the behavioral science era to infuse 
reality-oriented instructional strategies into preparation programs, 
the change has hardly been revolutionary and the use of Innovative 
pedagogical me thods is not prevalent. For example, in the Texas 
NASSP study (Erlandson & Witters-Churchill, 1988), princip als re
p ort "lecture and discussion" to be the prima ry instructional mode 
used for eight of nine skill areas examined-and the ninth skill, 
written communication, is a close second! Mulkeen and Tetenbaum 
(199Q) remind us that this approach not only is often sterile, but a lso 
assumes a fixed knowledge base-an assumption that is inconsis
tent with the realities of knowledge production in a postindustrial 
world 0, Murphy, 1991b). 

Standards of Performance 

Most schools of education are embarrassed by the academic per
formance of the doctoral students in educational administration. 
The model grade given lo students is an" A"; not because we have 
c.riterion referenced performance standards that all could ultimately 
meet but because we have given up on holding tired, end-of-the
day students to graduate level performance. (Clark, 1988, p. 4) 
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they operate at only one period of time, for example, at the comple
tion of preparation programs (NCEEA, 1987); and, ln tota~ they do 
not promote excellence in the profession (NCEEA, 1987).2 

Advocates for reform have proposed a number of solutions for 
these problems. Perhaps the most controversial are those that estab
lish alternative routes to certification, thus allowing prospective 
administrators to maneuver around educational administration 
programs altogether. Such proposals are designed "to encourage 
service in the public;: schools by qualified persons from business, in
dustry, the scientific and technical communities and institutions of 
higher learning" (Education Commission of the States, 1983, p. 39; 
see also Bennett, 1986; Clinton, 1987). Other proposals ca 11 for bring
ing greater coherence to the licensing process by eliminating the 
piecemeal methods by which certification can be gained (Peterson 
& Finn, 1985) and by establishing a tighter coupling between certi
fication requirements and the skills prospective administra tors need 
in order to be effective (National Commission for the Principalship, 
1990; NGA, 1986). A few influential reports have suggested the use 
of multiple levels oflicensure. For example, the National Governors' 
Association (Clinton, 1987) and the NCEEA (1987) have both called 
for provisional ot entry-level certification of new administrators to 
be followed by full certification after the documentation of success
ful performance. Coupled with these suggestions are proposals for 
recertification every few years "on the basi.s of successful perfor
mance and continuing professional development" (NCEEA, 1987, 
p. 27). Harking back to an early proposal by Grace (1946), some recent 
reports have called for a connection to be drawn between licensure 
and successful performance on a post-training examination (Gerritz 
et al., 1984; NPBEA, 1989a). 

EMPLOYMENT 

Localism, limited esteem, and a baronial system of career manage
ment are not conducive to the innovative leadership that we are 
regularly advised is required in education. Quite the contrary. They 
seem likely to encourage the recruitment of individuals who are 
relatively uncreative and to extinguish administrative creativity if 
it should arise. (March, 1974, p. 22) 
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Observation leads me to conclude that the two most prevalent fac
tors in selection of superintendents are seniority and political patron
age. I am not sur.e which ranks first, but I regret that at the present 
time I must put both ahead ol competency based on formal profes
s fonal preparation. Other unsubstantiated observations convince 
me that a man has a better chance for promotion than a woman; a 
handsome man wins over a homely one; and an extrovert out
classes an introvert. It is common knowledge that racial, religious, 
fraternal, and po]itical ties are fundamental in ruling on candidates 
for administrative posts. (Campbell et al., 1960, p. 186) 

The first major problem in the area of employment deals with the 
processes used to select new administrators . Although "remarkably 
little is known about just how these critical educational leaders are 
ch osen" (Baltzell & Dentler, 1983, p. 1), tentative evidence suggests 
that selection procedures are cloudy and quixotic (Boyer, 1983), ran
dom (Achilles, 1984), byzantine (Barth, 1988), chance-ridden (Baltzell 
& Dentler, 1983; Hall & McIntyre, 1957), and only distally connected 
to the ability to perform (Campbell e t al., 1960, p. 178): "Access to 
the chance to perform s till depend[s] on personality, presentability, 
'street sense,' carefully cultivated connections, power and blind, 
dumb luck" (Mann, 1975, pp. 141-142); "The process [of principal 
selection] itself cannot be characterized as merit-based or equity
centered" (Baltzell & Dentler, 1983, p. 19). There is little evidence 
that educational le.adership is either demanded of or sought in ,candi
dates. In general, the lack of criterial specificity-"relatively few 
school districts have written policies for recruiting and selecting 
administra tors" (Miklos, in press)-

opens the way for widespread reliance on localistic notions of "fit" 
or "image" which emerged as centrally important. ... However, 
time and time again, this "fit" seemed to rest on interpersonal per
ceptions of a candidate's physical presence, projection of a certain 
self-confidence and assertiveness, and embodiment of community 
values and methods of operation. (Baltzell & Dentler, 1983, p. 7) 

The entire process is characterized by "limited resources" and "in
adequate preparation" (Miklos, in press) and a bias toward local 
candidates (Miklos, 1988). 
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Preparing Leaders for Tomorrow's Schools 

Undergirding these continuing reports, conversations and critical 
exchanges is the inescapable conclusion that substantive changes 
are needed in educational administration programs. (Prestine & 
LeGrand, 1990, p. 1) 

To culti~ate and develop school leaders who can meet the challenges 
of creating new structures and reforming schooling practices will 
require a dismantling and restructuring of the ways in which such 
leaders are prepared and trained. (Roberts, 1990, p. 135) 

We cannot advocate practices for ... schools that we are not will
ing to advocate and practise ourselves. (Pullan, 1991, p. 3) 

This final chapter sketches a design for transforming preparation 
programs to meet the challenges of educating leaders for to

morrow's schools. Because, as Cuban (1988) says, "defining prob
lems carefully at the outset is far more important than generating 
clever solutions to ill-defined problems" (p. 343), and as Reyes and 
Capper (1991) report, "how a problem is defined can determine if 
a!'d how the problem is addressed" (p. 551), cons.iderable effort has 
been ,de~ot~d in earlier chapters to framing the n ature of the prob
lem. Bmldmg on that work, the guidelines presented here are 
grounded upon three propositions: (a) that the "proper means for 
reconstructuring <:>ur social institutions are best suggested by a 
careful accu~ulahon and analysis of our institutional experience 
and [tha ta] wider accumulation and saner interpretation of the facts 
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of our educational history" (Cubberly, cited in Culbertson, 1988a, 
p. 9) can help establish a framework for the transformation of lead
ership preparation programsJ (b) that new training models must 
unequivocally address the weaknesses that p lague current pro
grams; and (c) that the transformation must fit our vision of society, 
schooling, learning, and leadership for the twenty-firs t century. The 
guidelines themselves are presented in two sections. The first sec
tion examines the objectives of proposed reconstructed preparation 
programs. We discuss values, education, inquiry, and knowledge of 
the human condition. The second half of the chapter develops a set 
of principles to shape the knowledge base, delivery systems, and 
support structures that would comprise these alternative educa
tional programs for school administrators. 

It is difficult to analyze the state of affairs in administration pro
grams without becoming despondent. Indeed, the fundamental tenet 
of this volume is that we must be about the business of improving 
things dramatically. At the same time, however, we must avoid the 
sins of past reforms, especially that o f zealotry. We need to examine 
alternative perspectives critically. The his tory of shifts from the 
ideological to the prescriptive era and from the prescriptive to the 
social science era reveals three types of overzealousness: excessive 
criticism-the demand "that almost everything that had been done 
in the past ... be changed 11 (Callahan, 1962, p. 191); a belief that one 
true path had been discovered (e.g., scientific management, behav
ioral science research); and a virtual absence, especially in the yeasty 
time of ferment, of close scrutiny of the "new" model. 

Caveats introduced in Chapter 1 are also worth revisiting, espe
cially a warning against March's (1974, 1978) ideofogy of adminis
tra~on-the rational,1 linear "conceit" (1974, p. 21) that training will 
noticeably enhance leadership, which in turn will s ignificantly im
prove education and schools, resulting in solutions for the complex 
problems confronting society. As previously documented, all the 
links in this chain have been subject to fairly persuasive criticism. 
Particularly_ troublesome in this discussion is the first coupling-im
proved training to better leadership.2 Because "graduate training 
psl a low-gain enterprise" (Tyack & Cummings, 1977, p. 59), "it is 
important to have a realistic understanding of possible reform of 
educational leadership through improved training" (p. 63). 

It is also useful to remind ourselves that nearly every dimension 
of preparation programs treated below (e.g., emphasis on training 
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the person versus training for organizational roles, generic versus 
specialized training content) has been debated throughout our field's 
short history (Campbell et al., 1987). Different answers have found 
acceptance in various eras.3 Therefore, it may be naive to assume 
that the resolutions proposed here for recurring issues will hold over 
time. It is perhaps unrealistic even to believe that they will take root.4 

As D. Cohen (1988), Cuban (1984, 1988), Elmore (1987), and other 
scholars have shown., fundamental change in educational institu
tions is rare indeed. Changes in programs of educational adminis
tration may be even more problematic Q. Murphy, 1989b, 1991a). Al
though Milstein (1990) argues persuasively that "it is clearly to our 
advantage to take the leadership" (p. 130) in the effort to improve 
preparation, we have been reluctant to do so (Griffiths et al., 1988b; 
McCarthy et al., 1988). Furthermore, because institutions of higher 
educatiion are characterized by a good deal of "organi2alional sed
iment" and inherited "instructional guidance" (D. Cohen, 1989, 
pp. 6, 8} most changes in preparation programs have been "super
ficial, reactive, and cosmetic" (Griffiths et a~., 1988b, p. 299) or at best 
evolutionary in nature (Miklos, 1983). 

Campbell and Miklos also add some cautionary comments to our 
discussion. Campbell and his colleagues (1960} reinforce a point 
made in Chapter 4-that a clear path of what needs to be done is far 
from obvious: 

I see us in a forest replete with trees, vines, and brambles, with a 
number of open spaces generally scattered. There are few dearly 
marked trails or signposts-worst of all, we administrators are not 
quite sure from which side of the woods we hope to emerge. 
(pp. 188-189) 

Miklos (in press} in tum maintains that the knowledge base neces
sary to inform change efforts is far from robust: 

Not only is there an uncertain knowledge base for administrator 
preparation, there is also an inadequate research base for efforts to 
improve programs. Most of the current proposals for reform
even though they may be persuasive-are not grounded in an 
extensive body of research. If there is to be a sound base for future 
reforms, various aspects of administrator preparation must be 
subjected to more intensive research than has occurred in the past. 

Preparing Leaders for Tomorrow's Schools 

Program Purpose and Goals 
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Shaping the character and the scope of every preparatory program 
is a set of educational goals. Sometimes relatively implicit and some
times more explicit, these goals reflec't the image of the adminis
trator which a given program would produce. Defining the desired 
facets of the image is the most fundamental of all acts in program 
development; the definition attained will and should affect every 
major aspect of preparation. (Culbertson, 1962, pp. 151-152) 

Mate rial for the design of preparation programs presented herein 
is drawn from the three areas described in Chapters 2 through 5: a 
deep understand ing of our history; analysis of current conditions in 
training programs; and a vision of the future of society, education, 
and leadership. Given our understanding of that material, the fol
lowing purpose of training programs for school leade rs emerges: to 
provide leadership to communities so that children and young adults 
are well educated, in the d eepest sense of the term. The key words 
here a re leadersltip and education. Yet the sad fact is, as we have dis
covered repeatedly throughout this volume, that current prepara
tion programs have little to do with either of these core dimensions 
of school administration: "Much ... training is at best tangential 
and often merely conjectural with respect to the goals our institu
tions strive to achieve" (Erickson, 1977, p . 125). Taking this purpose 
seriously, then, will require a quite different set of goals for training 
programs than those currently driving the education of prospective 
administrators. 

PROGRAM GOALS 

[A] critical challenge facing those involved in preparation· and 
training programs for school leaders is to help these potential leaders 
purposefully shape their own leadership paradigms in ways that 
enable them to take on the role of school leadership with vision
driven, action-oriented, and reflective confidence in their ability to 
instigate reform and stimulate success. (Roberts, 1990, p. 136) 
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As we have seen throughout earlier chapters, the implicit-if not 
explicit-goal of most preparation programs has been to h elp stu
dents of administration master a body of knowledge, often for a spec
ific role (Campbell et al., 1987). For approximately the first 50 years 
of this century, that content consisted of rough-hewn principles of 
p ractice couched in terms of prescriptions. Since the end of World 
War 11, the focus has been on knowledge from the social science 
disciplines. In both eras, administrators were to apply the knowl
edge acquired at the Wliversity to the problems they confronted at 
the school or district site. Thus, throughout its brief history, the field 
of school administration in general, and preparation programs in 
particular, have been defined primarily by reference to a body of 
knowledge. This is not a particularly surprising finding given the 
drive to professionalize administration and anoint it as an a rea of 
study (applied or otherwise). Although it is perhaps inappropriate 
to argue that this was the wrong way to define the field and to 
establish goals for school administration training programs, it is fair 
to suggest that it was not the most appropriate method of proceed
ing (Sergiovanni, 1991b). Indeed, as Evans (1991) correctly con
cludes, the attempt in educational administration "to conslr11ct .a 
field of study on a 'body of·knowledge' or a set of propositional 
findings ... diverts our thinking onto the wrong path" (p. 19). It 
seems more useful to suggest tha t the content in training programs 
should backward map from the goals of preparation, rather than 
vice versa,5 or, as Culbertson and Farquhar (1971a) captured it 
nearly a quarter of a century ago, "the search for more effective s truc
ture must be based upon the search for more clearly defined pro
gram goals" (p. 12).6 Pour such goals for preparation programs for 
practitioners7 are discussed 'below: helping prospective leaders to 
become moral agents, educators, inquirers, and students of the 
human condition. The discussion is based on the belief that tomor
row's preparation programs should hightight "the centrality of 
ethical and intellectual qualities" as opposed to administrative roles, 
and that their goal is to "prepare the person" rather than to prepare 
the person for the role (Campbell et al., 1987, p. 192). 

Values 

It therefore follows necessarily that one of the principal emphases 
in the training of educational administrators-possibly the critical 
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emphasis-must be placed on training in educational purpose and 
in the processes through which such purposes are defined. No 
amount of empirical descrlplion of schools or management, re
gardless of frame of reference, can supply the insights necessary 
for this task. (Harlow, 1962, p. 63) 

If preparation programmes for school administrators are to ac
knowledge the surfing characteris,tics of administrative life they 
will need to give far more emphasis to a concern for values. 
(Sergiovanni, 1989a, p. 11) 

The first goal of preparation programs should be to help students 
arliculate an explicit set of values and beliefs to guide their actions
to become moral agents (Beck & Murphy, in press-b), or what C. 
Hodgkinson (1975) calls "valuationists" (p. 16). This goal is based 
on the belief that "the specific things (answers) that can be taught 
to prospective administrators may be less useful in many ways than 
a set of values behind the answers" (Crowson & McPherson, 1987, 
pp. 50-51). This is a radically different starting point for program 
development than the one that has been used for the past 90 years 
(E_v~ns, 1991; Se~giovanni, 1989a). Because "acts of leadership at 
cnhcal junctures m human events seldom involve choices in which 
the implications are clearly evidentu (Popper, 1982, p. 16), and there
fore "one cannot act on the basis of knowledge alone" (Hills, 1975, 
p- 17), values may well be the appropriate starting point. Behavior 
m the absence of these values is little more than "artificial postur
ing" (Hills, 1975, p. 16). 

Because administrators are "representatives of values" (T. 
Greenfield, 1988, p. 152)-that is, "since administrators occupy and 
operate within a value-saturated universe" (C. Hodgkinson, 1975, 
p. 17; Starratt, 1991)---and "because administrators perform acts whkh 
flow from value judgments" (Carlson, 1963, p. 25), the focus on "de
liberate moral choice" (Willower, 1988, p. 737), the "ethics of admin
istration" (Watson, 1977, p. 91; Farquhar, 1981), "ethical inquiry" 
(Starratt, 1991, p. 186), and purposing (Carlson, 1963; Culbertson, 
1963, 1964; Harlow, 1962) must be conscious goals of preparation 
programs (Carlson, 1963; Culbertson, 1962; Farquhar, 1968; Harlow, 
1962; Wengert, 1962). Adherence to this goal shifts the focus in 
training programs from characteristics of administration to the 
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character of administrators and from "administration as a science" 
to administration as a "moral act" (T. Greenfield, 1988, p. 137): 

[T]he detennination of educational purposes is not a matter simply 
for an exercise in group dynamics. Neither is it a platform for the 
exhibition of a persuasive and charismatic personality. It is a matter 
for the most carefully reasoned, most carefully disciplined intel
lectual effort. It is in this fact that there is to be found an opportu
nity for the improvement of training programs for prospective 
educational administrators. (Harlow, 1962, p. 68) 

Education 

[I]t must be asserted with some force that educational administra
tion must derive its position and principles from more general 
assumptions about the nature of education in our society. (Foster, 
1988, p. 69) 

The changing context in which we'll operate during the twenty
first century will place an even greater obligation on the principal 
to possess broader knowledge about teaching, learning, and cur
riculum .... What is involved here is more than the acquisition of 
recent research. It is an attitude of not only becoming expertly 
informed but of remaining informed and of preserving a habit of 
inquiry and reflection about the teaching and learning processes. 
(NAESP, 1990, pp. 13, 26) 

Helping students become educators should be the second goal of 
restructured preparation programs. Earlier we cited the work of 
Bates (1984), Callahan (1962), Evans (1991), Foster (1988, 1989), and 
J. Murphy (1990d, 1990e, 1990f) and his colleagues 0- Murphy et al., 
1983; J. Murphy, Hallinger, Lotto~ & Miller, 1987) which reveals that 
school administration became "conceived as a special field within 
a larger field of Administration" rather than as "a special field with
in the larger field of Education" (Boyan, 1963, p . 12). We saw how 
the focus in preparation programs-first on scientific management 
and then on the social sciences-and the desire to create a profes
sion separate from teaching (Goldhammer, 1983) contributed to: (a) 
the institutionalization of administration qua administration (Boyan, 
1963); (b) the "separation of problems in administration from prob
lems in education" (T. Greenfield, 1988, p . 144) in general; and (c) a 
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heavy "accent on administrative and maintenance functions" 
(Watson, 1977, p. 89) In preparation programs in particular. 

Because this approach to the field produces men and women who, 
in Hills's (1975) eyes, are little more than spectators in their own 
schools, we now know that "there Is room for, and need for, dramatic 
changes in how principals understand their vocation" (Mjklos, 1990, 
p. 339). The organizing framework for school administration as a 
field of activity is student learning; the effects of schooling on 
children and young adults (Erickson, 1977, 1979). Or, as Evans (1991) 
puts it, " the deep significance of the task of school administration 
is to be found in the pedagogical ground of its vocation"; it is, in 
fact, "the notion of education that gives the idea of leadership its 
whole purpose" (pp. 17, 3). Therefore, "the first quality ... educa
tional leaders of the future should have is a deep, empirically 
grounded, and unsentimental understanding of some aspect of 
teaching and learning" (Elmore, 1990, p. 64). The school admini
strator of the future "needs to be reasonably well grounded in de
velopmental psychology, learning situations, socialization, cultural 
variation, instructional methods and materials, and curricular 
development" (Hills, 1975, p. 13). Programs for tomorrow's leaders 
need to restore " to educational administration what belongs to it, 
namely a deeply educative and pedagogic interest in the lives of 
children and young people" (Evans, 1991, p . 17). This shift in goals 
leads to a redirection in training programs from management to 
education by reconnecting administration with its original roots In 
teaching (Goldhammer, 1983). 

Inquiry 

[WJe need to reconceptualize our research training (for profes
sional educators] so that the process of inquiry becomes central. 
(Muth, 1989, p. 5) 

Facilitating the development of inquiry skills, or enhancing the 
thinking abilities of students, should be the third goal of reconstruc
tured preparation programs. Consistent with the tenets of the be
havioral psychology approach to learning that undergirds existing 
preparation programs (see Chapter 5), the operant goal In training 
programs is the transfer of knowledge from faculty to students. 
Furthermore, "most programs have emphasized the solutions to 
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algorlt~~c tasks as opposed to heuristic ones" (Bryant, 1988, p . 10). 
I~ add1Uo~ to the weaknesses of the transmission.model of learning 
discussed m Chapter 5, knowledge transfer is an mappropriate pri
mary goal.for a variety of reasons. To begin with, as we have noted 
repeat.ed!y, the process of defining educational administration by 
est~bhshmg a knowledge base and then backward mapping prepa
rat~o~ from this content leads to distortions and dysfunctions in 
tra1rung programs. Furthermore, since it is becoming more obvious 
that there is not a codifiable knowledge base in educational admin
i~tration ~nd that ~fforts to develop one are not likely to be espe
cially fruatful, making the transfer of predefined chunks of informa
tion the center of preparation seems counterproductive.B Such a 
process is also inconsistent with the dynamics of the administrative 
environment, a "scruffy" world (Sergiovanni, 1991b, p . 4) "full of 
unknowns where creative problem solving is likely to pay more 
dividends over the long run than superficial answE:?rs in the short 
run" (Bryant, 1988, pp. 13-14). Finally, as Culbertson (1964) reminds 
us, inquiry ls central to the moral and educational goals d iscussed 
earlier, especially "in updating the meaning of educational pur
poses" (p. 321). 

In programs to prepare tomorrow's leaders, it is important that 
inquiry occupy the high ground- that our students "acquire, above 
all else, the attitudes and skills of inquiry" (Erickson, 1964, p. 60). 
The focus should be less on acquiring information and discrete 
techn~cal skills than on "cognitive and metacognitive processes" 
(Prestme & LeGrand, 1990, p. 13) and on learning the skills and habits 
of "conceptual literacy" (Giroux, 1988, p. 8) and "clinical reasoning" 
(Copeland, 1989, p. 10). Within the context of values, and based 
upon firm pedagogical foundations, process issues should d isplace 
co~tent coverage at center stage (Hills, 1975). Procedural knowledge 
- knowledge about how to perform various cognitive activities" 
U-Anderson, 1990, p. 219)-rather than declarative knowledge-
knowledge about facts, things, and associations-becomes the pri
mary focus (Ohde & Murphy, in press). Construction of knowledge 
should move to the foreground, the dissemination of information to 
the background (Bransf.ord, 1991; Fisher, 1990; Stigler & Stevenson 
1991); "Course content becomes a part of the process rather than a~ 
end in itself" (Prestine & LeGrand, 1990, p. 15). The spotlight should 
be on "those thought processes that precede purposeful . .. action" 
(Copeland, 1989, p. 10), on the construction of knowledge, and on 
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understanding: "A preparation program with an inquiry orienta
tion ... would have the virtue of producing seekers of knowledge 
rather than the providers of answers" (Bryant, 1988, pp. 14-15). 
Specific inquiry foci that would shape-educational experiences
within the framework of practice-driven, problem-based activities 
-include ways of perceiving and knowing9 (e.g., seeing issues from 
multiple perspectives, reading situations), interpreting (e.g., critical 
analysis and reflection, including unpacking the concepts, lan
guage, and values of daily life10), and shaping activity (e.g., problem 
framing). "The common language and skills developed in such pro
grams would be those [of] inquiry, problem finding, problem defin
ing, and problem solving" (Muth, 1989, p. 12). The paradigmatic 
shift here is from behavioral psychology to cognitive constructivist 
approaches to learning. 

Tl,e Human Condition 

The significant influence of study comes ... through altering the 
conceptions .. . of the human being and of human behavior which 
serve as the context for administrative practice. {Hills, 1975, p. 3) 

The final major goal of preparation programs for the future is to 
help our students learn to work productively with people, to lead 
in the broadest sense of the term. Although we have known for some 
time now "that the crucial task of the school administrator is that of 
help ing people make good decisions" (AASA, 1960, p. 176), we have 
not approached this goal with much reflection or imagination in our 
training programs. As we saw in Chapter 5, the bureaucratic con
ception of management has focused on people as means rather than 
as ends. If Hills (1975) is right, and I think he is, that "the heart of 
the matter [educational leadership] seems to be how one behaves to
ward people," and that it is "far more important ... that [the leader] 
have a reasonably adequate conception of the human condition than 
he have at his fingertips the most recent work in 'the politics of 
education,' 'the economics of education,' or 'organizational change' " 
(p. 12), then we need to rethink strategies to ensure that our prepa
ration prog·rams more effectively promote understanding of the 
human condition and more systematically provide a context for 
bringing that knowledge to bear on probliems of education. Changes 
required in preparation programs in order to highlight this goal 
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In the stead of the above norms stand a variety of new conceptions 
about preparation content. At the most fundamental level, the prin
ciples listed above portray a dramatic shift in our understand ing of 
knowledge. Knowledge is a tool, not a product. Starting from this 
viewpoint, 

whether or not one finds specific appHcatlons for specific learn
ings, is less important than the general orientation, world view, or 
whatever, that one constructs out of the variety of things experi
enced and learned. (Hills, 1975, p. 15) 

At the same time, we are experiencing a shift in the nature of 
knowledge-to "a kind of knowledge that is rooted in action rather 
than cognition" (Petrie, 1990, p. 20; see also Perkins, 1991). The 
principles that should guide the restructuring of program content 
are grounded in the belief that the type of "knowledge needed to act 
competently as a principal relies more on the capacity to grasp mean
ing (a hermeneutic activity) than it relies on the possession of an 
abstract body of empirically derived sklUs and knowledge" (Evans, 
1991, p. 7). Because administrative behavior in reality is "governed 
to a considerable degree by a rather generalized, closely interrelated 
mixture of empirical beliefs and values" (HUJs, 1975, p. 2), they also 
acknowledge the fact that meaning is best nurtured in a context that 
underscores the development and use of three types of knowledge 
-craft, scientific, and moral. The design principles also reveal tha t 
educational administration needs to be studied as "a field of practice 
on its own turf and in terms of its own dynamics" (Immegart, 1990, 
p. 6; see also Cunningham, 1990a; Miklos, 1990). Finally, founded 
on the belief that the theory-practice dichotomy is largely an artifact 
of perspective and that efforts to bridge this perceived gap will fail 
as long as we continue attempting to map one domain onto the 
other, the view of knowledge contained in the seven principles 
outlined above is based on a model of integra ted spirals of ways of 
knowing and acting. This mindscape both rejects out of hand the 
separation of theory from practice (and practice from theory) and, 
within the context of preparation, links these two formerly discrete 
concepts in such a way as to render meaningless a discussion of one 
without the other (Prestine & LeGrand, 1990). 
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These principles differentiate content in the new preparation 
programs from more traditional ones in other ways as well. To begin 
with, they require a multlsource approach to providing students 
with educational experiences. Such an approach stands in stark 
contrast to earlier attempts fo identify the one most appropriate con
tent base for preparation programs. Equally important, the "multi
source approach suggests abandoning the practice of simplification 
by isolation and adopting the strategy of simplification by integra
tion" (Iran-Nejad, McKeachie, & Berliner, 1990, p. 513). The multi
source strategy, developed "out of the vastness of organized knowl
edge ... that appears most relevant to the practitioner's tasks" 
(Walton, 1962, p. 93), focuses attention on three broad areas or ways 
of knowing: philosophy (Culbertson, 1962; C. Hodgkinson, 1975) 
and the humanities (Culbertson, 1964; Farquhar, 1968; Halpin, 1960; 
Harlow, 1962; Popper, 1982, 1987); the social and behavioral sciences 
(see Chapters 3 and 4); and other professions (Soder, 1988), espe
cially the helping professions (Cunningham, 1990a; Harbaugh, Casto, 
&: Burgess-Ellison, 1987). It is humanities-oriented, scientifically 
grounded, and fnterprofessional in conception. It focuses on values, 
on education broadly defined, and on "the uniqueness of admini
strative functions in education" (Miklos, 1983, p . 164). In terms of 
integration, the new design encompasses two changes. The con
struction principles facilitate the fusing of knowledge from the three 
sources noted above by situa ting lea ming in context. Establishing 
interconnectedness through simplification a lso means a shift from 
macro-level integration strategies that focus on developing multi
disciplinary expertise, often at high levels of abstraction, to micro
level strategies that highlight an "ongoing process that brings to
gether diverse influences of many sources bearing on the solution 
to a complex problem" (Iran-Nejad et al., 1990, p. 511) of practice. 
Separate disciplines are accepted for what they are: "artificial parti
tions with historical roots of limited contemporary significance" 
(Perkins, 1991, p. 7). 

These prin_ciples signal a fairly substantial shift In the way we 
think about the content that shapes learning experiences. At the 
structural level, the design acknowledges "the inadequacies of the 
usual course-added-to-course approach to the preparation of school 
administrators" (McIntyre, 1957, p. 4). It also makes clear that 
"deparhnents which undertake to nurture educational vision will 
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The real-life, real-people model proposed to prepare leaders for to
morrow's schools confronts this issue diredly. Its framework re
flects the beliefs: "that the most obvious characteristic of school 
administr~tion is the job's uncompromising insistence that a host of 
things get done" (AASA, 1960, p. 175); that "understanding practice 
is the single most important precondition for improving practice" 
(Levine et al., 1987, p. 160); and that this understanding is best forged 
in an environment-one more disorderly than orderly (Erickson, 
1977; Sergiovanni, 1991b)-that matches the one confronting ad
ministrators. Underlying these beliefs is the tenet that "clinical reason
ing . .. appears to develop as a consequence of experiences with 
clinical environments" (Copeland, 1989, p. 12). Implicit in the de
sign is recognition ofT. Greenfield's (1988) admonition that "admin
istrators know administration, scientists don't" (p. 155). The 
focus of attention is thus on real issues in the field (Crowson & 
McPherson, 1987; Muth, 1989). 

How would a curricular program based on the ideas and princi
ples noted above differ from current practice71S To begin with, most 
discrete courses in preparation programs would d isappear. There 
would be no courses in school law, politics of education, administra
tive theory, statistics, or any of the other titles that combine to create 
the curriculum in most preparation programs. Specialized courses 
designed to prepare learners for roles such as the principalship, the 
superintendency, the departm.ent chair, and so forth, would be elimi
nated as well. The somewhat confusing segregation of inquiry skills 
into separate research methods courses would cease (Muth, 1989). 
The function of preparation programs- having students cover 8, 10, 
or 12 essential blocks of knowledge (i.e., separate courses) that they 
need to be certified and/ or to graduate-would change. The goal 
would be to help students develop the capacity to learn, a founda
tion from which they can acquire information and develop under
standing. 

What, then, would a restructured curriculum in these preparation 
programs look like? Something like this makes sense: During the 
course of their tenure at the university, students would grapple with 
a select number of authentic and significant educational problems. 
Because this plan acknowledges that no particular discipline is 
essential, the particular nature of the problem is less critical than the 
extent to which it promotes the development of the four program 
objectives discussed earlier. In addition, the issue selected should 
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be an authentic aspect of practice rather than discipline-focused 
concern. That is, the design is both practice-driven and problem
based. Discipline-based knowledge can_then be brought to bear on 
the problem as appropriate and needed. Knowledge would be linked 
to problems and the disciplines would be employed in the service 
of the profession, which, as we have: seen, is a reverse of the current 
order. The opportunity is also created for the humanities to become 
an integral and integrated aspect of preparation programs. What 
students learn about the particular problem under study would be 
much less important than their ability to employ the solution stra·t
egies in dealing with future problems (Hills, 1975). The goal is to 
aUow students "to construct their own cognitive understandings 
which could then be used for future clinical reasoning" (Copeland, 
1989, p . 14). 

How might this type of curriculum unfold in the real world? A 
coh ort of studertts would matriculate in the fall. During their first 
year in the program they would tackl_e a real problem, similar to th_e 
following, for which they would receive 12, 15, or 18 hours of tradi
tional course credit: 

The Cleveland City Schools are seriously considering "restructur
ing" their schools. We have been asked by the superintendent to 
work with her and her staff to study the issue and develop a plan 
of operation. Your responsibility is to conduct the study and de~ 
velop the plan. 

The learning activity would be shaped, facilitated, and evaluated by 
a core team of instructors working cooperatively. It is critical that 
the team be interdisciplinary in nature and include instruc;;tors from 
both the university and the field. The interdisciplinary (and/or in
terprofessional) team might includ~ univer~ity ~acuity with_ int,e·r
ests in organizational theory, educational ethics, finance, quahtahve 
research methods, and the principalship, as well as full-time adjunct 
professors from the field who have additional expertise (especially 
craft knowledge) to offer on this particular topic. If thoughtfully 
planned and guided by the faculty team, ~ e learning activity would 
form a tapestry in which practice and theory could be inexorably 
linked, and in which the individual disciplinary threads and under
standings from philosophy and the humanities would be tightly 
interwoven. Comprehensive contact with a small number of issues 
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leader" (Egan, 1990, p. 59), the "process of collaborative inquiry 
serves as a model" for instruction (Rogers & Polkinghorn, in press). 
Stable "teams of learners," or cohorts, within the framework of a 
learning community, systematically engage in "the social construc
tion of knowledge" (Achilles e t al., 1990, pp. 8, 9). Cooperative 
learning activities based on psycho-sociological models of under
standing replace many of the individually competitive activities 
that are grounded upon traditional psychological views of learning. 
Instruction in restructured training programs becomes more coop
erative for students and more collegial for professors. Professors act 
less like individual discipline-based entrepreneurs and more like 
colleagues engaged in a cooperative interdisciplinary endeavor 
(Fullan, 1991). More responsibility for learning will be passed to their 
colleagues, with whom they plan, and to their students, who play a 
stronger part in helping to chart their paths, and who have a much 
more active role in their quest for understanding.17 Like the curric
ulum, instruction becomes both more complex and more cohesive. 

Revisions in instructional format are designed to underscore the 
centrality of human relations in training programs, to reduce pro
gram segmentation, and to emphasize demonstration of skills and 
knowledge. At the core of these altera tions is a shift away from im
personaf, certification-based, calendar-based, and discip line-based 
arrangements. There is a movement away from the current empha
sis on seat time and units completed . Structures in the reformed 
training programs are !based more on learning theory and exhibits 
or demonstrations of learning than on administrative convenience. 

One major change is the enhanced use of outcome-based educa
tion. Under this approach, it is the expected outcomes, "not the 
calendar, that determine credit and, in tum, define what constitute 
a 'course' and the content needed in that course" (Spady, 1988, p . 5). 
In restructured preparation programs, different students (and groups 
of students) will demonstrate mastery at different times depending 
on the order in which they tackle issues, the paths they select (with 
p rofessorial guidance) to reach an outcome, and the capacity they 
bring and the amount o f effort they devote to the endeavor. Mastery 
can be exhibited in a greater varie ty of ways than is currently the 
case. For example, assessment of a videotape of a student con
ducting a small group meeting makes more sense than evaluation 
of a written exam if one is trying to judge competency in running 
meetings. 
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Emphasis on the principles of adult cognition is consistent with 
a mastery approach to leamlng, as well as with the ins tructional 
strategies noted earlier. Developmentally appropriate strategie_s f~r 
adults are those that allow individuals and small groups to assist m 
defining problems and charting solution-strategies, to work_ at their 
own rates, and to bring craft knowledge to the problem-solving p ro
cess (J. Murphy & Hallinger, 1987). The use of developmentally 
appropriate strategies helps nurture the formation _of a c~mmunity 
of student and professor learners who are engaged m achve pursuit 
of a serious academic task. 

Central to changes in the core technology of prepa~ation ~ro-
grams is a more serious engagement by students m their learning. 
The goal here is to break the highly dysfunctional system of bar
gains, compromises, trade-offs, and treaties discussed in Chapter~, 
in which professors, in return for continued enr~ll~ent and com~h
ant behavior, ask little of their students. By providing stud ents with 
meaningful content, while turning them loose on the quest for un
d ers tanding, by providing direction, by holding students account
able for results, and by creating a learning structure supportive of 
this type of curriculum and Instruction, the restructured prepara
tion program fosters the type of sustained personal engagement that 
promotes both understanding and learning to learn. It leads to the 
development of what Culbertson (1964) has labeled " the perceptive 
generalist" (p. 54)-a leader who is "a sophistical~~ analyst and .a 
vigorous actor" (Culbertson, 1962, p. 154), an admmtstrator who 1s 
seen "as a champion of values, as a proponent of change, [and] as a 
messenger of participation" (Foster, 1988, p. 78). 

STRUCTURAL ISSUES18 

Without belaboring the point further, it is suggested that unless 
legislatures, professional associations, certifying officers, colle~e 
administrators, and professors are willing to put more emphasis 
on quality and less on numbers, the quality of school ad.ministra
tion in this country will continue to be a major educational and 
social problem. (Hall & McIntyre, 1957, p. 398) 

Supporters of alternative models believe that until the b~sic struc
ture of the prevailing model is changed the result will not be 
appreciably Improved. (Cooper & Boyd, 1987, p. 16) 
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Throughout the history of education in general and of school 
administration in particular, we have often allowed structural issues 
to determine our goals and actions. Thus, in many ways, structural 
matters <;refine our views of schooling and education. It is for that 
reason that I have deliberately kept discussion of program structure 
to a minimum and to the e·nd. It. is my belief that structural decisions 
should backward map from-rather than establish-goals and pro
gram principles (J. Murphy, 1991b). The specific objectives and design 
principles discussed earlier may be used to construct programs in a 
variety of ways; different structures will work best at different times 
in different places. Consistency and coordination of effort within an 
institution around an appropriate vision of preparation will go a 
long way toward ensuring the creation of a strong program. 
_ Starting with goals and principles helps us see persistent ques

tions in new ways. For example, one long-standing issue in prepa
ration programs is the amount of choice students should have in 
building their individual program of studies-what Farquhar (1977) 
calls the "freedom-control" issue (p. 348). Under current arrange
ments, freedom means the ability to select a number of individual 
courses. Given the part-time nature and well-documented Jack of 
coherence of most programs, choice has produced a situation of 
"academic drift and curricular debris" Q. Murphy, Hull, & Walker, 
1987, p. 341). However, within the alternative framework presented 
in this chapter, choice means deciding how to work with colleagues 
and how to proceed in constructing meaning. It is not something 
that needs to be balanced-some point on a continuum that needs 
to be established-but, within the context of a situated learning 
problem, something that is desirable. 

Nonetheless, it still appears that the resolution of structural deci-· 
sions in certain directions is more likely to facilitate the evolution of 
programs that more easily accommodate the design principles pre
sented earlier. For example, a number of thoughtful scholars have 
argued recently that the vision of preparation described in this vol
ume will require a movement away from our infatuation with the 
arts and sciences (Clifford & Guthrie, 1988; Griffiths, 1988b; NPBEA, 
1989a), that the "school of education [that] has been cast in the role 
of the ugly stepsister of arts and sciences instead . .. [must take] its 
pla~e ~ith the other professional schools housed in the university" 
(Gnff1ths et al., 1988b, p. 291). As noted in Chapter 4, some of the 
most ingrained problems in our field can be traced to programs that 
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distance themselves from the professional dimensions of school 
leadership. The development of a new structure to house prepara
tion, that is, the movement to a "professional preparation model" 
(Miklos, in press), will help address two specific problems that hinder 
ouT capacity and effort to develop alternative training frameworks. 
It will provide the context in which reward systems in universities 
can be restructured (Clifford & Guthrie, 1988; Griffiths et al., 1988b). 
It will also allow the profession to gain control over the occupation 
of school administration, thus reversing the current situation. Ab
sent some progress on both of these issues, our best efforts at reform 
are likely to be ineffectual. 

A corollary of the move to a professional model is the need to 
develop structures that create "greater tie[s] between universities 
and schools" (Spaedy, 1990, p. 158). To bring the goals and principles 
of this chapter to life, "(d]epartments of administration need to de
velop strong cooperative relations with local scf1ool systems" (Wynn, 
1957, p. 474). In the future, "the responsibility for preparing educa
tional administrators should be shared with the profession and the 
public schools" (Griffiths et al., 1988b, p. 293). Alternative designs 
that capture a rich mix of ingredients from both arms of the profes
sion are lilcely to prove necessary to help prospective administrators 
meet the four program goals discussed earlier (NCEEA, 1987; NPBEA, 
1989a). Cooper and Boyd (1987) maintain that one way to break the 
current model is to establish an alternative structure in which "pro
grams [are) sponsored jointly by school districts, universities, and 
professional associations" (p. 19; see also NAESP, 1990). 

Throughout our history it "has been assumed tacitly that the same 
program that prepares administrators can prepare professors of 
administration" (Wynn, 1957, p. 493). That solution to what Miklos 
(1983) labels one of the profession's "long-standing questions" (p. 
168) appears to be less than ideal. .The goal framework underlying 
the alternative perspective proposed above acknowledges that the 
responsibilities of professors of administration and of practitioners 
of administration differ and that "the kind of people who are good 
at one may not be good at the other" (Walton, 1962, p. 92). I concur 
with Wynn (1957), and others (Clifford & Guthrie, 1988; Culbertson 
& Farquhar, 1971b; Griffiths, 1977; NPBEA, 1989a; Prestine & 
LeGrand, 1990), who have argued for 35 years that "the two func
tions be differentiated and an educational program be designed for 
each" (p. 468). "The functionally appropriate vehicle for professional 
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educators is the doctor of education degree" (Clifford &: Guthrie, 
1988, p. 359). Like Griffiths (1977), however, I believe that the devel
opment Qf distinct programs does not require that they be totally 
separate. As a matter of fact, paths where programs intersect will 
need to be carefully developed or we will be likely to develop profes
sors who are lUlable to work effectively in the proposed alternative 
program design. These points of intersection should be created in 
many places throughout the two programs.19 

At the same time, given the importance of educational matters 
and situated learning in the framework we have developed, it seems 
reasonable to suggest that a structure be created that allows for con
siderably more overlap between the education of teachers and that 
of administrators than has been the case throughout the 20th cen
tury.20 If the future is anythit'lg like the picture drawn in Chapter 5, 
then the notion of a more uni.fied profession becomes a distinct pos
sibility 0- Murphy, 1991b; Sergiovanni, 1991a), both at the macro 
level of the profession and at the micro level of the Individual 
school. It can be argued that the knowledge work of tomorrow's 
leaders will have more in common with teachers than with profes
sors of educational administration. The structure of preparation 
should evolve to reflect these realities. 

Finally, a framework for the program that provides sufficient time 
for students to engage seriously with real problems in a sustained 
fashion appears necessary. In short, "(r)esidency requirements in 
preparation programs will also have to undergo important changes" 
(Culbertson, 1.963, p. 58). I agree with both earlier (Callahan, 1962; 
Culbertson, 1963; Goldhammer, 1963; Gregg, 1969) and more recent 
(Griffiths et al., 1988b; NPBEA, 1989a) assessments that, if "quality 
instruction and learning are to be achieved it appears necessary that 
able, career-committed students should have the opportunity to 
devote themselves to full-time study for a prolonged period of time" 
(Gregg, 1969, p. 998). As a matter of fact, the design principles at the 
heart of the preparation framework discussed in this volume make 
the need for large blocks of time even more imperative (see McIn
tyre, 1957; Prestine &: LeGrand, 1990; Reed, 1991). Thus I concur with 
the NPBEA (1989) that, although a number of difficulties are in
volved, for tomorrow's leaders "the study of educational adminis
tration should be a full-time endeavor" and, "if the difficulties are 
too great, alternatives to full-time study should be developed that 
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will guarantee the benefits available to full-time students" (Griffiths 
et al., 1988b, pp. 292-293). 

In doslng, it might be helpful to say a few words about the faculty 
who will work in these reconstructed programs.21 What knowledge 
should they possess? What frames of reference or specializations 
make most sense? These are complex questions and there are differ
ences of opinion on how to proceed to answer them (see Burlin
game, 1990, and Campbell et al., 1960, for views different from the 
one presented herein). We know that to date faculty interests have 
concentrated on issues of the field or on matters of the university. In 
the former case, there has been specialization by administrative tasks, 
functions, and/ or roles (Farquhar & Piele, 1972). In the latter case, 
specialization has occurred on the basis of academic roles (researche r, 
teacher, developer) or of disciplinary interest. 

As we look to the future, it is likely that our infatuation with 
specialization of any variety may prove counterproductive. The 
principle of integration through simplification (as opposed to inte
gration through isolation) discussed in our review of program con
tent appears to be applicable here as well.22 That Is, the "ideal pro
fessor of educational administration ought to be a competent scholar, 
teacher, counselor, researcher, field worker, and professional leader" 
(Wynn, 1957, p. 493). The analog is to the perceptive generalist at 
the school site. The objective here is not to deny the importance of 
expertise but to embed it within a more integrative approach to 
preparing leaders for tomorrow's schools. A fallback position from 
the ideal is to develop faculty who, although they cannot be all 
things to all students, do nevertheless define their roles more broadly 
than many of us do now. Teams of these faculty could then shape 
preparation programs. What seems clear under this scenario is 
that a part of the faculty will need to be able to bring recent craft 
knowledge to the preparation mix (Hills, 1975; Pepper, 1988). For 
this to work, it is important that these members of the team be 
full-time professors, not be seen as adjuncts, and "be provided with 
significant status within the university community" (Muth, 1989, 
p. 14)-the same types of status afforded to those occupying more 
traditional professorial roles. 
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The Return of the Mayflower: 
British Alternatives to 
American Prc1:ctice 

Paul A. Pohland 

Introduction 

One of the predictable manife.stations of the current school reform move
ment is the resurgence of interest in administrator preparation programs. 
Such interest is signaled in "state-of.the-art" reviews, (Pitner, 1982). in 
scholarly attemptS to predict future demands (University Council for Educa
tional Administration, 1983-1984), in the preparation of U'aining guidelines 
and proposals by professional organizations (Hoyle, I 975, I 986), in revised 
certification requirements, and in the search for alternatives to existing pre
and in-service training models (March, 1976). In short, the field of educa
tional administration is once i3-gain in a state of ferment. 

Ferment is not altogether a bad thing. While it may be discomfiting, it 

also provides a legitimate opportunity to examine alternatives. Ferment in 
school administrator preparation allows for exploring alternatives generated 
without as well as within the boundaries of the United States. Canada and 
Australia, for example, have well-established administrator preparation 
programs, and more recently rich and varied approaches have been institu
tionalized in most countries of Western Europe (Buckley, 1985). It is the 
intent of this paper to examine one of the more developed European 
models-the British-with the intent of determining what might be learned 
that could inform and enrich pre- and in-service administrator training in the 
United States. 

448 
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At the outset, however, I will state explicitly my basic assumptions and 
their corollaries as they guided my inquiry. In unranked order they were: 

Assumption # 1. No compelling evidence c.xists to support the claim of "one 
best way" of training school administrators. 

Corollary# 1. Almost any program can be rationalized, but some rationaliza-
tions arc more compelling than others. 

Assumption # 2. Viable alternatives to current practices exist. 
Corollary # 2. To a closed mind no alternative is viable. 
Assumption #3. Learning from one another is possible given contextual and 

functional similarities. 
Corollary #3. Learning is not aping. Recall the U.S. experience with the 

British "open classroom." 
Assumption # 4. Change is threatening. 
Corollary # 4. Failure to change may be more threatening. 
Assumption #5. History is both bane and blessing. 
Corollary # 5. It helps to be able to tell the difference. 

Finally, a few words about the genesis and structure of this paper arc in 
order. I have been a professor of educational administration for the past 
sixteen years and a department chair for eight of them. During that period of 
time I have been involved in a variety of program design activities. Further, 
during the fall ofl985 I spent three months in the United Kingdom focusing 
to a large extent on the question, " What's the nature of school administrator 
training here?" I gained an initial purchase on that question by attending the 
annual meeting of the British Educational Management and Administration 
Society and subsequently through immersion in the British literature on 
school administration, visiting campuses, attending a variety of other meet
ings, and, most important, engaging in dialogue with a considerable number 
of faculty colleagues in the United Kingdom. From these activities partial 
answers to the "What's the nature of ... • and "What can be learned ... ' 
q uestions were derived. 

The first part of this paper briefly presents my understanding of the 
historic and contemporary social forces that have shaped and continue to 
shape the training of schovl administrators in the United Kingdom. The 
second part answers che "What's the na ture of ... " question directly but 
incompletely by describing selected facets of such programs. T hree things 
should be borne in mind, however: (I) the variation in administrator training 
programs is extraordinarily wide and rich; (2) systematic administrator 
training as a recent development is marked by fluidity and "conflicting 
tendencies and unresolved issues" (H ughes, 1986); and (3) program charac
teristics presented for discussion were selected largely on the basis of their 
contrast with their U.S. counterparts and hence their capacity to generate 
alternatives. The latter issue is the focus of the third part of chis paper, in 
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which the "What can be learned ... "question is addressed through a series 
of "What if ... ·• questions. The paper concludes by presenting four choices 
available to the field of educational administration in the United States. 

The Social Context of Administrator Training in the United 
Kingdom 

The major premise of structural contingency theory is that there is no one 
best way of structuring an organization, but given a set of contingencies (for 
example, technology, history, environmental press, goals, and norms) there 
may be an optimal way of doing so. Minor premises include assumptions 
about the press for clfcctiveness, agreement on the dimensions and measura
bility of effectiveness, and the presence of sufficient organizational authority 
to secure coordinated, goal-oriented activity. Contingency theory, however, 
is not limited to organizational desjgn: It is equally applicable to program 
design. This part of the paper attempts to identify those historic and 
contemporary contingencies that have been instrumental in shaping admin
istrator trairung in the United Kingdom. Contingent similarities and differ
ences between the United Kingdom and the United States will be described. 

Similarities 

An American observer of the contemporary educational scene in Great 
Bricam is struck by a set of similarities between the countries. Headlines 
trumpet, for example, "Teachers' Union in New Strike Threat"; "Well-paid 
Staff Seen as Key to Quality in Schools as Support for Action Hardens"; and 
"Teacher Union ,,._.iJl Oppose AppraisaJ."1 Articles on pay disputes, curricu
lum reform, cuts in funding, student test performance, merit pay, the length 
of the school day, multicultural education, declining enrollments ("faHing 
rolls"), white flight, and the plight of inner-city schools are pan of the daily 
fare. Professional associations and professional politicians alike arc cogni
zant of such issues. For example, the lheme for the 1985 Annual Conference 
of the British Management and Administration Society was "Education and 
the Market Place: The Changing Roles of Resources, Producers, and Con
sumers," and the keynote speaker for the conference, the Rt. Hoo. Neil 
Kinnoch, M.P., developed his remarks around the issues of parental choice 
(vouchers and choice of school included). curriculum reform, and standards 
(the decline in standardized test scores). Finally, there has been increased 
concern "for standards of efficiency and effectiveness" and the concomitant 
press for educational administrators at all institutional levels to draw on the 

1 The Times Educational Supplement is the best single source for determining the most 
pressing current issues. 
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accumulated wisdom of industrial and commercial managers (Department of 
Education and Science, 1985c). As Taylor ( 1976) wryly observes, there is a 
high positive correlation between the public's demand for efficiency and the 
fiscal resources required to suppor t the enterprise. These issues sound all too 
familiar. 

And Differences 

Despite the above contextual similarities a set of contingencies has made 
the British experience in educational administration unique. Among the 
most significant historically have been social stratification based on birth, the 
headmaster tradition, and the governance structure of education. Among 
these three, the most powerful bas been " ... the self-conscious stratification 
of English society (i.n which) processes such as leadership, management, and 
decision-making can be seen more as properties of behavior of certain classes 
than as actions associated with the performance of particular tasks"(Hoylcs, 
1968). 

The belief system embedded in that "self-concious stratification" gave rise 
to the great nineteenth century English "public" (that is, private) schools, 
and it was in those boarding schools that the behaviors of "certain social 
classes" were nurtured over extended periods of time. 

Intimately related to and derived from the public schools was the head
master tradition, the principal factor in shaping the twentieth-century 
"maintained" secondary school headmastership (Baron, 1956). Briefly, the 
early-nineteenth-century head was likely to be an Oxbridge- (Oxford
Cambridge) educated gentleman and clergyman whose essential task was to 
run a custodial institution (Bembaum, 1976). Over time the definition of the 
role came to include: ( I) a highly personal and charismatic leadership style; 
(2) high paternalism (the "pater pattern") (Rec, 1968); expressive rather 
than instrumencal lcadership;2 high autonomy and autocracy;' and ama
teurism in administration. As Bernbaum (1976, p. 25) observed, "It has 
often been a source of pride to profess one's lack of expertise in the business of 
organization and administration. A concern for slull in management has 
been something to disown since it is felt that it affects one's profession as an 
educator." Further, until very recently this sentiment has been pervasive. 

, The classic statement about the primacy of expressive leadership was attributed to 
Thomas Arnold, Headmaster at Rugby: "My object will be to form Christian men, 
for Christian boys I can scarcely hope to make" (cited in Peters, 1976a). 
3 

The classic statement on this point is from the Headmaster of Uppcnham, Or. 
Thring: "I am supreme here and will brook no interference" (cited in Peters, 1976b, 
p. 2). 
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According to Taylor (1976, p. 46), " It is likely that as yet only a minority of 
serving heads and senior staff have had opportunities to experience any form 
of systematic in-service training in school administration, and fewer still have 
been exposed to courses that embody a thorough-going management 
approach."4 

Clearly, both the historic British attitude toward management training 
and the consequences of that attitude are at marked variance with the 
American experience. At a minimum, since the days of Cubberley and 
scientific management, American school administrators have in the ma.in 
embraced "the cult of efficiency" embodied in management training (Calla
han, 1962). Further, belief in the efficacy of such training has been instru
mental in formulating licensure requirements, which have ensured that only 
individuals managerially trained have been appointed as school administra
tors. 

More recently, however, the British perspeclivc on headship and thus on 
the training of heads bas changed significantly. Major factors affecting the 
change have been the 1944 Education Act, school reform and reorganization 
during the I 960s and 1970s, national debates focusing on education, the 
emergent "extended professionalicy" of teachers combined with strong trade 
unionism (Hoyles, 1973), societal incursions into once sacrosanct school 
boundaries, and consistent pressure from the Department of Education and 
Science to reconceptualize headship in terms of "consultation, team-work, 
and participation" (Department of Education and Science, 1977). All of 
these have combined to produce a less Dickensian conception of headship 
while simultaneously legitimating the need for managerial expertise formally 
acquired. In the latter regard change was clearly achieved. Buckley (1985) 
reports that by 1980, 1,600 students were enrolled in "long award-bearing 
courses'' offered by twenty-two universities, thirteen polytechnics, and 
twenty-one other colleges of higher education (p. 86). In addition, over 
20,000 individuals were registered for short courses of three to five days 
duration in that same year (p. 87). In short, the growth rate of programs in 
education management in the United Kingdom has, since 1972, been noth
ing short of phenomenal. Some sense of that can be obtained by reviewing 
the developmental history of programs in educational administratjon at the 
Ulster Polytechnic: 

1972 First short course in Education Management offered joimly by the 
Faculty of Education and Centre for Management Education. 

1977 Education Management option added to the in-service B.Ed. 

• The same observation could be made of European school administrators• training 
in general. Buckley suggests 1971 as the initiation date for France, 1972 for England, 
1974 for Norway, and 1976 for Sweden and the Netherlands. Sec Buckley, 1985. 
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1978 A part-Lime B.A. in Public Sector Studies introduced with a specialist 
option in Education. 

1979 A one-year, full-time diploma in Education Management introduced. 
1980 Approval process begun for a M.Sc. in Education Managemenc.(Ulster 

Polytechnic, 1980, p. Al). 

Finally, a brief description of the educational gove.rnance system in Great 
Britain seems important for understanding the context of administrator 
training.'Edu'cational governance in England and W ales is, as the Cam
bridgeshir~ 1ia'fd}.cok.:f9-P-Govemors puts it " ... a partnership in responsibil
ity, locally.plantle~ and administered, but set in a national context" (p. 1). 
In essence;'fhe.re is a three-tiered governance structure-the central govern
ment represented by a Secretary of State heading the Department of Edu
cation and Science (DES); the local education authorities (LEAs),, of which 
there 104 in England and Wales and which operate functionally as subcom
mittees of the county (shire) or city councils; and the local "governing 
bodies," which are, in effect, individual schools' school boards. The DES 
establishes national priorities, allocates fiscal resources, establishes teachers' 
salaries and staffing formulas, and communicates its concerns to the LEAs. 
T he LEAs, in consultation with the DES, build and equip schools, formally 
employ staff, and, in ge.neral have oversight over all schools within their 
jurisdictions, iincluding colleges of "further and higher education" and 
polytechnics. Local governing bodies are charged with responding to com
munity needs, and, in general, "with exercising the general direction of the 
conduct and curriculum of the school" (p. 5 of the Handbookfor Governors) . 

Recent efforts to institutionalize administrator training provide a context 
for examining the tripartite governance arrangement. Following the debate 
on schools in the 1970s, Education Secretary Sir Keii.hjoscph announced a 
national initiative "to develop the [management) expertise needed to orga
nize schools and their curriculum, and to handle resources" (Buckley, 1985). 
The. three explicit objectives of this key 1982 initiative were: (I) to encourage 
the development of basic short cou~ses (minimum twenty days) in school 
management on a regional basis; (2) to create a National Development 
Centre designed to develop a national management training capacity; and 
(3) to release experienced heads and senior staff on " secondments'' (leave 
wi,h full pay) to attend one-term training programs addressed to particular 
aspects of school manageme.nt. In the latter case .a multiplier effect was 
sough t as trainees were expected to become trainers in their respective LEAs. 
Subsequently, the DES funded the injtiative at six million pounds (approxi
mately eleven million dollars). Thereafter, LEAs, singly or in consort, 
directly or indirectly through LEA-controlled polytechnics and colleges of 
further and higher education or in collaboration with non-LEA-controlled 
institutions (for example, universities) were charged with conducting mana-
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gerial needs assessments, developing "courses" for DES approval, making 
funding applications, and approving secondments. Local governing bodies 
were held responsible for nominating heads or senior staff for secondments, 
securing staff replacements, identifying management issues for course inclu
sion, and approving the use of school facilities as training sites. In all of this 
the formal flow of influence was from top down, but in a historically 
conditioned way of heavily dependent on consultation with and receptivity to 
influence from below. 

To summarize, it has been suggested that the contemporary British 
educational scene would, in many respects, appear quite familia r to an 
American. Appearances, however, are frequently deceptive, and close in
spection would reveal some fundamental differences in attitudes toward and 
preparation for the role of school administrator. Ultimately such differences 
arc rooted in social history and the evolution of social institutions. The 
twentieth-century conception of headship in the United Kingdom could,, 
until fairly recently, trace its evolution through an unbroken, two-hundred
ycar-old, elite, clergy-dominated, private school tradition. In the United 
States, in contrast, the contemporary conception and practice of school 
administration evolved from an eighty-year-old, egalitarian, lay-oriented, 
public school tradition. Only recently, and largely as a function of similar 
economic pressures, ha,·e chose two traditions begun to merge. In the United 
Kingdom, headship is being leavened with management, and in the United 
States, management with headship.5 It is the blending of these two distinct 
traditions that makes mutual learning both possible and profitable. 

Initial Administrator Training in the United Kingdom 

Introduction 

This section identifies selected features of administrator training pro
grams in the United Kingdom that appear to have considerable potential for 
generating alternatives in training programs in the United States. However, 
in order to provide a context for comparison, a generalized thumbnail sketch 
of initial (M.A./M.Ed.) administrator training programs in the United 
States wiU be presented first. 

~ Such melding appears to be taking place independently on both sides of the 
Atlantic; neither side appears conscious of the ocher. Yet much of the best current 
literature on eff'ective schools, institutional leadership, and organizational culture has 
much in common with the best of headship. 
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U.S. Programs 

Students enrolled in initial (preservice) administrator training programs 
in the United States ty pically are tenured teachers who have five to ten years 
classroom experience but little or no administrative experience. The motiva
tion for enrollment appears to be a combination of the desire for new 
challenges, professional advancement (out of the classroom and into the 
office!), and salary advancement. Part-time study is the norm, with students 
enrolled at their own expense for a course or so per semester over a period of 
three to five years. 

Programs of study tend to consist of ten to fifteen loosely linked three-hour 
courses, to be sensitive to state certification requirements, and to be distrib
uted (unevenly) over intellectual and clinical training. Taught syllabuses 
and instrumental learning a re the norm, a nd considerable choice exfats 
vis-a-vis electives. Independent study tends to be ninimized, and the thesis 
as the culminating experience for the master's degree is becoming increas- 
ingly rare. 

Programs are typically under the jurisdiction of university graduate 
schools and are offered by departments of educational administration or 
larger units under which educational administration is subsumed. Programs 
are typically developed and taught by faculty largely independent of LEA 
input, and approved via internal university processes; external approval is 
secured, if at all, for state o r regional accreditation purposes. University 
policies govern most administrative processes connected with the program, 
and processes such as semi-arrnual admissions tend to become highly routin
ized. Given these characteristics of U.S. administrator training programs, 
British alternatives can be examined. 

1. In-service/Professional Development Emphasis 

In part, the in-service professional development emphasis is a function of: 
( 1) the British assumption that heads need teaching experience before 
moving into administrative roles; (2) the headmaster tradition; (3) the 
absence of unique administrator certification requirements; ( 4) school reform 
and reorganization, which created new organizational leadership demands; 
and (5) a pervasive sense of urgency to respond to societal demands for 
increased school efficiency and dfectiveness. Clearly it was the latter factor 
that impelled the 1982 DES initiative. More recently that same sense of 
urgency within the context of fiscal austerity has been articulated by the DES 
in its expressed preference for LEA-sponsored " short and sharply focussed" 
non-award-bearing courses (Department of Education and Science, 1985a). 
Such courses, in contrast to long, generalized award-bearing courses, are 
perceived by the DES "to represen t good value for [the] money" (Depart-
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ment of Education and Science, 1985a) in addition to being "more clfcctivc 
for many purposes." (Department of Education and Science, 1985b, p. 53) 
In order to implement this policy preference, the DES has also shifted to 
direct block grant funding to LEAs for in-service purposes. L£As arc 
nominally free to allocate funds as they sec fit, but arc equally constrained by 
DES "guidelines of priorities." All of this is to say that in Great Britain the 
in-service and professional development of school administrators is a matter 
of national impon. It is dearly reflected in, for example, the " Rationale for 
the Diploma in Professional Studies in Education" offered by the Oxford 
Polytechnic (1984, p. 6): 

Proposals for the Diploma arose from the growing recognition of I.he need 10 

provide those members ofsehools and colleges who exercise responsibility beyond 
I.hat of the normal teaching function with the skill necessary to meet the organiza
tional and administrative demands of a complex and dynamic institution. 

Given the in-service and professional development focus, the target popula
tion is also specified as at the Ulster Polytechnic ( 1980, p. A 7): 

The course (M.Sc. in Education Management] is intended csixciaJly for princi
pals and senior staff" in schools and colleges. 

Even more specifically: 

It is hoped that participants [in the 22-0ay Management Course for Secondary 
Headteachers, 1986) wiH lave had u least five years experience as a 
headteacher ... [Mid-Kent ColJege of Higher and Further Education, I 986, p. I.] 

There is ample evidence to suggest that the target audience has been 
reached. The University of Birmingham reports, for example, that the 
1985-86 School Organization and Management Course counted among its 
members one head, three deputy heads, one acting head, four department 
heads, two n~ds of year, three teachers, and one assistant teacher. Equally, 
the Scottish Centre for Studies in School Administration reported that 
sixty-four head teachers, sixty-nine deputy heads, fifty assistant head teach
ers, and nine principal teachers attended twelve courses offered u.nder its 
auspices in 1984-85 (The Scottish Centre for Studies in School Administra
tion, 1984/85). Finally, Hughes, Carter, and Fidler report that 53 percent of 
the non-award-bearing primary management courses and 39 percent of the 
secondary management courses provided by LEAs were for heads only or for 
heads and senior staff (Hughes, Carter, and Fidler, 1981 ). Other indicators 
of the in-service and professional development focus arc present. The Open 
University, for example, markets its programs as "Professional Development 
in Education." 

A second indicator of the in-service emphasis is the ddivery of off-campus 
services. A publication of the Cambridge Institute of Education (CIE), for 
example, reads in part, "In addition to courses currcndy running in Bedford, 
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Colchester, and Ipswich, new part-time courses will start in Se.,tcmbcr in 
Cambridge, Kings Lynn, and Letchworth (Cambridge Institute of Educa
tion, 1985, p. 2) . A third indicator, as implied in the above, is recognition of 
the full-time role of the professional in organizing pan-time programs. As a 
matter of fact, full-time-only programs are relatively rare, with part-time 
programs or parallel part-time and full-time programs the norm. Such 
part-time programs may be variously organized-as "part-time day re
lease," as "block release," as evenings only, as weekends only, or in some 
combination of part-time and full-rime study. A fourth indicator is that 
"course providers" arc likely to identify themselves institutionally with 
in-service functions. The CIE, for example, defines itself as" ... a centre for 
in-service education of teachers and research in education (Cambridge 
Institute of Education, 1985, p. 2). Further, the director of the CIE spoke of 
its ethos as "consciously parochial," that is, officially and in practice atten
dant to the particular needs of educators in its East Anglia service area. 

Parochialism is strongly associated with a fifth indicator of an in-service 
cmphasis--strong LEA linkages. In part, such linkages are a function of the 
governance structure of higher education, which places colleges of further 
and higher education and the polytechnics under the jurisdiction of the 
LEAs. Those legally binding Linkages arc maintained through such adminis
trative devices as LEA-sanctioned "secondments" and institutional require
ments for "professional references" as part of the matriculation process. But 
in much larger part, the course provider-consumer linkage is a function of 
institutional commitment to in-service and professional development pro
grams and a shared mission. 

2. Diploma Emphasis 

Closely related to the in-service emphasis is the award-bearing diploma 
emphasis. It is far more likely that persons currently enrolled in "long, 
award-bearing" courses in the United Kingdom will be working toward 
completion of a professional diploma equivalent to the Education Specialist 
or Certificate of Advanced Study than a graduate degree. 6 In part this is 
accounted for by the location of diploma programs in the structure of higher 
education. On this point the Prospectus 1986-1!7 of the Institute of Education, 
University of London, reads: " In the Institutes 'progression of qualifications' 
diploma courses stand midway between initial training 'certificate courses' 
and the taught Master's courses and research degrees in education" (Insti
tute of Education, 1986, p. 91). Several explanatory comments may be in 

6 It is expected, however, chat as the cadre ofB.Ed.persons increases, the shift will be 
away from the diploma and toward the M.A. T his trend is already in evidence at, for 
example, the London Institute of Education. 
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order. First, the "progression of qualification" refers to the degree or pro
gram sequence, that is, certificate, bachelor's degree, diploma, master' s 
degree, doctorate. Note that the diploma precedes rather than follows the 
master's degree. This is crucial, as wiU be pointed out shortly. Second, the 
reference to "initial training 'certificate' courses" must be understood in 
relation to entry into teaching in the United Kingdom. There are three basic 
modes of entry: (I) via a three-year certificate program (the historic norm); 
(2) via completion of a four-year combined B.Ed. and professional training 
program (rare, but possible in selected fields at, for example, the West 
London Institute of Education and .Brunel University), and (3) via a 
baccalaurate degree other than the B.Ed. plus a I-year Post-graduate Certifi
cate in Education (PGCE). Third, and more relevant to understanding the 
emphasis on diploma rather than degree programs, the pattern of options for 
entry into teaching is also operative for admission to diploma and certificate 
programs. For example, and to draw again upon the University of London's 
Institute of Education to illustrate, six options are available for admission to 
the diploma program, only one of which requires the baccalaureate. Simi
larly, three options arc available for entry to the master's program, including 
(roughly speaking) (1) a B.Ed. with honors, (2) a first degree plus an 
approved teaching qualification, and (3) an approved non-graduate certifi
cate in Education plus a Diploma in Education. In short, the diploma 
program provides a mechanism for non-degree-holding teachers {the major
ity) to engage in advanced study at a professional level. Further, it may be 
used as a screening mechanism for the master's program. In, for example, 
the M.Sc. or Diploma in Education Management ("linked scheme") offered 
by the Crewe and Alsager College of Higher Education, admission to the 
M.Sc. is contingent on obtaining the "necessary standard" in the diploma 
portion of the program. 

Four other factors help explain the popularity of diploma courses. First, 
the diploma as an academic award in its own right carries considerable 
status. As the London lnstitute's Prospectus observes," ... a diploma qualifi
cation is of considerable standing in its own right and certifies that the 
student has undergone a course which requires advanced and specialist 
study . . . recognized by the Department of Education and Science ... " 
(Institute of Education, 1986, p. 91). Second, it may well be that the 
instrumental training needs of school administrators are more effectively 
satisfied through the course structure of diploma programs than the research 
structure of graduate programs. Third, the context of training may provide a 
bias toward the practice rather than the study of administration. Most admin
istrator training programs are conducted under the auspices of LEA
controlled polytechnics and of further and higher education colleges rather 
than the universities. Even in the latter case, LEA linkages may be very tight. 
Insofar as LEAs are likely to have a pragmatic orientation, the practice-
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oriented diploma intuitively fits better than the theoretically oriented gradu
ate degree. Fourth, the magnitude of the training task and the "progression 
of qualifications" in British universities conspire to emphasize the diploma 
courses. T his condition is likely to prevail in the foreseeable future. 

3. Experiental Learning 

Closely related conceptually to in-service training and professional devel
opment is experiential learning. As used here, experiential learning is an 
umbrella term encompassing three kinds oflcarning-instrumental, dialogic, 
and self-reflective {Mczirow, 1985). Instrumental learning is essentially task 
focused, prescriptive, and based on models of technical learning rooted in the 
"empirical sciences" (Marsick and Watkins, 1986). Dialogic learning takes a 
more qualitative, conventionalist stance in its focus on apprehension of the 
meaning framework of organizational participants. Self-reflective learning 
focuses on personal change, and essentially involves a process of"perspective 
transformation" through "critical reflectivity," that is, ··the bringing of one's 
assumptions, premises, criteria, and schemata into consciousness and vigor
ously critiquing them" (Me2irow, 1985). 

The argument for incorporating large portions of experiential learning 
into administrator training programs has been made by Dennison (1985). In 
brief, he argues that management is a skill-centered rather than a 
knowledge-based undertaking, and hence experiential learning is the pre
ferred instructional mode. In U.S. programs, such learning is largely 
evidenced in the "clinical" portions of preparation programs, such as intern
ships, and is largely limited to instrumental learning. 

A somewhat different approach to experiential learning exists in certain 
programs in the United Kingdom. At Ulster Polytechnic, for example, 
experiential learning is at the heart of the M.Sc. in Education Management. 
In developing its 1980 Proposal to the Council for National Academic 
Awards, the Planning Team took the position that "the professional experi
ence of the participants should be the proper focus of the course (Ulster 
Polytechnic, 1980, p. A3). Further, one of the aims of the program was to 
"help participants interpret their managerial experience critically through 
exposure to the views and experiences of others"(p. A9).Thus students 
"would be expected to test the theories being studied against their own 
experience of innovation and to examine and clarify the bases of their 
practice"(p. B20). Finally, the students would be assessed in part on "evi
dence of the development of personal understanding and the generation of 
new insights"(p. B31). Clearly, what was intended in the program was not 
instrumental but dialogic and self-reflective learning to an extraordinary 
degree. 
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4. Program Design, Content, and Assessment 

An American viewing administrator training programs in the United 
Kingdom is struck by four design features- holism, limited flexibility, the 
provision for substantial independent work, and rigorous assessment. Each 
will be discussed in turn. 

Holism has multiple facets. At its simplest it refers to the organic unity of 
the program. In part, that unity is communicated by a language system that 
speaks simply of "the cou rse." Further, if the course is structura lly subdj
vided, and that is not necessarily the case, the subunits are Large-Parts A 
and B (The Open University, Sheffield City Polytechnic), Parts I and II 
(North East Wales Institute of Higher Education), or Stages I and II 
(Mid-Kent College of Higher and Further Education) . Similarly, subdivi
sions within the parts or s tages tend to be large. The North E ast Wales 
Institutes' Part I (theoretical background) has four units- T he Environmen
tal Context of School Management, The School as an Organization, Curric
ulum Management, and Management of Change. In short, the missed 
frameworks are radically different from American patterns of multiple, 
discrete three-hour units. 

Holism is also reflected in internal program consistency or emphasis. A 
probable planned program for an M.A. student at Brune_! University with an 
emphasis in school administration would be: 

Group- I: T heories and Methods 
a. Methods in Social Research 
b. Social and Political Thought Underlying Social Policy 
c. T he History of Social Policy and Administration 

Group II: Social Policy and Administration 
Group III: Educational Policies and Government 
Group IV: Dissertation 

The policy focus throughout the course is obvious. 
Implicitly embedded in the program described above is a second major 

design feature--limiled student choice. Programs as a whole tend to be tightly 
structured; electives are reasonably rare events. This is particularly true with 
respect to the "taught" portion of the program, usually Part I. The operative 
assumption appears to be that students have exercised choice upon entry, 
and further individualization is accomplished through independent study. 

Independent study is accorded far greater importance in U.K. than in U.S. 
administrator training programs. Where programs are divided into parts or 
stages, it is not uncommon for Part II or B to be devoted to independent 
study with few, if any, taught courses. For example, in the Crewe and 
Alsager "linked" M.Sc./Diploma in Educational Management, the M.Sc. 
portion has only one taught course, "Research and Evaluation Methodol
ogy," and that course "is not formally assessed"(Crewe and Alsager College 
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of Higher Education, n.d., p. 16). Part II of the Sheffield City Polytechnic's 
M.Sc. in Educational Management is "The individual study program" and 
consists in part of an individual field project and "five assignments usually 
negotiated individually." Part II of the North East Wales Institute's pro
gram is a ten-thousand-word project, and in the Ulster Polytechnic program 
described earlier, thirty of the ninety weeks of the course are set aside for 
independent study. In brief, it is not unusual to find one-half to one-third of a 
management training program set aside for supervised independent study. 
Such emphasis is conceptually consistent with experiential learning. 

Finally, it is appropriate to note the emphasis placed on formal assessment of 
performance. Such assessment may be formative or summative (the Cambridge 
Institute would rank high on the former; the London Institute high on the 
latter) ; written or oral; examination-based or project- or dissertation-based; 
conducted by internal or external examiners. But whatever the configuration 
of the above variables, assessment is taken seriously. To draw again from the 
Ulster Polytechnic (1980) Proposal: 

There are eight assignments throughout the course which form the assessment 
items. Thc:se arc: 
• one assignment of 4,000 words in each of the syllabuses-Context, Dccision-

Making, and Innovation 
• two assignments of 4,000 words each in Organi~acion 
• one assignment of 4,000 words in Group Studies 
• the Project (10,000 words). (P. A20) 

The Proposal goes on to note that the project "will be assessed by the 
Internal and External Examiners, and will normally include a viva voce 
examination" {p. A21). Further, it will be assessed on the basis of five 
explicit criteria, including potential value to the "host organization" as well 
as the "potential contribution to the improvement of the participant's 
personal managerial capabilities" (p. B3 I) . 

Finally, it must be noted that while assessment on the basis of written 
papers is the norm, and indeed the London Institute of Education described 
the substance of its "Examinalion" for the diploma in terms of"four papers, 
two for each of the subjects taken," (p. 94), course or final examinations as 
we know them in the United States are not unknown. An excerpt from the 
Assessment Requirements at Brunel University makes this clear: "Students must 
take an advance notice examination in Group III (Special Subject). Three 
questions must be answered in essay form in a specified period of five weeks. 
They will carry 75% of the Group III marks" (Brunel University, 1986, p. 7). 

5. Institutional Processes 

Four institutional processes round out the description of administrator 
training programs-legitimation, admissions, staffing, and scheduling. Each 
will be considered briefly. 
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Legitimation. Legitimation refers to the process of securing both internal 
and external program approval. The internal processes are not substantially 
different from those in the United States, but the legitimation process 
becomes more complex and tedious, as approval must a lso be secured from 
either the Council for ~ational Academ ic Awards or one of the royally 
chartered,, degree-granting universities. While the combination of internal 
and external reviews presumably increases quali ty control, the external 
review by a national body also reflects the tripartite system of governance, 
particularly with respect tQ the funding implications of n ew programs. 

Admissions. Admissions processes in, the United States and the Un ited 
Kingdom are, with two exceptions, quite similar. The first exception is that 
ordinarily students a re admitted annually only. This is consistent with the 
highly strucmred nature of most programs, particularly with respect to the 
"taught syllabuses," and the administrative constraints associated with 
" secondments." The second exception strictly speaking refers roore to pro
gram options than admissions per se. le is simply noted here that the range of 
programs to which a student might be admitted to study school ad ministra
tion is wider than in the United States. At the University of London Institute 
of Education, for example, such options include the B.Ed., the Postgraduate 
Certificate in Education, the Diploma in Education, the Specialist Diploma, 
the M.A., the M.Phil., the Ph.D., and the Associate of the Institute. 

Staffing. Several dimensions of staffing need to be considered. The first 
identifies the academic unit or units authorized to offer the course. In the 
United States the authorized unit almost without exception is a department 
of educational administration or a somewhat larger unit of which educational 
administration is a pan. This is not necessarily the case in the United 
Kingdom. Programs at the Cambridge Institute of Education, for example, 
are sponsored by the Institute, while the Diploma in Education Management 
offered by Oxford Polytechnic is jointly sponsored by the Department of 
Educational Development and the Department of Management and Busi
ness Studies. In brief, the training of school administrators in Great Britain 
rends to be a more widely shared function than in the United Sta tes. 

Second, four discrete staffing patterns can be identified . From more to less 
similar to U .S. patterns, they are: ( 1} responsibility for the program divided 
among faculty within or outside the spon soring department, each of whom 
takes individual responsibility for one or more courses; (2) team teaching, 
but with a designated team leader ("course convener"}; (3) heavy reliance 
on guest lecturers drawn from the ranks of practicing administrators, but 
under the general supervision of an instructor of record; and (4) major if not 
sole responsibility assigned to a course tutor. 

The tu torial system, that is, a pattern of highly individualized interaction 
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between tu tors and students, is a distinguishing feature of higher education 
in the United Kingdom. It is a long-standing system, closely linked to the 
research-based model of the ancient universities yet conceptually and opera
tionally consistent with the emphases on professional development, indepen
dent study, dialogic and self-reflective learning, and, more generally, on 
learning rather than teaching. This configuration is at considerable variance 
with U .S. practice and belief, and its corresponding emphases on large 
lecture classes, "taught syllabuses," instrumental learning, and teaching. 
Few U.S. students have genuine tutorial experiences short of the dissertation. 
However, the British propensity for tutorials is also a response of necessity. 
Department faculties in British universities tend to be small: faculties of one 
are not uncommon; facultie-s of ten to twenty, as in the United States, are. 
The entire 1985 tu torial staff of the Cambr idge Institute of Education, for 
example, numbered sixteen, including two on study leave. 

Scheduling. Three features of course scheduling ("timetabling," to use the 
British vernacular} strike an American observer. First, scheduling tends to 
be long range. A two- or three-year program may be plotted out entirely in 
advance, including lecture dates, examination dates, specified course topics, 
readings, and the like. Second, few, if any, p rovisions are made for acco
modating individual student schedules, preferences, or other contingencies. 
This is consistent with the general stance toward limited flexibility. Third, 
time frames for program completion tend to be brief and inflexible state
ments like, "T he dissertation must be submitted by 5:00 P.M. on the last 
working day of J anuary following year two of the course" (Oxford 
Polytechnic, 1984, p. 24). In short, the flexibility accorded most U .S. 
students with respect to program completion is conspicuously absent. 

To summarize, the second part of this paper has descrih td selected 
features o f initial administra tor preparation programs in the U nited King
dom, many of which vary from their U.S. counterparts. These variations are 
summarized in Table 33-1. 

Implications 

In the introduction to this paper this question was posed: " What might be 
learned from the British experience in educational adminjstration that could 
enrich and inform pre- and in-service p.rofessional training in the Uniited 
States?" Subsequently, the first part sketched some contingencies that have 
shaped the British experience, and the second part provided data on that 
experience as it is reflected in administrator training programs. This third 
part considers the implications of that experience for U.S. practice through a 
series of "What if .. . " questions. The questions are illustrative of "what 
might be learned," and are designed primarily to pro\'oke thought. 



Tnliln 33-1 
Mojor Variotions Uclwcen lhc UnilccJ Kingdom nnd lhc Uniled Slnlcs in lnilinl Administrnlor l'rc1lnrnlion Progrnms 

Program Varinhlcs 

Program emphasis 

Program intent 

Field rcJations 

Initial award granted 

Mode of learning 

Mode of instruction 

Degree of choice 

Independent study 

Assessment 

Program legitimation 

Staffing 

Admissions 

Scheduling 

U.K. Prnclic:c 

In-service/professional development 

Enhancement of individual and group 
skills (multiplier effect} 

Strong LEA linkages ("parochial") 

Diploma 

Major emphasis on dialogic and 
sdf-reOective learning 

Tutorial; individual and small group 

Holistic/tightly linked 

Limited 

Strong emphasis 

Cumulative with emphasis on formal 
papers 

Internal and external 

Heavy reliance on tutors and part-time 
staff 

Annually by cadre ("members of the 
course") 

Long term; relatively inflexible 

U.S. Prnclicc 

Prcservicc/grnduate 

Enhancement of individual skills 

Weak LEA linkages ("cosmopolitan") 

M.A. or M.Ed. 

Major emphasis on instrumental learning 

Large group lecture 

Fragmented/loosely linked 

Broad 

Weak emphasis 

Examination based 

Essentially internal only 

Heavy reliance on department faculty 

Semi-annually and individually 

Short term; relatively Ocxible 
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l. What if administrator training programs were oriented more toward 
in-service and professional development and less toward preservice 
and rote entry prepare·dness? 

Proponents of such a stance have a fairly strong case. 1f indeed there will 
be a 70 percent turnover in the elementary principalship within the next five 
years as some predict, and if the vast majority of those potential administra
tors have already been trained and credentialed, then it seems reasonable to 
begin shifting the emphasis from preservice to in-service (Educatum Wttk, 
1986; Wall Slreetjoumal, 1986). Further, one could argue that the demand for 
enhanced principal competencies targets individuals already in the admin
istrative role, and to shift the training focus in that direction would indeed 
constitute responsiveness. 

Opponents of such a shift might claim that current liccnsure requirements 
lead training institutions to emphasize pre-service. But suppose that objec
tion could be overcome. What are some of the beMfits and costs that might 
accrue? First, the U.K. experience would suggest chat training institutions 
and their clients would be brought closer together. Second, it might cause 
trainers to become more attentive to th e·necds of trainees, and consequently 
persuade LEAs of the importance of professional development. "Second
ments" nted not remain a solely British institution. 

Costs would also be incurred. "Conscious parochialism" is largely anti
thetical to "national reputation" and "cosmopolitanism." Service might 
have to replace research in the institutional reward structure of higher 
education. Narrow faculty specialization would of necessity be supei;seded 
by breadth of knowledge anchored in experience. As exemplars of costs, these 
are not insignificant. 

2. What if administrator training emphasized experiential rather than 
academic learning? 

Substantial ambivalence concerning experiential learning exists. A recent 
UCEA document entitled "Proposed Program for the Preparation of Educa
tional Administrators" makes this quite clear. The draft criticizes contem
porary programs for being too much "about educational administration 
rather than being in educational administration" (Hoyle, I 986, p. l) ( empha
sis in original), and recommends that programs should be "a blend of both 
intellectual and clinical training" (p: 2). However, a close reading of the 
document shows a decided bias toward the intellectual. Even the "clinical 
experiences" have a high cognitive component. The desired experience 
inferred in the "record of leadership" requirement for admissions is largely 
ignored as a learning resource. 

Suppose it were otherwise. Glatter ( 1972, p. 4) has suggested that" ... the 
main function of training is to assist administrators to structure and analyze 
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their own and their colleagues' experience so that they may use it m ore 
effectively as their principal learning resource." Clearly, according to Glat
ter, the major outcome of experiential learning is learning how to learn, and 
the pathway to such learning is marked by dialogue and self-reflection. This 
is a far cry from mastering instrumental skills no matter how strongly they 
may be anchored in the "empirical sciences." 

Shifting from instrumental to experiential learning may also produce 
other favorable outcomes. T he emphases io training programs might shift 
from teaching to learning, analyses of reality might replace analyses of 
simulations, and in the process a library of professional case data might be 
developed. Perhaps, loo, the perceived gap between lhtory and practice 
might be red uced through engaging in "critical reflectivity." The latter 
outcome of itself would be no small accomplishment. 

There would, of course, be costs, many perhaps in the psychological 
domain. It would be no easy matter to view students (and professors!) 
dilfcrcntly or to elevate learning above teaching. Imagine the trauma in
volved jn selc:ctfog the Learner of the Year rather than the Teacher of the 
Year. T he status quo is not relinquished easily, 

3. What if administrator training programs were to be role and organiza
tion specific? 

An a rticle of faith of twentieth-century administrative science is that 
administration qua :administration contains a large proportion of common 
variance. Consequently, major program differentiation by role or organiza
tion is warr-anted neither theoretically nor practically. But suppose one 
rejected this assumption as some U.K. colleagues do, and argued that the 
roles of superintendent, assistant principal, clinical supervisor, business 
manager, and so on and organizations like schools, school districts, state 
departments, corporations, and so on are substantially different and thus 
warrant basically different programs? Hypothetically, several things might 
happen sim ultaneously: ( 1) the number of programs might increase but focus 
might sharpen; (2) enrollments might rise overall but fall in specific pro
grams; (3) faculties in coopera tion with LEAs might have to really define 
priorities; (4) cooperative action might increase as a means of reducing 
resource strain; and (5) the concept of practice might receive more than lip 
service in training programs. The list of possibilities is almost endless, but 
one certainty is that old assumptions about program content would have to 
be reexamined. 

4. What if administrator training programs were tightened and simplified 
through the elimination of electives and discrete courses? 

Electives are democratically conceived "good" things, equally justified on 
the basis of uncertainty about the future and respect for freedom of choice. 
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But suppose one were to argue that given the strategic importance of 
schooling in society and the significance of the leadership role in schooling, 
student freedom of choice should be limhed to the matriculation decision and 
subsequently constrained by the professional judgment of trainers and 
practitioners? Surely such a stance would increase trainer accountability, a 
sadly missing current element. 

A similar statement could be made about most discrete courses. Fragmen
tation, frequently discipline based, is a notable characteristic of administra
tor training programs in the United States. Its roots lie in the presumed 
preeminence and economies of specialization in an academic context, and it 
is manifested in catalogues of discrete course offerings. Integration is left 
largely to students and to chance. 

The British model as illustrated in the second part of thlS paper is quite 
different and offers a more integrated alternative. Further, the current 
emphasis in U.S. circles on "competencies" or "functions" provides an 
opportunity for restructuring programs along different lines. Imagine, for 
example, a master's program for school principals structured around four 
functions-the management of curriculum, the management of human re
sources, operations management, and the management of the environment. 
Imagine also that no further course specifications were permitted, that is, 
that traditional course content presented under such course titles as School 
Law or Supervision of Instruction would have to be incorporated into the 
new structure or deleted from the program. Finally, imagine a program for 
which course hours were computed after the syllabus was developed rather 
than before. The effects of such a reconceptualization might be quite salutary 
in forcing reconsideration of content, integration, and focus. 

5. What if administrator training programs were designed to maximize 
independent study? 

Ambivalence surrounds independent study as it surrounds experiential 
learning. Perhaps this is because the two arc closely related. Also, like 
experiential learning, independent study in the United States is honored 
more in the breach than in the main. Even doctoral programs in the United 
States, to say nothing about M.A. and Ed.S. programs, consist largely of 
"taught" courses, internships and dhsertations notwithstanding. 

Imagine the consequences of shifting that emphasis, at least at the 
advanced levels. The consequences would be profound. Program emphases 
would shift from teaching to learning, paralleling the shifc from instrumental 
to self-reflective and critical learning. Admissions committees might require 
an applicant to submit a prospectus detailing what was to be learned and 
how {interning as a possibility} rather than a Miller Analogies Test score. 
Institutionally defined "residencies" would become irrelevant as would the 
accumulation of credit hours. "Teaching" would largely be replaced by 
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"tutoring." All of these arc, of course, hypothesized outcomes, but if even a 
fraction of them were supported, the impact on current practice would be 
substantial. 

Conclusion 

Reference was made in the introduction to this paper to the ferment that 
pervades the field of educational administration. What ultimately will be 
distilled from that fermentation is uncertain, but what is clear is that the field 
is now faced with making some clifficult choices. It can choose from among at 
least four available alternatives. One, the field can blindly embrace as its 
own the program revisions promulgated by third parties. Such a choice is 
likely to be applauded publicly. It is also a choice sanctioned by history and 
one that entails low risk. What it also does, however, is increase the 
probability of "bloody-mindedness," and cloak the abandonment of profes
sional responsibility in the garment of public responsiveness. 

Two, the field can persist in its present practices, that is, turn a deaf ear to 
the call for reform. Such a choice entails more risk, since external bodies 
will then surely act to influence the form and content of administrator 
training programs through, for example, certification mechanisms and per
haps the identification of trainen. And there is no reason to believe that 
university-based departments of educational administration will be the 
trainer of choice. 

A third choice available is to redothe the emperor. That is to say, old 
designs, concepts, and structures can be repackaged, and with full fanfare 
paraded as revision and reform. This choice, too, entails some risk
innocence, as the emperor discovered, has a way of unmasking sophistry. 

Four, the field can search out and test creative alternatives. Further, if the 
search extends beyond national borders, the number of alternatives available 
will increase measurability. Clearly, ,engaging in this course of action is the 
choice advocated here. le also entails the greatest risk: favorable outcomes 
cannot be guaranteed. Some alternatives chosen may well fail-perhaps 
disastrously so. Some may succeed beyond anyone's wildest dreams. Most 
will fall somewhere between dreams and realities. However, given the 
present opportunity and imperative to change, the fourth alternative is surely 
the most desirable. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Current licensure procedures do a great disservice because chey 
propose to designate individuals particularly suited by character, 
intelligence. and skill co administer schools; but chat claim is 
indefensible (Nacional Commission on Excellence in Educational Adminis
rracion, 1988, 21). 

Policies related to licensure of school administrators have a number of 
purQ.oses. The report of the National Commission on Exceltence he 
Educational Administration (1988), cited above, noted a disparity 
between what I icensure procedures appear to do and what they actually 
accomplish. By establishing standards for che licensure of professional; 
see~ing co practice in a variety of professions, states exercise a crucial 
~ction. Consumers are protected from harm by unscrupulous, poorly 
prepared, or incompetent practitioners. 

Given these urposes, states might use one or more-p01icy insnun:i,ent,&.. 
such andates,(...IDQucemems, pacicy ui ding, and-system-changing 
(McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). For example, state control over preservice 
~ioiag and ceni£icatioo is generally exercised in a set of mandates that 
detail the requirements for licensure_._Performance accountability systems, 
such as merit pay systems and evaluation and supervision procedures, might 

ed as mandates or inducements. Professional development 
inv v aci building. tate e ores to ange teac er ro e e mmons 
in initiatives such as career la ers an mentor teac er programs are system
changing mechanisms. 

During the 1980s, states focused much of their efforts on measures co 
enl).ance the preservice training and licensure for teachers and administra~ 
tors-mandates in the area of personnel training. In a mid-1980s national 
su~ey, 46 percent of the responding state cercificacion officers indicated 
cha.t state lice.nsure requirements for school administrators had been re
vised at least onc"e.ando2 percent reporcel i:llac-some type of revision~ 

_ under consideration (Gousha~LoPresct,'ot}ones, 1988). 
· S.rat~s .. h~ye used.the mocffikation of licensure specifications as a pri

mary i.nstrume;a;~~~ chequalicyofeciucaforswho·pracucew"ithlll 
ch~_state. ] hey have also taken mC?!~ control relative to insmuuons of 
hig_!ler education and school districts in d~taiu.!lg the policies to receive 
a,nd maintain some form of educational licensu..re,.__ 

In an analysis of policy issues in teacher education, Mary M. Kennedy 
(1991~ted three problems related to teacher quality: the problem of 
r~presencacion, conscrucung a ceacnmg force that represe.?.!~~~~dl~ersicy 
----- --·-- ------·- ----------·-- ---
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of~e students being served; che prob~e~ of a~!!~cy! e~_:1.:.ing th~~~~~e_rs 
have a certain level of intellectual ability; and the problem of improved 
practice, ensuring that professionals are capable rn· the classroom. Kennedy 
ar~ed chat policies designed co address one problem may or may not be 
relevant co addressing another. Policymakers often assume, for example, 
cha~ problems related co performance can be solved by policies related co 
sel~crion. Similar confusions are evident in the licensure of school admm
istrarors. 

The purposes of this study were twofold: co describe current, widely 
va_ried sc.~e practices in the licensur.e ofscbaol adroioiscr:acar.s:arid to iaefiltfy_ 
salk_nt pol icy issues with attention to recommendations for best professional 
practice, including chose in repons issued by the National Commission ·on 
Ex~ellence in Educational Administration (1988) and the Na_ti~l PoJ.~.Y -
Board for Educational Administration ( 1989, 1990). 



METHODOLOGY 

Our prima source of data was the report Teacher Education Policy in 
the Scates (American Association of Colleges for Teac er ucat1on, 
cember 1990). This document reports the resulcs of a biannual survey con-:-
du red by the AACTE Scare Issues Clearinghouse, e~~l~h-;rc~ ~ror 
an reform an su rre an c e or ounda:-·-
cioi:i. In 1990, a section on administrator licensure was includ in e 
suryey for the first time. Data described in this section of the survey were 
generated in response co a rather general questio;-posed· to representatives- . 
of .srare..agencies. Data were available for 50 stares and ilie District of Co- -
lumbia. . -- -- ·-- --

- Limitations in the data constrained our analysis. Because specific ques
tions ·were nor asked and discrete categories were not used for reporting 
res onses, responses were given based on the respondent's personal under-
standin o e questioners m eres s an intents. Comparisonsusing the 
dat !. roblematic. ence o · QIDUl.ti.on.ahouc..a specific_staJ~s _ 
req_uirements, for example, does !1~-~~ cha!_ the ~rate does noc_have_ 
req~irements in chat area. In analyzing the dara, we sought cqjdemify pat::__ 

cems of responses. Thus, while we cannot spe~ with absolute assurance 
about the requirements w1chm a specific state, our ge?~_E!li_z_a~~ about 
the 51 reporting units are reasonably accurate. M9reover1 our major con
cem_ was with those policy issues emerging from composite state licensure 
req•u_reroents, not with the exact requirements of a particular stare:. Reaq~rs 
interested in a more detailed treatment of requirements for adminiscrativ; 
licensure in cific States are encouragecfto consulc the publications of the--
National Association o eac er Education and Cerrifi-
ca!ion {NASDTEC). · 

To compare che requi rem en rs cf rbe cepacting , mi ts.,..we.selecced.com-_ 
mon points of comparison-for example, encry-level reguire.!!l~n,g, _mini- . _ 
mum re uiremencs, or maximum requirements. We know that, in most states, 
a lo~dis.tricc has the option to require ac its principals meet more- than 
minU!)Um licensure requirements. Alaska, for ~xa~ple, -has- a principal's -
li~ense, but scare standards indicate tha_t principalsare only required to -
hold a teaching license. The data do not indicate the type of license re
q~ired for principals in most Alaskan districts. Our analysis may noc, then, 
alwa s reflect the modal requirements in effect in a given state. 

States vary in the kinds of licenses they require. A ew states require 
spf:cific licenses for a broad array of administrative positions. Michig~ 
example, has specific licenses for elementary and secondary administrators, 

. -- -- . 
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superintendents, central administrators, and chief school business officials. 
Administrative credentials available in Indiana include director of reading,_ 
director of school services, director of vocational education ro~rams, and 
dir~ctor o spec1a e ucauon programs. By contrast, Alabama now reg~i!_es 
a single, generic administrator certificate that covers all school administ}"_~ive 

[;;;;i.~~~~:~ost sca~es ~r:~*~i~~i:e:=:=:-~=;:~:: 
our analysis on the license most commonJLi!' use at each of these levels: 
th~ school principal and the superintendent. We analyzed the data available _ 
by _comparing licensure requirements for these rwo administrative levels 
across a number of dimensiol}S. 



LICENSURE FOR 
SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

Forty-one of the 51 reporting units require some type of licensure 
spe~ifically for the pnn·c,palship. Of the 10 states noc regui;ing a specific· 
principal's license, nine require generic administrative licensure. In the 10th 
st.i~ A )al\ka. principal licensure is discretionary. Within th~ g~oup of ,11_ 
repot:ti og 11ni.ts chat re.QY_j_re a principal's license, 15 sripulace a principalship 
endorsement io addition to a generic admir;isrmti.alicens.e. The remaining 
26 States hay_~a__s~cific license designated for the principalship, rather 
chan an endorsement on a generic admiE!5tra:ciye- license. Another 
distinction within the 41 reporting units is tl:ac -~6 qes~gnate a level for th~
pripcipal license, usually elementary or secondary. The other 15 have a 
gen~ral license for principals or a general principal endorsement that permits 
the holder to administer at all grade levels.· - - -- - ·- ------

--F~ individuals co qualify for the initial license, most states require a 
master's degree (n=36) or a master's degree e!_us ~ddiciol)_tl_gra9~te credit _ 
hours (n=3 ). In 10 other states, some graduate credit is required, and one 

·, s~ requires no graduate credit (Al.?.s_!caj_. ~l~~h-~~tate~ -do not -
sriR\tlate an -ees.demiH-ea;ef-fer-the-masrer'Hiegree,many-states ( n = 30 )
require char holders of the license coroplere a specified number of graduate 
credit hours in chefielcl o(educacional -administration or some othir . ---- . 
coursework related to the desir_ed li~og. 

Due to uneven reponing, we can only offer the most tentative de
scriptions about theexrenc cowhicn.scaces specify the concenc of graduate -
studies re uired of those seeking to qu.iiify for a p~incipal's license. In 23 of 
ch~~porting units, the state spec· ies t e content of graduate studies. For 
10 of.the units, descriptions of cfierequired c~~t~nt areas for graduate scudy ·· 
were available.Twelve additional states reported using program approvalas 
th~ means through which they will agree co liceru~ ;ppl i~ cs recommended_ 
co _them from an institution of higher eaucation. Although wec annot be
cenain of the degree to which these -states dictate the content oraammis=
cracor preparation programs, we can infer ·t11at.iome_ky~eCo(state control is~ 
~t. 

ln.the.-10...reporring units for which some information was available 
about the content of academic preparation required for ch"einidaflfcense:-' 
22~-different content areas were identified. Only three content areas 
. ---- --- ------ ---- - - . --
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(administration and leadership, curriculum, and supervision of instruction) 
were requirements in at least five states. Tnree other areas rpersonnet,law, 
a~d..education o specia poP!!.!ations) were1 1sted as areas ofcontentinat 
l_e9st three states. Other areas of content were required in one or two states. 

I To),,itt~HM-Srn=l<>m<-ag,;reon.tl,e.appwptiaceEiowL _ 
- L edge base for-the--principalsl,.ip. 

One-third of rhe reporting_unics (n= 17) require a clinical component 
as Q_art of initial licensure. States use a variety of terms~ ~o _gesqib_~ ~i;· 
clinical component: internship, field experience, practicum, and clinical 
exru;rience. We are unsure from the data whether these experiences are 
operationally different, as the use of different terms oi- descriptors wo~id 
imP,ly. In several states, on-the-Job experience can oe·used· to satisfy_g1~ 
inremship requirement. In other states, the completion of a clinical or fic:;!rj ... 
e~perience is apparently re~J.!ired as ~r_:t_of a ~~iv~ rsiry.:~ased preparation 
program. 

The"TRajori9'. of x:eporting u.riits rnq1:1i.re-teach.in&exµe.rience_a.s..a_pre
req~isite ro licensure Of the 15 states that require read1iugs:wedc:nce. 15_ 
stieulate that the experience must be gained at the level of the license 
sought Twenty percent of the states permit substitution ~f some other pro
fessiona 

f 

t J Eti:fig-units x:equite rhat. ~ ~ 
c~idates fo r liceesure ]91r5S the specialty area-tesE-Gf:.the-l:,JatiQm--~a4'-U, 
er5--!ixam:i:nat:i:en. Four states-ha ve---tieveleJ:)ed-tltcir-ewn-examfrtttt-i:ens-fer. j / 
appttea-nts for a prirn;.ipal~l-iGense. 

States have established terms of validity for their licenses. In four states, 
the jnitial license is permanent. Forty states grant an initial license to~e 
lirn.u;ed term and then require the holder ro eicher renew or upgrade within 
a ~ecified period of time. In five of these states, upgrading the license ;ill 
ultimately lead co permanent licensure. In 14 other states, upgrading results 
in_ a term license. Altogether, 41 states do not offer permanent Ucensu;e 
and license holders are required co renew their licenses throu ha process 
that typically inclu es some combination of rofessional ex erience radu
ace stu y, pe ormance assessment, and professional development. The re
qu_irements for upgrade and renewal are su-mmarized in Ta.bf; 1. 
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TABLE 1 

Requirements for 
Principals to Upgrade 

or Renew Licenses 

Requirement 

Graduate study 
Position experience 
Graduate study and experience 
Graduate srudy or experience 
Graduate srudy or professional 

development 
Experience or professional 

development 
Professional development 
No requirements specified 

TOTAL STATES 

To Upgrade 
Licenses 
(states) 

6 
7 
6 

19 

To Renew 
Licenses 
(states)* 

5 
7 
5 
2 

7 

2 
10 
4 

42 

* Alchou,gh Pennsylvania grants permanent licensure, holders are required ro rake 
six houcs of graduate credit every five years. Pennsylvania's requirements are in
cluded here. 

· ~e.s-ihat offesr diffttiog-gr:e@s-ef.-1-kens~ret,,graduat~ sruay
aA instimtioo of bighec educacioo @proferuo~[eJCperie.nce-ate:cne -

xciusivc rcquireme,ns for ttf!gFadiAg a pciocipalshiP- li~ense. Th~ mean; 
the mechanisms for upgrading licenses, although specified by the states, 

rest with postsecondary institutions and school districts. Scares roigbc control 
che,.Dature of these academic and professional experiences by defining 
reqyged areas of graduate study and mandating specific professional 
experiences; for example, six states require chose who upgrade a license to 

succ~lly complete beginning administrator programs or performance 
ass~ments, and in at least three states, the content of coursework is 

ifiecL 
In .f?iltr~t. seates sanction a wioor-arra,y of options fo, J.icem e 

r . Professional development and professional experience are more 
fre~ent y require e stu y. "tcise less con- · 
crol over the profess1onal experience required co renew a license than they 
do f~r upgrading a license. That is, states may specify a number of years of 
exp rience re uired tor renewal hue cypicall do not specify che content or 
chat experience. In 19 states, professional development is ei er a re u1re- _ 
ment or an option or icense renewa . ou e data are unclear, we 
aS:Sume chat a variety of groups might be the providers and definers of pro~ 
fes~i.,onal development opportunities: professional associations, state 
departments of education, local school districts, regional or intermediate . 
educational agencies, and inscirucions of h igher educatio~-.Jh~ state'~ 

7 



8 

in ~ese pmfessiaoaLde.\teJop.me~ces is not cleat:L _ 
ev~a.ugh..we assume....that, in every case. che srate ed\J.f~.tiqru;1g~l}£Y_ 
exercises final approval of an applicant's request for license renewal 

• In.summary, 41 of the 51 reporting units require some_typ~.Qflicens1.m: . 
for rhe principalship, with 26 states designating the level-usually 
elementary and secondary adminiscraci_Qn. To qualify for the initial license, · 
in.dividuals ip most states are required co have a master's degree o~ m·asre?s 
deg.re.e..plus additional graduate credit hour~ne-third of the reporting 
units require a clinical component for the initial licensurt>,([he f!_lajoricy _ 
of the reporting units require teaching experienc~prerequisite co 
lie.ensure, often stipulating chat ~e :~~~r.:_<;_e ~u~~ E~ a~ the ~eyel of the 
license sought. Twenty percencot all reporting units require that candidates 
p~ruhe specialty area test ofcneNaaonafTeachers Examination. Four 
st~es have developed their own examinations for aP.p_~icancs for a 
principal's license. In four states, meinitial license is permanentlO states 
grant an initial license for some limited term and then i:equire the ~older 
co.either renew or upgrade within a specified period of time. Requirements 
for upgrade vary, but, in general, graduate study in inst~tions of higher 
education and professional expenence are required. License re~ewal ~o~e
fr~uently involves professional development andprotessional experience -
than graduate study. Licensure requirements for the pnncipalship are- ~ 
summarized in-1a6le l. ·, 



TABLE 2: Summary of State Requirements for Principals1 

Specific School Level Master's or C linical Examination Teaching License Renewal 
Principal Specified H igh e r Degree Component Required Experience Required 

License Required Required Required 

Alabama X X X 
Alaska X 
Ari.zona X X X X X X 
Arkansas I X X X X X X 
California X X' 
Colorado I X X X X 
Connecticut X X X X 
Defaware I X X X X X 

,· 

District of Columbia X - X X 
Florida X I X ( xi J X X 

Geon!ia X X -- X X 
Hawaii I X X 
Idaho X X X X X X 
Illino is X X X X X 
Indiana X X X X 
Iowa I X X X X X 
Kansas X X X X X 
Kem ucky X X X X X X 
Louisiana X X X X X X X 
Maine X X X X X 
Maryland X X X X 
Massachusetts I X X X X 
Michi2an X X X X X 
Minnesota X X X X X X 
Mississippi X X X X X 
Missouri X X X X X X 
Montana X X X X X 
Nebraska X X X X 
Nevada X X X 
New Hampshire X X X X 
New Jersey X X X x• 
New Mex ico X X X X X 

New York X X X' 
N. Carolina X X X X 
N. Dakota X X X X 
Ohio X X X X- X X' 
Oklahoma X X X X IX"'\ X X 
O re2on X X '--,r' X 
Pennsylvania X X X X 
Rhode Island X X X X X xi 
S. Carolina X X X X X X 
S. Dakota I X X X X X 
Tennessee X X X 
Texas X X X (x2-J X 
Utah X X X 
Vermont X X X 
Virninia X X X X X 
Washington X X X X X 
W. Virginia X X X ( X'1) X X 
Wisconsin X X X X 
Wyoming X X X X 
1 Inclusion of a State in a column indicates that rhe srate has this r,equiremenr for licensure. The number of cimes a state is lisred in the table provides a 

rough estimate of rhe degree of regulation in the stare. 
1 State examination 
1 Permanent license ava ilable 

/y 
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LICENSURE FOR 
SUPERINTENDENTS 

Of the 51 reporting units, 39 require a license _.§pecifically for the 
superintendent-either a superin tendent's I icense (n = 23) or _a 
supenncendem's endorsement on a general admiviscrative license £n=l6) .. 
(Although Pennsylvania commissions rather than licenses school super
inr;;;dencs, the state is ineluded-hernrn:he-analysis of=I,rereq1:1-isites- for 
holdin g office ) Of the 12 states oar req11i ring_a superintendent's licertli~_, _ _ 
eig,ht states offer a general administrative license and four states £~quire 
n9-§pecific license fo r the superintendent. 

;For an individual to qualify for cbe ioicial superintendent's license, 
mo~t states require a master's degree (n=26) or work beyond the master's 
degree (n= 11 ). In eight other states, some graduate study is required. Two· 
st~~s require only the bachelor's degree 

) 

c._or 12 reporting units, some information was available abouc the 
content of academic preparation required for the.ioitial Hc~.m~-Of the) _q__ . f 
diffe"'rem content areas descr ibed as arc of licensure re uirements, only 
three curr' m ers usiness mana ement) were req~ire;-
ments in at least fivk states. Four other areas (foundations of education, 
administration, policy studies, and supecvisioo af instruction) werel1scecr
as areas of content in three stares. Other areas of co~m were required in 
ne or rw states. This sit uation suggests that the states do not define a· -
ornmon knowledge base for e superimen ency. 

States differ more in the experience requirements for the initia l li
cense than they do in the academic preparation required. Of the 4 7 states" 
th.at require a supenntendent's license 6ra generic adrnm1srranve license, 
th;ee have no experience requirements. Of the 44 states chat require some 
pre~us experience, 18 require both teaching and admm1strac1ve expen
enc~ l / require teachmg €Xpetie11ce only, dnee regorre-adm m1strat1ve 
experience only, four require teaching or administrative experience, and 
tw'o require teaching or other comparable experience. Fewer states require · -
a practicum or clinical experience prior to receipt of the superincencfent's 
license (n-10 than the pnnc1pal's license (n-17). 

1 
As with the principal's license, some states require passing an exami

nation as pare of the hcensure proce:ss foe the saperit1te11deucy:-Wirlnh~ 
ex~tiaa of two states in which an exammat1on 1s required tor principals' 
liceruure but not for superintendents' licensure, states that require an ex-
~ :,. 

• 
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TABLE 3 
Requirements for 

Superintendents to 
Upgrade or Renew 

Licenses 

amination for the principal license also require the same examination for 
the superintendency. 

Stares generally require some combination of education, rofessional 
dev opmenc, an experience to u rade an ~ 
license. n y six states offer a permanent superintendent's license. In two 
oTthese states. t~~ .Per.rt1¥l~nJs ~i;-~itic;_~_t;_e i.U~ _initial certificate. lo.four 
ot~~tates,_~erincendents must upgrade their licenses before receiving 
a.Qermanenc license. In the 41 remaining states, the initial license and 
th_e highesc-le,·el license available for the superintendency have a speci- ' 
f~d validity period. The validity period rang~ fromoneyear to 10 yea~-
W@ the modal state having a validity period of five years. The require
_mencs to upgrade and renew superintendent licenses are summariZecffo 
Table 3. -, 

Requirement 

Graduate study 
Position experience 
Graduate study and experience 
Graduate study or experience 
Graduate study or professional 

development 
Experience or professional 

development 
Professional development 
No requirements specified 

TOTAL STATES 

To Upgrade 
Licenses 
(states) 

4 
4 
4 

1 

13 

To Renew 
Licenses 
(states) 

10 
8 
3 
3 

4 

1 
6 
5 

40 

As with the principalship, upgrading the superintendent's license is 
done primarily through graduate stud and ex nence. 'flie only excep
tion is one state t at permits the li.cense holder to substitute professional 
devetopment credit for experience. Again, pu:.t:>econdary mst1tut1ons and
sc~ districts play primary roles in upgrading licenses. 

States have more varied requirements for renewal of the 
superin.tendenr's license. Graduate study and posmon expenence are mil, 
however, the primary modes of License renewal. 
- n summary, 39 states require a license for the su erintendenc . Most 

of these require a masters e ree or additional graduate study be ond the 
master's degree. Experience requirements or a superintendent's license 

11 
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are more extensive than chose for a J2Ii~c;.ipal'.s...license._/\ppr9~im~cely 
one-half of che states chat have a superintendent's license require both 
c~"'ching and adminisrrari~e~xperi~n~e. &a~inacion-r~uire~encs parallel 
chose of the princjpalship- ln ~est.states, both the initial and.the..higbest
levels of superintendency licensure have a specified validity period. As 
wi.th the prinC.i.P.?J~~jp_,_JnQV:em-e.rn from.the.°initi~ii:o ~e highest level of 
Li~nsure is achieved through graduate study and experience. Position · 
ex erience, graduate study, and professional devefopment are the means 
fo~Jicense F~ne..yal esta fisnecl by most .states: Licensure· requir~~-cs for 
~perincendency are su~iz~ ~Table 1: 



) TABLE 4: Summary of State Requirements for Superintendents1 

Specific Master's or Clinical Examinat ion Teaching and License Renewal 
Superintendent Higher Degree Component Required Admin Experience Required 

License Required Required Required 

Alabama X X 
Alaska I X X X 
Arizona X X X X 
Arkansas X X X 
California 
Colorado X X 
Connecticut X X X X 
Delaware X X X X X 
District of Columbia X X 
Florida I 
Georeia X X X 
Hawaii 
Idaho X X X 
Illinois I X X X X 
Indiana X X X X 
Iowa I X X X 
Kansas X X X 
Kentucky I X X X X 
Louisiana X X X X 
Maine X X X X X 
Maryland X X X X 
Massachusetts I X X 
Michi11an X X 
Minnesota X X X X 
Mississippi 
Missouri I X X 
Montana X X X 
Nebraska I X X X 
Nevada X X 
New Hampshire X X X 
New Jersey X X X X X' 
New Mexico I X X X X 
New York X X X' 
N . Carolina I X X X X 
N. Dakota X X X X 
Ohio X ~ XI X X' 
Oklahoma X x2 X X 
Ore2on I X X X X X 
Pennsylvania X X X X 
Rhode Island I X X X X X' 
::i. CaTolina X X X X X 
S. Dakota I X X I X X 
Tennessee X X . X 
Texas I X X X X' 
Utah X X 
Vermont X X X X 
Vireinia X X X 
Washington X X X 
W. Virginia X X X 
Wisconsin X X 
Wyoming X X X 
' lndusion of a state in a column indicates chac the stace has this requirement for licensure. The number of cimes a scate is listed provides a rough 
estimate of the degree of regulacion in the srace. Dara was not available for all states. 

! Scace examination 
1 Permanent license a,-ailable 

13 
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EXTENT OF 
LICENSURE 
REGULATION 

Highly regulatory states exhibit most of the followi;,.~ characteristics: 

■ Licenses are limited to specific levels of schoollng. 

■ Several grades of licenses are used. 

■ Li~ensure is granted for a term, not on a permanent basis. 

■ Teaching experience is prerequisite, sometimes at the specific 
level of licensure. 

■ A master's or higher graduate degree is required for entry. 

■ The preparation program must include a practicum or 
intemfil:lip. 

■ The academic content of the preparation program is scace
~pecified 

■ A state or national exam is required prior to initial licensure. 

The extent co which these points are not evident in state licensure 
prQvisions may be used co characterize that state as comparatively unregu
l~ted. Rough comparisons of the degreeotregulacion are given in Tables 2 
and . Scates that more strictly regulate licensure are listed in several cat
e ories in each cable. Those that regulate less appear less in t e ca es. -

Four states were selecte to represent the extremes o state admm1s
trative Hcensure regulation: Loumana and Minnesota (comparatively high 
re~tion), and Alaska and Alabama (comparatively low regulation). 

Louisiana has separate licensesfor efementary and secondary pnnc1-
pals. Ucen~ure requires a teaching credenttal wnh hve years of teachmg 
exRerience; a master's degree includmg 30 semester hours in educat10nal 
adplinistration; and a score of 6LO on the administration section of the 
National Teachers Examination. Initial licensure is provisional, with regu
lar licensure obtained after a two-year mtemsh1p as either a pnnc1pal or 
a·ssistant principal. I he regular license must be renewed every five years 
;:;;a requires successful on-the-joG performance evaluations. To secure a 
Louisiana superintendent'sendorsemenc~-iildividuals must earn a master's 
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MINNESOTA 

ALASKA 

ALABAMA 

) 

degr 8 hours of graduate work in educational administration and 
six hours in another ie . ey a so must ave ff,;e·Vears ·each of reaching . 
ex.Q_erience and successful school aaministrarive experience. The initial en- . 
dors;me.ni:- is valid for· cwo years;.ilieconrinu~ng endorsement is valid for .. . 
five years and renewable wi.th successful performance evaluations. 

Minnesota, like Louisiana, requires separate licenses for el~mentary 
and.seconaary principals and offers two grades of license: initial and con
tinuing. lnicjal licensure for the principalship requires three years of teach
ingQPerience under a ceaching.!i~e.1:1se ?t the same level as administrative . 
licensure; a master's degree and 45 additional credits in the administrative. 
area for whichTiZensu~e is sought, including 200 clock hours of field expe
rie~e. The second grade of Iicensure, continuing, may -b~-b~;ined after 
011e year of administrative experience. Continuing licenses are vaUd for 
fi'l£e...¥ear.s..and.ma~_r~~\~ed_wit_h_ 1Z5 clock hours of app~p"v~fadmJ!l.~~ . 
ttative continuing education and 7 5 hours of individual professional devel
OP.ment activity. Requirements for the initiaTsuP.ermterlaent license"paral- . 
lel those for the initial elementary and secondary principal License. The 
h_Qlder of a principal's license who wishes to quality for superintendent· 
lic~nsure must complete 45 addici.onal graduate .. credirs in the superinten
dency or obtain a specialise or doctoral degree~q°"iiiremenrs-for obtaining -
the..concinu ing superintenclent's Tfcenseand rene~g_s_he li~-~-~Jd.e...o:· 
cical co chose for the principal's License. 

In Alaska, principals are required minimally co hold the state's Tye_e 
A teaching certificate. To hold a I ype B certificate, which is an unleveled 
principalship license, an individual must have three ears of reaching 
ex~rience an comp ere an approved administrative program. Bo t e 
ceachi!lg license and the administrator license are term lli:enses and must 
be.~newed every five years with six hours of upper--divisioncredit. An 
Al~ka superintendent's endorsement can be obt~ine?_~iE1. thre~ years or· 
tea_ching experience, one year of administrative experience, and comple
tion of an approved administrative E!.Qfilfil!l..:. The.fred~mi,al is_yalid fo..t.fj,ye 
ye~s and may be renewed with six hours of upper-divifilQll crediJ.:. 

Alabama is a second example of a state with comparatively little regu
latiop. It1.cii.YJduals_may obtain. a genetic ado:ri:nistrartve-tr.edenual •wid). a 
reacher's license, thre~_ 'lears of teaching .2£_\!}~crussio::1a~~PP~r:t ~~~!.:__ 
ence, 18 semester hours in educational administration. and a 300-hour --.:.--.:..-~---------- ·---·· -----·· 
in~ip. Th,is license is :ialid.foLLO..y.ears and qualifies the.hoJdec for any 
school administrative position in the state. 

Qne might conclude from these descriptions that even the most regu
lated states lack some of the possible components of regulation and even 
the kgst regulated states show certain characteristics of regulation. This is 
to be expected in licensing procedures that involve 51 different units, each 
of which responds to a va~ie·ry of political influences . . ·-- ·· - ---
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ALTERNATIVE 
LI CENSURE 

. Much has been written in recent years about alternative preparation 
for licensure. The AACTE survey that served as our primary data so-urce 
included a specific response category to identifi_che exten.uo which after- -

~ 
native licensure is available among the reporting units. When asked to 
describe the types of alremative preparatio~ .programs for teach ers, 38 
states indicated they have some alternate licensure provisions. Fourother 

/ states indicated that an alternative licensure route was under consider
';ation, while nine indicated that no alternative existed and none was under 
/consideration at the time. ---

Responses to the same question about administrative licensure yielded 
quite different results. Ofit~tes...r.epacrecl esrab)fsllecLalt.erruillve
licensme-pro~for adroinisttators. Of these, six :.eporteda lremac·ive 
routes for both principals and superu:i"cendencs (Maine, New !jamp~l].jre, 
New~onJexas.. . .and West Virginia). Two s_t_;:i.tes (Arizona.and 1 
Ne~ York) reported alternative licensure...only for__supe.rintendents,. and 
Hawaii's alternative licensure is only for principals. 

We are uncertain about the reason for the disparity between the num
be.Lof-~ltern·a~! ve prep~~tion im~g[a[llS. (or ~ <::~ers and -the number foi . 
adm_in.i.§.trators. One possible explanation is that alternative programs ap
pe?r in response to a shonage in the number o[ eE9fessia'~als avaiilable_f9r 
certain_ppsi~ions. This explanation fits particularly well in reporting units 
that_gescribed e-;~cy or temporary licen~e-sas one fo~ of alcernative 
li~~re. Hawaii, for example, offers an al;-~ at~ouce bec~use of prin-· 
cip_auhortages in certain geographic are~s. Few_ states, however, ha~e 

~ · ----- --·--· ·-····· 
exp~rienced a shortage of professionals _with t~e ~reder:i_tials for adminis-
trailiL~RQsitions (Bliss, 1988). 

· The most common cltaraE:-t:erist:ic of. alr;_em~Ji._ye_ licensure programs 
for adm-i-nimawrs--is-the-soosEitutiun-of--manager:ia~ expeFience-in-profes
si~~d-administrillive ~xperi~D..£e.inedtication. 
Th~s feature might be better explained by a genercH-dfssaffsfact i<Yn-with
theJYpe of administrative leadership provided oyili:osewno have traveted 
traditional preparation routes than by shortages of those preparecf through_ 

~itional routes. 



DISCUSSION OF 
THE ISSUES 

By and large, alcemarive programs leading co administrative licensure 
do not ~ .1..~ .. r.adical departme from cradmonal preparation prog_rams:·- _ 
Lic.wses received are either limited in scope (e.g., co the requesting school 
district, as in Ne~ Yo~k) or are temporary w hile the holder.meets the scan.:.. 
di:ird require~~im ~TL~~min!5_t_ra_t_o_r_l_icense. -

lvlost state constitutions have provisnons that make education a legal 
reSRQnsibiliry of che ·scace.!Utfl"ougn resoons1Ei1fcy'for me-da1t-ro-"day op:__: 
eration of schools typically is delegated m school district boards of educa
tion..1.2...great deal of educational g;vemance ·is e;~;cised at.the state level. . 

One prime example of state comrol is the establishment of regula
tiQns pertaining torneli.censfog of school personn e1. Allsmeshave as
su~ed the function of ~~ensing ind1v1~uals who ar..<:_~_rroitt~g to t~ac}i~o_r 
aqminister the schools of the state. Because states exercise plenary respon
sibility for education, control over me.licensure of chose seeking positions 
in_the public school lies within the legitimate pun,ie~f e~ch stat~ Li~~tql:_ 
assl!res the citizenry that educational professionals are gualfffed and that 
the educational .interests of students, parencs, and the general public a;~- --

) protected. Ne-nartooal Cl~ntal~tshould-ass'-:!me-tbjs -~t~t~ ohli.::_ 
~ ~- Policy recom~tion .!.:. L~c:_!:S_ure s~'!1'-~ _:ontinue to r~st with the 
) states because of the compeU~g state ~ ~ei:es~ in che -~~liry <!f lice_nse_~~c~oo_l · 
f administrators. National credentialing should. be discretionary and, if developed, 
~ ~ed only as evidence chat professionals have gone oeyo_n_d mi~ mu;;. ·swrularcls for 
~ fa!ll licensu.re to proficiency in the field. - --- -· -

Preparacion programs and professional associations, along with repre
sentatives of school boards, have a legitimate_j_m~_r~~-r~ .q.c;I stake in the 
licensure of schoo l administtatoTs. State-level decisionmakers should fully 
re~~ize the roles of these groups, and should inoorporate thciuep.z:ese.n=.:_~ 
cacives into the process of setting scanaar~~ fo!"_adi:_ninisrrati-;e licensurE:: 

O!!,_e way co appropriately empower these relevant con~tituencgroups 
is ~~_!ough the utilization ofad~uati~-li~~nsure boards by_each state. 
Licensure boards could perform functions such ·as-establishing scanaards,· 
ex~mining candidates, and issuing and revoking licenses. Although these 
bo~uld be created by and subject to legisla~thoricy, they~ 
provide a viable means for ensuring chat consumer rights and prero~t~ 
w~Je properly safeguarded, as well as enhan.cing the ~fessionalization of 
sc~ool administration. Licensure boards would also provide state agencie~ --
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THE KNOWLEDGE 
BASE 

with another means to solidify their influence by maintaining a coalition 
·ch stat~ucators and related interest grou~nS:!-mp~ell, Cunningham, 
yscrand, & 0sdan, 1g9nr,:=:p.oucy.recommendc.ition 2: State licensure.J,oauis. 

or school admiRi5mitol'.S-Should..be established in each. ;~ate ~ - - -
How the states exercise their authority in. I ic~n·s-ui:.e.xa-Jses several policy 

issuei. We have grouped the remaining policy recommendations into three 
areas: the knowledge base for sct1ool adminisrration i:-ractice, the experi
ences required for novic~ and fuliy lic;~~-pro·f~~ionals, _and p~ofessionai 
development requirements that are appr~-p~iac~· Er s~hool admini;t~ators.'. 
-•- - - •--•• ---- - - • -• •-• -•--e 

Fou.r.e.olicy_issues _ _;i.pply to the educational administration knowledge bas~: 

✓ ■ generic vs. role-specific administrative licensure; 

✓■ state specification of the particular knowledge base; 

1../JI the use of examinations co test the knowledge base; and 

VII the appropriate state role in ensuring that licensed administra
tors have an adequate knowledge base. 

In nine states, administrative licensure is generic rat_~er d:tP-..Il..!Ple
specific. The adminisrratf;~Tice·rueTn-chos~ states pe~its the holder to 

serve in any building- or dismct-level po~~~1~1:1: Oth~~ate~ _di~t~n~tiisn~·, 
among the requirements tor licensure for various administrative roles. We ,. 
believe such differentiation is justified, if at afConly on dlebasis ottne 
pa{_ticular concerns related co learping, curriculum,_~r{~crTo;_ associ: 
aced with each position. Moreover, we believe that administrators at all 
le~~ls slw.11.lp __ q_e familiar with child development and adult learning theory.··· 

,· Whether citizens are better serv;d by ;p;~i£ic- lic~~re- re.9.~iJ~~f}nt~ 
\ fC?.r~ of several administrative roles od,~_g_e!it;,ri~acfo:1inisg_~tive licen.:.:, 
\ requl£~«;nts is a policy issue ~hat _warr~nts further consideration. Poli~ 
\recommendation 3. SimpUficaPo~the-licensure requ-i"femems.thmugh..a.ge, . 
?efidi~·e, LSe iii educational azlm1msttatmffi.degirimate der~gulaiio.Mnlsh;i:ld-6e
/seriou3ly-tonsidered by-states-that have a proliferac1onofficensure requirementr.· 

Any. assertibn char we have a well-defined or corn-men knowledge 
ba$e for the practice of educ;,~! admin~ion is probfematic. Members 
of cb.e.Nat.i.a.na Commission on E~llence m Educacionaf Administrat.ion 
were unable to agree.on cbe appropriate cont:enTfor administration program 
currk_ula and dropped the issue (Bradley, 1990). The National Policy Board 
for Educational AdministrationandtneOn ivers1ty Council on Education~! 
Adrnininstration defined seven broad areas of knowledge and skills: -, 

societal and cultural influences on schooling, teaching and learning 
processes sensitive to individual differences, theories of organization 
and organizational change, methodologies of organizational studies 
and policy analysis, leadership and management processes and functions, 
policy studies including issues oflaw, politics, and economic dimensions 



of education, moral and ethical dimensions of schooling in a pluralistic 
society (Improving the Preparation of School Adminisrracors, 1989). · 

Pree_rarion programs, professional associations, ~-~~~'?nal accr~diti!)g_ 
agencies, and local school boards all have a legitimate interest and stake in 
the licensure of school administrators, including definitions of the knowl
edg""e1>ase. Webeltevethatcfie knowledge base tor educational adminiscra
ti~ is best def med at a nationalTevel through· the involvement of rele~~t 
CO~ti ruem groups. Although the deni\ii:ion· advanced by theNational Po-I icy
Bo~d ucational Administration hasl5"een criticized as too broad (B~a
dl - 1990), this is th~uonal definmon-we believeis .. appropriace. 

,.-We are confident char a ·no_'!'._ edge base can oeTdentifieatnafbu119.~ 
upon ch~ knowledge base for successful reaching. This ki_:i_o_wledge base is 
bes.t leamed once professionals have obtained teaching certification and 
practiced as teachers. PoUcy recomm!,~tip.1] 4: Licensure in~~c~o-~I ad.minis-

/ tTapon should require a subswnrial number of g-,:C¥iuace credics in educational 
!...qdmfu,istrarion, either as part of or in addition to _a_ magfr'~ degr_ee.., _ 

As...ill,usrrated in the above analysis, certain states detail the knowl,:--_ 
eqge requirements for the P)AService preparation_of school adminisaators. __ 
Little commonality is found, however, in the course or subject-marcer 
requirements for licensure. Little support for the specific requirements out- -
lin~ by some states can be found in!.~~ m~na[e~enc an~?mini~tration 
literature. Moreover, some state specifications on the knowledge base are 
freguen'""cfy seen as unreasonable and OEposing what academics or practi~
tioners believe can be lcgicimaccly supported by the profession's knowledge 
ba~ (see, for example, Prescine, 1991 ). Further, thesespeciticationsofcen 
appear co respond co supply-and-demand cycles in the workplace rather~ ._ 
co requirements that ensure a competent, well-qualified, professional work 
fo.,rce. Ocher states ae_parencly give sub_!~tJ.al prQg@l}U!U!tic_ d~cretiq_n co· -
i~tirutions with approved programs f~ pr~p_?ring education pers~mnel. 

· S~cificiry in the knowledge base required for initial.QL~.<!Y2.~~ed 
levels of licensure is particularly problematic. If the knowledge base is sec in. 
st~ policy mandates, ic is difficult to change. M~r~o~e;, ·s~ate specifica-·
tions provide lmle room tor creativity and flexibiiltyin eyogE3m definition-
( O.Q.9dlad, 1990). If it is not set in policy, clecjsions about competence are 
deferred to others. Policy recommendation 5: Thos~ .stat!j that have ckfi, Jc.ne
~~or- the prelice1u1,.g-preparariorrqhehoo!-adminiscratm:~shol.iliC:ae·: 
' ,~chis--tlffll-:--
- States that are reluctam to lose control over the curriculum have op
ti ns other than s ecifying the curriculum iiistace policy. In se,;eral s·cates, 
state review of teacher and a miniscrator preparanon programs or program 
aQe£Oval and review of the programs agai;:,:st naci~ruilstanclardso£best pro
fessional practice have been combined. Four options for integrating state 
prggram review and national accreditation have been approved _by the · 
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National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). These 
options range from separate but concurrent review of the programs by .. the 
state agency and an NCATE-ream-·(0pi:Ton- One}40-scate=-a.cceµcarrCQ.f
the~decJS.1.0n..cegaidmg.accred 1tac1on for-p~rposes of state approv.aL 

/ (0Rfil)FFour). As of November 1990, 18 states had agreements with 
)') NCATEtouse·une of the-four options. Pol{9. recommendation 6~.Stat~ 
"\ · ---- ·--·--·----·· . . . 
/ ·;ihou!d coordinate-theiHeviews ofpreparation programs in educational adminis-
, ,.-... ' --- -------- · < tration-and-teaehe'f-education-with NCATE accreditation. 

\

:::,-___ Our recommendations about the knowfeage base also have implica

tiontl~ t~tin~_programs. Educa~~~~J COr:_l~Umers and state policymakers 
have demonstrated in the past decade a desire for concrete measures of 

\ 

c~mpetence for -~ntry to _ceachin[ an. d admi~~strac~o~. If gener~!_.~gree
m~nt on the knowledge base cannot be reachect=,"~t~u'.e-examina~jare 
li~clycobeiciiosyncracic -incheir aetinition of th~owledge base~ and 

I unable co sustain legal challenges to their validici.Ifsome generalagree
:, ment on the knowledge base can be reached, test aevelopmenc at the S-ta te 
I le~el would be unnecess~·rify-~ p~n~ive ;~d ·involve inappropriate duplica
' tion of effort. Instead, state boards of iic~~;u~~--sh0tld cooperate-on-the . 
de_yelopment of a common cest-ing p;ogra·m. hpttt~tiondortn1S:.exami- . 

~ ~e..m.Qd.~g.-AltifiaH~E-~~~~~Eio~S:can.._a~compl~~n -is 

C 

~e-verification that--applieanes-for-a-lieense have a certain minimum level _ !i 
of.~wl~dgethat.~l; of.n~~?~~-be a small share of what_a_n experienced \! 
am] -I/I ufieieaf:aclministr-atQr_sh.~uldJ<I!ow. 

--- Initial licensure can only identify minimal standards. Moreover, 
knowledge in education continues to develop, and notions of eff-;ctive
pr~.;;1ve:-For these reasons, administrators should Ge socializedco· 
th_e understandingmat learnmg about ·1eaming· is a lifetime obligation. 
Nine states currently ·issue ·pen:na.nent licenses for the -prmcTpalship,-and 

~~ss~e pe~a~enc _license_s. ~o~ the·_:1:LP.~.:!nten~. n~y. Policy recom
ndation 7: States that offer permanent administrative ficensure slioulifrevise 
~e· Teguiremems so that licenses are val[4]gr. a _sp~gfl~ ~~- '!~l.~~ql 

, requires continuing professional development. 
,r· As noted above, authority over ITcensure sho~ld r~main w_ith the s_ta_Ees. 

In defin~oase, howeve~,-staces ~hould share the respon~i
bi·l~ty with other relevant constituent groups and defer to understandings 
fo~sJ1i_s_ ~~°=1~e ~f sta_te interest with the interests of 
ocher professional groups would seem to best-serv·e all, including the indi
vi~al practitioner. Cemm~~~~ent-en-the-knowle9~~~e and~ 
ex._~res-e-it-ar~~IE-1?9:ganc-stepnowatd·~1aklr"}[Iicens.ure __ 1n eclrrcarional 
admini-sa:atiGn-pottable-fr-em-state .. to--state. Holding postsecondary prepa
ration programs co a set of professional stanaaros wou fa ensure the uali 
of those pro~s wit out compromising opportunities for the~~-d~: .. 
velop their unique manifestations and program vision. 
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EXPERIENCES 

REQUIRED 

FOR LICENSURE 

lq_eally, licensure as a school administrator should indicate more than 
jug___familiarity with minimal knowledge about the fiel_d. Cicize~s-;--~c_g_~g~_r: -
ance that state-licensed practitioners have skills that qualify them for their 
positions. These skills and abilities are best ascenained throu_fill ~(£0Qlad
m1nistration practice, not study of the field. States differ, however, in the 
ex~rience requirements for inTfialand other levelsoflicensure. These varia
tiops in state requirements raise poficyissu"es about the relationship becw;; 
te?_£~ing_exe.E:~ience and adminTscrat1ve licensure,rh e suii:abiiicy of a lterna
tive licensure for school administrators, and requirements regarding clinical 
exP.erience as part of administrative preparation andprcifess ronal devefop-. ·----·· -·- -4---- . --- -- -
mem programs. ;:;.:;...== . 

1

- As noted earlier, most states r~~i-~1:__te~c~in~_e2'~«:.fLen~ _ as ~_pre-
reqJ1isite--to..licensure.as..a..l>uil9.i_~g-J~ve~ _P.r:_incip~l Thircy-five states require 
t eas:h ing experience as a prerequisite..tolicensure.as..a school superintendent. 

, Thes~-grovisions recqg_I).ize teaching and l~~g as ~he core cech~oi~gy of 
I schools (Murphy, 19916). Administrators must be imima~~l'l. fa~il ~~~ '-Y..iih 
\ rhauE:.Q).nolo,,gyjn order co be effective and to establish credibili~ with col-
l le~and.0m mun i~eolicy reccnrrmerulation 8-=-t~h..i!}g_~xp~ en;; ;hQuld_ 
/_ be required far licensure in school administration. 

A~s_<li~;:I~equiremenrs.foudminisnators are available in.only 
20 fucenc of the states and generally permit the ~ubstitution of managerial 
e~ence-i&-f)WfessionaUie.lds other than education for teaching and ad
ministrative experience in education. T his, coo, raises an imponant policy 
issue. If schools are fundamentally places of teaching and Tearrtlng,the- s u~
stitmion of m_?_n_~g~rial experi~Q.c_e_ip_g_tJ:l~r <?rganizations may not be leg~i-__ 
mate unless on~ ~an establish competen ce also in teaching and learning. 

AJ.t_emative licensme 2rograrns that permit circumvention of°the -re-· 
quirements for c~~erienZe are not warrantecC.As-~otecl earlier; sb~ n ~ -
ages of professionals license_d in school administratio;-~re limited to a· fe"'? 
geographic locations. While school boards and school administrators may 
have doubts about the quality of l icensed personnelav~ ilaoleto fi.lt" certain . 
positions, alternative licensure programs are inappropriate responses to COfl.: 

c~bouc quality. At the same time, we recognize that in large city schools, 
administrative personnel other than the superintendent are likely to have 
qirecr reseonsibHfrv-for-che instnJ£ti®Jtlp.togi:_am..(e,g.~as§._i~a,m ·or ~icii(-~
ate superintenden_ts for curriculum or elemema,ry_an<;l s~con_g.gy .~!:'!'Ji~.~-~ _ 
directors) . Policy recommendation 9: For superintendencies in large city schools , 
alternative certification should be limited to waiving the teaching experience re:
qui!~ent /;,. candidates who can demonstrate extensive comparable experience in 
other organizations . Decisions about alternative certification should be made 
by state licensing ooardsaccorclmg ~o_giteria .set by such g!~~ as the N~--
tional Policy Board for Educacio~al A dmi11istration (1990) . 

·- - ··--·----
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PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

A essential prerequisit_i: ~~~lly licensed status should ~~I 
P, · o cemanacfm1niscrative position. We believe that additional gradu
ate "study is an appropriate requireJ!l~m for full licens~re. When the g1it~a 

,..-license can be obtained with a master's degree, graduate sru_Qy alone should 

~ 
notpe sufficient for full licensure. Curren tly, six St?.~~~ it the_.1:!Pi~de 
of a principal's license on the basis of graduate study only, and four states 
permit the upgrade of the superintendent's license on the-sa~~basis. Policy 

, recommendation 10: State"st hat permitJull licensi~g-of administrator;on-che sole 
'. basis of additi~ l graduate credits sh~i;_f{~~-~9~ti!lue c~is P1"a-;ri~~ ~~~i11gel24 

require evidence of successful experience for full licensure. 
- If a license to practice is to represent more than minimal knowledge 

about ~a,Ticensing·s!iould entail verification that th~ ·candidate pos
sesies entry skills appropriate- to-me position. TheNation aCCommission 
on Excellence in Educational Administration recommended that licensure 
include assessment of the candidate's communication skills as well as peda
gogy, management, and leadership sk°iils .(1988 ~ p.-iif Preparation -p ro
grams sbaulcl ioch1cle substantial clinical comp_cinencs in Tiefcl experience·s 
and_ simulatio!}S_Jk{allinger & Murphy,. ~ 991 ;_ National Poli~y- Boa;d-for 
Educational Administration, 1989). As Murphy ( 1991a) noted, university 
faculties in educational leadership have increased the attention they give 
to e clin ical com onents of graduate programs. Whether this increased 
attention is sufficient has yet tQ_~J~~t~blished. Cli_nica_Cf>!!J..Qonencs are 
expensive, and university financial commitments co programs in school 

~

a_n_imi~tration have hist~rically be~n limited. ~~licy re~o~~e~~on -1_ 1: 
nmgl l1censure should entail che escabltshment of mzmmal skill m admzmstratzve 

1 
p,rar,;rice This is bes_c accomplished by def erring .f.QJ)!@.4r_g_c!9n PI.ograms the obli~

\ gaqan for documenting skill attainment throug~_l!Ssessment centers, administra-
; rive portfolios, or clinical experience. Moreover, institutions for graduate study 
: sho~e obiigated to dev~~oQJ.h~_~linjcal_ cqmpo~e!}ts pf their_t~!Qgrams incol-
. labaration wirh.school.diso:ic~ 9-nd.Pthg_r professional groups. Several m_e_c;ba:.-
1 ni§ms for collaboration are available, and decisions about how to collabo-
~t~ r~~b~s~ldu;;;d~ id~al i~~itutions: .. - -

Once permanent licensure is e!~ ~na_te5i _(see p9licy_~~S9IT.l.CJ1.El9.atio~ 
7),. all school administrators will assume th~_obliga.tlo.n . ..for copj_inued 
professional development. Moreover, school administrators sho~lci§.tJQQ..9_rt 
t~~.ct;. ofprotessTonalism eve!\ ln_ the_A~~~_e__oLe;plicit. state 
reguirements. 

One policy issue is the degree to which states .should s~Lfy_ilie 
particular professional development experiences that qualify candidates for 
license renewaf.Greate-r s·tace··concrol can be· obtained throughgrrnef 
s~cificicy3,p~c.ifi~iJy als9_~eans, ho~~er,_ E_~_ac license renewaJ_ 
requirements are more difficult co cha~g~!. l_ess~ SP.Q~ive !O_individual nee~~ 



,-

i. 

an~ concerns, and less responsive co changes in the knowledge base for 
adrninist@.ti.Yur.a~i~.Leover, specificity is generaJJy.J..mplement~-9 . _ 
through oolicy mandates and has adverse as well as desirable consequences. 
Mandates generall..Y. are written as minimum standards for compliance, not 
ogtimal or maximum requirements {McDonnell & Elmore, 1987). Halfinger 
& Murphy (199~f ~~de_a_~~p~ 12.2.incjn_rh~r di§~l!S.Sio_n_QJ prof~~~nal. 
c;levelopmenr: 

Scace-mandated programs, regardless of quality, send a mixed message. 
On che one hand, mandated participation in professional development 
appears co signal the importance of professional growth. On the other 
hand, mandated growth ignores the individual needs of principals and 
models a process of development and change that runs counter co the 
role principals themselves muse play in re:.haping the cukure of schools 
(p. 519). 

Mandates have limited capacity to change behavior or actir~ges. 
Evaluation of recent efforts related to professional development is badly 

needed. Initiat.tY.euuch as the lEAD program (funcfecfatthe·federallevel · · 
thr®gh the states), stat~ _ _!!l3lndaces for administrative staff development, 
and.school distritt..Lnitiati v~ have"expanaed the (2£QOTtuntties form-service 
training for administrators duringfae past 10 year~._Lictle evaluation of these·-

~o~ms has been dope (Hallinger& Murppy!. 1991). Poli9-r~~m!1:_e-~i07: -
12.: S@tes 3hutcld devefup bTvzzd gaideli ,ies for acceptable ~lopmem 
tl~et.~'~ 1_@'1~~ru'he-r tl~an spe-cify-~ preas~_l'.la~ure anaconcent -
o{proks¼Zi Z4ffiknf.-such policy should nos _be_ <;fevelqp_eq witliout 

..., ference to eme_irical assessments of the eff~<:ti_y~~ss of_past eff~sc_s.:..... 
le professional development, tensions between p~ofessional auconomy 

and the com ellin interests of the state are likely to be evideric."We believ~ 
that-.tb.!! responsibility for defining an eve oping acceptable profe~;i~nal 
development should not rest solelyorpc:imaiilywith any onegroup."Wnile 
individuals. school d jstricts,.-5tatc.deparrments of education, g?t~_pJofes§i_opaL 
or~niz~~ions, and_universi.ties all have legitimate interests in h_ow_ 
pro~onal development is ckfio.~d .. desJ~1 and delivered, the benefits 9f 
ve~ing responsibilini_ in a~-2._ne group would be ourweigp.ed by the 
disad,y_ancages. Costs of p,!ofessional development should be shared among 
th~oups with vested interests. Scates should bear a significant share of the 
expen-;-;-bucso: coo, should individuals, professional orgai::iizacions, 

(

~~iversicies, andschoo°Idistricrs. Policy recom1?'endation_ 13: One-responsibility 
of.cutate.licensiRg-90aFd--should be to coordinate the shared responsibilities of groups 
viuf;;,e~ted.Jnce-i:esr.s. in the prof essi~~i· cievelop;.em o{practicingd-;;iniscrators. 
- --- - . - --------
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REPRESENTATION 

Li censure req_1:1ire_~~nt~ _ a~e a poor_ mec;~~~Slfl_lO_ ~se __ in ~~dressing 
th.e.,m:s,blem of representatiQn.j!,ISt_as it is important th?~ the teaching pro
fessi,Qn_be .r.epresentative of gender, racial, and ethnic group diversity: i~ 
the student population, it is important that school administrators reflect 
that.~~~£y: We could not examine the relationships betw~en lice~su~~ 
a!lc:l_~epresentation given the available data. Numerous other reports -~nd 

S COfllll.!i~~2.~•-how_ever, have noted this as a vital area of concern. Policy 
~ rec~en_dacion 14: Stace and national_ iniciarives regarding the lic:nsur.: of 

h~l ad~i:1~cr~t0rs should incl~ indu1:er7:encs ~o encourage and ~1:!f ~Or:_!he 
clusion of women and ra.cialand ethnic minorities in tbe p:rofession. --

* 
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CONCLUSION 

Efforts ca im12rove the practice of school administration through policy 
rela.ted..ro chdicensure of school administrarions raise a number of imper:. 
tanussues Io geoerai.-~ -p;;ff~y ~eco-~en~;t~~~-~ff~~cl-iarlier.as-a 
platform for q_isg.i~sion recommend a crucial role for che scares in licens~·;
accompaokd...J:rt_tbe delegation of resp.Qnsibiliry t;;~her_ag~!~s. State · 
polic~ more likely to b~ relevant, enlightened, and accepted if it is devel::
oped.in...conjunction with constituent groups. State po_l icy_must leave room 
fOF,4Qcal in.itiati¥es..aod local visio-~ -a;;l c·a'nnoc be developed without 
att:.c,ntion to defensible cJaims-1,9.out. good adminisg~tive Qta_~ _fyt~re~ 
OVf!r, scare polic_y_s_h~>Uld not be developed without r~fer~µ.c;:e co na~ional 
st~mfords and trends, includ~I}g__g1<:;_ _r~q4iJem~I}ts_of national ~ccredit~ .. 

a~ {;s. 
,ur recommendations include provisions for collaboration among 

groups with vested im~r.~un.'.tlie_tjuali.cy Otsf:flOOU!mnmistracors_.We 
envision a national policy board which will continue to define the knowl
edgebasef or the profession , deve~ynappropriate national examination, 
ang~xplore a p_r~tJg!OUS, but optional, national c~~ifls_ag9J.l ... w~s.11pport 
sta~....lli:ensjng -~arc½_~~ ;ouid ~ooperate with a national policy board 
anc;I naciaoal ame.diring agencies, give pr~~<_?nalsascrongvoice in the- 
regwatian..oLch.e...field,_and coordinat_e_~t)d d~f!rtC:.. professional develop- -
ment opportunities. We recommend advisory groups to graduate programs-
in educational administration be established to ensure chal_~ose ~ms - -
are linked to professionals in the field. 

While we are aware of the difficulties of collaboration in all of these 
ar.e.@h.~e _bel;~~polic;:y_ effq_rts isolacid. from professional organiza
cig_ns and preparation programs and based solely upon mandate:5 for more _ 
str,iDgent licensing requirements are doomed to failure. Professions must 
b~ impro-:_~~ from witrun.' PoITcySasecfoncofiaboration, inducem~!)~S, -~id~ 
caRa.Q.ty-building is an important part of the Q!Og!SS. _ 
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THE SOLOMON SCHECHTER DAY SCHOOL ASSOCIATION 
OF THE l:JNITED SYNAGOGUE OF CONSERVATIVE JUDAISM 

STATEMENT OF REQUIREMENTS FOR AFFILIATION AND ACCREDITATION 

l PREAMBLE 

The Day Schools chartered by the Solomon Schech~ Day School network of the Uniced Synagogue of 
Conservative Judaism possess unique ~tcntial for transmitting the va.st riches of the Jewish heritage to 
their stadcnts. while maintaining die highest standards in the area of general studie~ In order to encourage 
these Schools to strive for the best results, both in Judaic and in General Studies. the United Synagogue of 
Conservative Judaism Commission on Jewish Education has set up a chartering program in accordance 
with the rules and requirements set forth below. 

l APPLICATION FOR AFFILIATION WITH THE SOLOMON SCHECHTER DAY SCHOOL ASSOCIATION 

1. A Day School organized by or in fonnatlon under the aegis of a congregation affiUated with the Unite.d 
Synagogue of Conservative Judaism, or a group of such con~gations, a Region of the United 
Synagogue of Conservative Judaism or any other auspices within the Conservative Movement, may 
apply far affiliation with the Solomon Schechter Day School Association by applying to the 
Commission for a Provisional Charter. 

2. A Day School which is ah'eady affiliated with another association may also apply far affiliation with 
the Solomon Schechter Day School Association, so long as such affiliation docs not militate against or 
violate the Associ~tion's minimum standards (both academic and ideological). 

IL REQUIREMENTS F~R. A PR~Vl~~_f~~ .. ~-~l-Od,i.~, ... llii\11-~ 

1. General Requirements 

a. The application for the Provisional Charter must be accompanied by a statement establishing 
that the School has a viable enrollment for at least one class. a supervisor in charge and-an 
existing governing body, and that it meets the standurds of the Solomon Schechter Day 
Schools which include Judaic Studies for a minimum of twelve clock hours of instruction per 
week. 

b. While the School is in formation. it is free to publicize that it will receive a Provisional Owter 
once the above requirements have been met. .In the interim. until the above ircms are met, the 
School will continue to receive -consultation and guidance from the Department of Education of 
the United Synagogue of Conservative Judaism. · · 

c. A Provisional Chana will be valid for a threc--year peri~ after which the Day School 
Education Committee will reassess the chanering status of the school. A Pro\lisional Cbancr is 
extendable once, for one year .. 

_:. .• ' .. 
. d. Attestation to the fact that this new School will not impact negatively on any other day school in 

the area is required. The judgment of the "negative impact" rests in the hands of the 
.A$sociation. ' 

2. Educational Requirements 

a. The Judaic Studies program shall consist of a minimum of twelve clock boun of instruction 

( 
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mita,e. 

[ Prindpal Ccttilicarlon ~ 
Tbi.s oad6catioii. program provides an oppottWlity for aperieno:d edu

a .ron to prq,an: tor lldmlnistradvc,, 1upervi,ory, and ocbc:r educational Jod
awp roles in the.J-iah day .dtool. 

The progn.m an be wmpleml in tw0 ,ummcn in midenc,e ~ rhe SCln
inary. and additional coune W"Drk may be ralccll during the £,ill and apring 
acm.csws in conjunction wiih • n:wrcr's or ~ degfft prognm. 

~uimnalu foJ" Adm.inion to the Prioc:ipaf • Program 
See page 58 for gaicd rcquircmmu ~ r admisalon to the Gradm1c School 

Smdmu who do not haYi: a Master'• degree in Judaica or Jewish Edua1:ion 
uc'rcquired u, apply f"or die M.A. ckgree la Jcwim Education mgetbcrwith 
Principal Ccnifkation. (n addkion, anclidaflCS will be required to ha\lC 1ig• 
niflant teaehi.ng a:nd/or admini11ratiff apcrienoe. prcfuably in a day lCbooL 
A limia:d numbes of srudcnu with ClttelUiw: expmm« IA other 11ettlng1 may 
be acxzptcd If mer an demonstmc the auainment of'balic professional dcills. 
lnd!Yidual '1Udmu may be mtuired co ulce apecilic oouna in Jewish educa
tion a, plfflCIU. isitc:s. Upon admwion, the candidate will be assigned an advi
sor wbo will help witb 1he tdeaion of courxs and. an intcmSbip based upon 
the individual', acadcmic and prokssi.onal needs. 

Requiremcna foJ" Ccrti&cat.ion 

Srudcnu who haVI: a M:uccr'1 degree in Juda.ia, or in Jtwlsh EduOl• 
tionmunakc · 

I. Two intcnai¥c: education 1cminan which focus on chc appliaatio!' of me
ory IX> day ,dlOOI ainiculum daodopmcnc. supemsion and adminima
tion(6 acdiu}; 

2. Two courses l.n curriculum, adminntr.ttion. Khoo! managemerit. and 
wpcmdon. These COUfitl mwt be JClect.ed with the 9PPIOffi of the 
dcpartmcnnil advuor (6 a edi11); 

3. Supervised inirmship in administration (3 cmlla). 
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per week. Each cl.ass day shall include Judaic Studies. Hebrew shall be the primary language @ 
of instruction. The Judaic Studies curriculum shall provide for the teaching of beliefs and 
practices in accordance with the policies laid down by the United Synagogue of ConsetVatlve 
Judaism Commission on Jewish F.ducation. 

b. Toe General Srudics program shall conform to the requirements of the governmental body 
under whose jurisdiction the School falls. 

c. The cmriculum shall pro:vide for the integration of Judaic and General Studies, as interpreted 
by the Solomon Sdiec.hter Day School Association. 

3. Personnel Requirements. 

a. The overall educational supervision of the School shall be vested in a prof cssional trained 
Jewish educator. · · 

b. The Judaic Studies teachers shall hold licenses rccogni:u.d by the National Board of Ucc:nsc, or 
other responsible agencies. such as tho local Bureau of Jewish Education. The General Studies 
teachers shall meet the licensing requirements of the govemmenatl educational body Wider 
whose jurisdiction the School falls. 

c. It is cxpccted that all personnel will exemplify Ille religious goals of the School while they arc . 
in the School, and the Judaic instructors espcclally (even while they are outside the School), in 
the areas of Sliabbal and kashrut obSQ"Vancc. . 

4. Organizational Requirements 

-=:7.,.·.,,1,:;=· 

The School shall be governed by a Governing Body (by whatever title it may be designated) 
which shall meet regularly, and which shall be responsible for the administrative and financial 
aspectS of the School. It 1s recommended that those who are selected to serve as members of 
the Oovcming Body of a school be members of a Conservative congregation. 

b. J:4ucational Policies 

The School shall have a Board of Education or Education C.onunittee which together with the 
educaiional supervisor (by whatever title). and subject to the.approval of the governing=• 
shall set the educational policy and shall make certain that the School's cwriculum is pro y 
implemented by the School's professional adminisqadon. 

c. Religious SUUldards 

The School shall maintain all the norms of religious observance required by the Conservative 
Movement and shall consult with the Iocalmara d'aua who shall have the responsibility to sec 
to •it that the~~ of the United Synagogue of Conservative Judaism Commis. • sion on Jewish 
F.ducadon is lcmentcd. These norms include (but are not limited to) proper provision for 
the observance of kashna, daily tefll/ah., the observance of Shabbat and the holfd.a.ys, and the 
maintenance of the mood of a place of Torah. · 

d. Parent-School Organiwion 

The School shall have a Parent Qrfaniistion, which shall conduct a program of parent 
education and other parent acdvitics, subject to the supervision of the Board of Education. 



e. Facilities 

The School shall be adequately housed. and shall meet the rtquirements of the local health and 
safety anthoruics. 

f . Admissions Policy 

A Solomon Schechter Day School shall admit only Jewish children (ie., children barn of a 
Jewish mother, or children who have been converted to Judaism). 

The definition of "convened to Judaism11 is that definition which the Law Committee of the 
Conservative Movement has established. The de1C1'1Ilinatlon as to whether or not the 
conversion is in keeping with the dc6nhioo of the Law Committee is to be dctcrmincd by the 
mara d'Qll'a of the individual affiJiate school. The term "mara d'atra." is to be understoodu 
meaning a rabbi who is a member of the Rabbinical Assembly and who has been selected 
(designated) by the School affiliate to derennine matters of halaJchah. 

lbe School may also admit a child whose mother (or both parentS) is (are) ~ed by a rabbi 
who is a member of the Rabbinical Assembly as being currently enrolled in a fonnal program 
leading to her (or their) .and/or the child's conversion to the Jewish faith within twelve months 
of the beginning of the school year. · 

Affinnati.on of the child's religion and/or conversion must be contained in the registrants 
application for admis.sion. The definition of the term "affirmation .. is understood as either 
information on the application form which clearly establishes the ohild's mother is Jewish by 
binh or, if the child's mother is Jewish by conversion and/or the child is Jewish by 
conversion, the "affirmation" requires a written attestation by the rabbi who headed the Bet Din 
which supervised the conversion. . 

g. Association Representation 

The President of the Govcmint'l3t)cly of each Association metllbtt School shall automatically ........ 
serve as a member of the Executive· Council of the SoloinOn Schechter Day School '"'~· 
Association. 

h. Dues 

Association member Schools shall pay annual dues ~ d~ined from ti.me to time by the 
Executive Council of the Solomon Schechter Day School Association. 

IV. ACCREDITATION AS A CHARTERED SCHOOL 

1. Accreditation as a Chartered School is to be detcmlined by the Day School Education Committee (sec 
Section III. le). · 

2. The Day School F.ducation Committee will request as pan of the accreditation program that a School 
submit a copy of its cuniculum, a schedule of a typical week's program, a schedule of classes, and 
such other rclatcd materials as may be called for by the Commission. 

3. Individual Charter review, at periodic =hlterVals, will be 1:1fldenaken by the Association. 

V. FINANCIAL STATEMENT 

The Solomon Schechter Day School Association desires that a close consultative relationship be · 
established between itself and its member Schools. with the goal of C$tablishing fiscal accountability and 
responsibility. Naturally, each Association member School retains itS own sovereignty in this. as in all 
other financial mancrs. Accontingly: 



1. The Govcmin~ Body of each member School shall be vested with, and exercise final control over, all 
matters financial. 

2 . A Budget and Fmance .Coonnittee of each School shall go'<Cm the actual operation of the budget, and 
shall report to its Governing Body periodically. It is recommended that this repon be given at a 
frequency of no less than once every two months, with a line-by-line 1epon. 

3. It is also recommended that expenditures of over $2,000.00 shall not be incurred without prior 
approval of the Governing Body. . . 

4. It is further recommended that checks issued by Association member Schools shall require double 
signatures, by two officers of the School, or by their surrogates. 

VJ. VALIDATION AND ENFORCEMENT 

1. To maintain its statUS, a chartered School shall submit to the Association the minutes of all Board of 
Education meetings and all meetings of the Governing Bodf, and shall alcn the Association 10 any and 
all plans for physical facility modification an,J/or grade addition or expansion. 

2. If a School is found to be in violation of one or more tequiremems as set down in this document, the 
Association shall advise the School of this fact. and shall offer its assistance in order to restore the 
School to required standal'ds. 

3. The· Association, in consultation with the School, shall set a time limit for the implementation of these 
standards. · 

4. If, following the expiration of the time.limit set. the School fails' to meet the requirements of the 
~at:!on as set forth above, its Charter~ be revoked and _it ~_l.o§.C .i~_~if~~~~J~,-,.-:.. ~:,:.,.i:{;,~,anon. . ~~ir ... •-- - -.-- - - - . 

For additional information please contact 
SOLOMON SCHECHI'.ER DAY SOiOOL ASSOCIATION 

155 Fifth Avenue, NYC 10010 
or call 212-533· 7800 ext 2500 

Post-n• brand fax transmittal memo 7611 
To 

co. 

Dept. 
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INTRODUCTION 

For more than fifty years, the National Board of License for Teachers 
and Principals in Jewish Schools in North America has served the Jewish 
community through the establishment of standards and criteria for the 
certification of professional educators. By establishing local affiliates and 
through cooperative arrangements with professional educator organizations, the 
certification process is designed to provide recognition to qualified educators as 
well as to encourage those who are entering the field to pursue professional 
training. 

The National Board of License places a high value on continuing 
education for all professionals, both veterans with many years of experience and 
those who are entering the field either with or without formal training. By 
recognizing that individuals are drawn to the field through a variety of venues, 
the NBL has created a system of certification built on the existing opportunities 
available to individuals In communities throughout the continent. 

These Guidelines and Requirements have been developed In order 
to encourage the educator to pursue certification through the local Board of 
License or, in the absence of such a Board, through the National Board of 
License. Specific requirements are provided for certification as a Teacher, 
Principal, Early Childhood Educator, and Jewish Family Educator. Local Boards 
of License are authorized to issue certificates for Teachers, Early Childhood 
Educators and Jewish Family Educators. However, only the National Board of 
License is authorized to Issue Principal's certificates. 

The National Board of License reserves the right to review all credits, 
courses and units presented for licensing. 

Educators interested in making application for a license should contact 
the central agency for Jewish education or the Jewish federation in their local 
community, or the National Board of License In New York for further Information 
and an application. 
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HISTORY OF THE BOARD 

Through the cooperative efforts of the American Association for Jewish 
Education, the National Council for Jewish Education, and the Hebrew Teachers 
Federation of America, the National Board of License for Teachers and 
Supervisory Personnel came Into being In 1941. Prime movers In Its 
organization were the leaders of the Jewish education profession. 

The National Board was conceived as a coordinating and standard
setting body to be responsible for establishing the professional conditions and 
procedural requirements for licensing and for the type of teacher training which 
would qualify graduates for certification. In the words of the late Dr. Leo L. 
Honor, its first chairman, its purpose was "to eliminate undue diversity of 
standards in teacher training and teacher certification, and to make possible the 
free exchange of competent teacher service." 

RelaUon to Local Licensing Bodies 

Since Its inception, the National Board has accredited or helped to 
establish eleven additional local boards of license. 

Baltimore 
Boston 
Chicago 
Cleveland 
Los Angeles 
MetroWest, NJ 

NBL AFFILIATES 

Miami 
New York 
Philadelphia 
Washington, DC 
West Palm Beach, FL 

Local Boards of License seeking affiliation with, and national recognition by, 
the National Board of License must apply to the NBL. 

3 



The National Board of License 
15 East 26th Street 

New York, NY 10010-1579 
(212) 532-2360 Ext., 452 

Fax: (212) 532 .. 2646 

The operation of the National Board of License Is made poss Ible, In 
large part, by a grant from the 

Mandel Associated Foundations. 
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COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD 

The National Board Is 'an autonomous body. It consists of two 
representatives of the Jewish Education Service of North America, one 
representative from the Council for Jewish Education, and the Councll for 
Initiatives In Jewish Education, the Jewish Educators Assembly, Educators' 
Council of America, National Association of Temple Educators, each of the 
affiliated local boards of license, central agencies for Jewish education which 
maintain certification programs for teachers and their communities but do not 
have a local board of license, and members of the Association of Institutions 
for Higher Learning in Jewish Education. Eight members at large are 
selected by the delegates of the above organizations. Delegates at large are 
appointed for a period of three years. 

A. THE NATIONAL BOARD OF LICENSE 

B. 

Chair. 
Executive Secretary: 
Vice Chair. 
Secretary/Treasurer: 

Rabbi Jacob Rabinowitz 
Dr. Hyman J. Campeas 
Dr. Alvin I. Schiff 
Dean Sylvia Ellenberg 

STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE NATIONAL BOARD OF 
LICENSE 

1. Committee of Examiners: acts on individual applications for 
teacher's license; prepares and administers qualifying examination; 
coordinates activities of local boards of license and recommends them for 
accreditation to the NBL; and, reviews the requirements for all licenses 
except the Principal's License. 

Chair: Dean Sylvia Ettenberg 

2. Committee for Certification of Principals: acts on applications 
for a principal's license; interviews and reviews the requirements for 
certification. 

Chair: Dr. Alvin I. Schiff 
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National Board of License 
Representatives 

1994-1995 

Local Boards 

Baltimore 
Boston 
Chicago 
Cleveland 
Los Angeles 
MetroWest, NJ 
Miami 
New York 
Philadelphia 
Washington, DC 
West Palm Beach 

Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education 

Council for Jewish Education 

Jewish Educators Assembly 

Educators Council of America 

Jewish Education Service of North America 

National Association of Temple Educators 

Teacher Training Institutions 

HUC-JIR, Los Angeles 
HUC-JIR, New York 
University of Judaism 
Spertus College 
Baltimore Hebrew University 
Hebrew College, Boston 
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Rabbi Joseph Braver 
Dr. Daniel Margolis 
Dr. Al Levin 
Dr. Sylvia Abrams 
Yonatan Shultz 
Dr. Wallace Greene 
Miles Sunder 
Dr. Hyman J. Campeas 
Rochelle B. Rabeeya 
Dr. Yaakov Halpern 
Peggy Kroll 

Alan Hoffmann 
Dr. Gall Dorph 

Dr. Miriam Klein Shapiro 

Isaac Friedman 

Rabbi Dr. Israel Lerner 

Dr. Jonathan Woocher 
Dr. Paul A. Flexner 

Elaine Kadison Brown 

Sara Lee 
Dr. Kerry Olitzky 
Dr. David Ackerman 
Dr. Byron Sherwin 
Dr. Shulamith Elster 
Dr. David Gordis 
Dr. Harvey Shapiro 



Jewish Theological Seminary 
Yeshiva University 
Cleveland College of Jewish Studies 

Gratz College 

McGill University 
Brandeis University 
York University 

Central Agencies without Boards of License 

Toronto 
Providence 

At large Delegates 

Dr. Solomon Goldman 
Dr. Alvin I. Schiff 
Dean Sylvia Ettenberg 

Honorary Life Members 
Dr. Hyman Chanover 
Max Furer 
Dr. Eli Grad c,•i ) 
Dr. Abraham Katsh 
Dr. Hyman Pomerantz 

Executive Secretary 
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Dr. Aryeh Davidson 
Rabbi Jacob Rabinowitz 
Dr. David Ariel 
Dr. Ufsa Schachter 
Dr. Gary Schiff 
Dr. Diane King 
Dr. 8. Barry levy 
Dr. Susan Shevitz 
Dr. Michael Brown 

Rabbi Irwin Witty 
Rabbi Arnold Samlan 

Dr. Richard Wagner 
Samuel Steinberg 

Or. Shimshon lsseroff 

Dr. Hyman J. Campeas 

REQUIREMENTS FOR A TEACHER'S LICENSE 

The NBl Issues five levels of teacher certification based upon the 
degree of academic background and professional experience. Teachers are 
encouraged lo enter the certification process and work toward each higher step 
through a combination of Academic Study and Life Experience activities. The 
five levels of certification are: 

A - license (lY.lOU'.l i11)Y.l) 
B - Associate License 
C - Certification Level II 
D - Certification Level I 
E- Permit 

Each level requires a minimum number of units, which can be acquired 
through academic study and "life experience". Each level of certification also 
requires a corresponding level of Hebrew language proficiency. The Teacher's 
license is renewable every five years. 

ACADEMIC STUDY 

Acquiring unlls in Academic Study is based on normal academic 
procedures. One academic credit is equivalent to one unit. Units can be earned 
through study at 

• 

Member inslllullons of the Association of Institutions for Higher learning 
in Jewish Education. 

Accredited colleges and universities In North America, including those 
institutions accepted by the regional accrediting organizations, e.g., 
Middle Stales, North Central and Western Associations of Schools. 

Israeli Teacher Training Institutions, including seminars and universities 
which are recognized by the Ministry of Education as certified to grant 
diplomas such as "Moreh Musmach", "Moreh Bachlr", or academic 
degrees. 

Post High School Yeshlvot, Including those Yeshivot In Israel that are 
recognized by the Ministry of Education and In North America that are 
recognized by Yeshiva University. 

High school study in Day Schools, Israeli High Schools and 

7 



Supplementary High Schools a total of fifteen units may be granted 
toward the Judaica elective requirement. One unit will be granted for 
each hour of study per week for a year In Judalca/Hebralca. Units may 
be earned only in the Senior year for Day High School and Israeli High 
School students and the fourth year for Supplementary High School 
students. 

• Programs sponsored by Central Agencies for Jewish Education which 
are approved by the NBL: 

College of Jewish Studies of Greater Washington 
Mldrasha Institute of Metrowest, New Jersey 

LIFE EXPERIENCE 

The NBL recognizes that formal continuing education opportunities are 
often limited by the absence of appropriate academic institutions In the 
community and the inability of teachers to travel to an Institution of higher 
learning in another community. The NBL also recognizes that prior learning in 
a variety of settings contributes to overall qualifications. 

Therefore, recognition may be given for continuing education programs 
offered by local institutions, professional educator organizations and 
professional experience. 

Units may be earned through participation in: 

• Communally sponsored courses approved by the NBL and meeting the 
standards of its Guidelines for Non-University Courses. One unit Is 
earned for each fifteen hours of instruction. 

Seminars, workshops, and in-service experiences including sessions 
attended at regional and national conferences, teacher centers, and 
educator organizations, e.g., CAJE, CJE, ECA, JEA and NATE; NAIS, 
NSDC, and ASCD and state education associations, or, communal and 
synagogue sponsored adult education courses. One unit Is earned for 
each twenty contact hours. A written log must be presented for 
evaluation for each session or series of sessions which details the title 
of the session, the instructor, the number of hours, the goal of the 
session and a brief description of the content. A copy of the written 
announcemenVdescription must be submitted for each session or 
series. 

8 

Successful supervised teaching one half unit is awarded for each two 
hours per week of annual teaching to a maximum of six units per year. 
A total of nine units may be granted toward the education requirement. 
A letter of validation from the supervisor must be submitted with the 
application. 
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TABLE I 
SOURCES OF EARNING UNITS FOR CERTIFlCA TION 

Level of Total Number of Minimum Number Maximum Number Hebrew 

Certification Accumulated of Academic of Life Exp./High Proficiency Level 

Units Units School Units 

E. Permit 18 6 12 Basic reading, writing and 
oral comprehension 

D. Certification 30 12 18 Elementary comprehension 

Level I of written/oral Hebrew 

C. Certification 42 18 24 Intermediate 

Level II compcehension of written/ 
oral Hebrew 

8 . Associate 66 36 30 Advanced comprehension 

License of written Hebrew 
/intermediate 
comprehension 
of oral Hebrew 

A. License 90 60 30 Reading comprehension of 

1oomn,m texts in modem and 
classical Hebrew and 
proficiency in oral Hebrew 

TABLE II 
DISTRIBUTION OF UNITS REQUIRED FOR CERTIFICATION 

Level of Required Judaica Judaica Electives Education Liberal Arts and 
Certification (see Table Ill ) (from any category in Table Science (from an 

Ill) accredited college 
or university) 

E. Permit 3 12 3 

D. Certification 9 15 6 
Level I 

.... 
C. Certification 18 15 9 

Levelll 

8. Associate 33 18 15 60 
License (Three units must be earned 

through successful 
supervised teaching) 

A. License 42 30 18 60 
1r.iom imo (Three units must be earned 

through successful 
supervised teaching) 
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CER:rtFICA TION FOR GRADUATES OF THE ASSOCIATION OF 
INSTITUTIONS FOR HIGHER LEARNING IN JEWISH EDUCATION 

(AIHLJE) 

All graduates of current AIHLJE member institutions who receive a BA 
or a BHL with a concentration in Jewish Education, BJF, BA in Jewish 
Education, MA In Jewish Education, MJS, or MA In Jewish Communal Service 
with a Jewish Education concentration will be automatically eligible for the 
Teacher's License (1Y.l01Y.l mm) from the National Board of License or any one 
of its recognized affiliates. To receive this license, a formal application must be 
made to the appropriate licensing board and such application will be facilitated 
by the school. 

The members of the Association of Institutions for Higher Learning In Jewish 
Educatlon are: 

Baltimore Hebrew University 
Brandeis University 
Cleveland College of Jewish Studies 
Gratz College 
Hebrew College 
Hebrew Union College - Jewish Institute of Religion 
Hebrew Union College - Jewish Institute of Religion 
Jewish Theological Seminary of America 
McGill University 
Spertus College 
University of Judaism 
Yeshiva University 
York University 

13 

Baltimore, MD 
Boston, MA 
Cleveland, OH 
Philadelphia, PA 
Boston, MA 
Los Angeles, CA 
New York, NY 
New York, NY 
Montreal, QUE 
Chicago, Ill 
Los Angeles, CA 
New York, NY 
Toronto, ONT 



ISRAELI EXCHANGE TEACHERS: 

Israeli Exchange Teachers brought to this country as "Morlm Shllchlm" 
under the Exchange Teachers Program are granted the Level A (lY.>OlY.> il,m) 
license ror the period of their stay in the United States or Canada based upon 
an applicatlon being submitted by their host Institution. Other Israeli teachers 
who obtain permission to work In North America under the Exchange Teachers 
Program shall follow the same procedures for obtaining a license as American 
and Canadian teachers. 

ACADEMIC REVIEW: 

The National Board of License recognizes that some candidates for 
licensure have exceptionally strong backgrounds In speclnc areas which they 
have developed without benefit of formal academic coursework. To provide for 
this unusual circumstance, the applicant may request that the National Board of 
License or a local affiliate assign an academic advisor who will review the 
candidate's knowledge by appropriate means. At the conclusion of the review, 
the academic advisor will Issue a statement to the NBL or the local board ot 
license, Indicating that the successful candidate has demonstrated proficiency 
In the subject Credits earned In this manner will be treated as Academic units. 
The maximum number of units that a candidate may earn from each review Is 
three units. A candidate may earn no more than fifteen units through Academic 
Review. 

TRANSITION: 

Those who hold the National Teacher License or Its equivalent from a 
local board of license dated December 31, 1990 or before are exempt from the 
continuing education requirement as described In these guidelines. For those 
who have been issued a Certificate or Permit prior to December 31, 1990 and 
wish to continue working toward a National License must decide whether to 
continue under the former guidelines or these guidelines In order to receive their 
National License prior to December 31, 1993. All applications received after 
January 1, 1991, and all those individuals who received a Certificate or Permit 
prior to that date and who elect to continue under the New Requirements, shall 
be responsible for completing all of the requirements stated herein. 

14 

LICENSE RENEWAL 

To renew the license, an equivalent of three units of study must be 
completed within a five year period. For individuals who have received the A 
License, or one or the special licenses, the units may be taken In either Judalca 
or education. For teachers with B, C, D and E licenses, the units should fulfill 
the requirements for the next higher level of llcensure. Accurate records of the 
courses, seminars and workshops should be maintained by the teacher and 
submitted to the Executive Secretary of the local board (where applicable) or the 
National Board of License at the time of renewal. 

15 



REQUIREMENTS FOR 
PRINCIPAL'$ LICENSE (CERTIFICATION) 

With the rapid increase of Jewish Day Schools in North America, the 
National Board of License has introduced two levels of principal certification 
which are designed to meet the needs of both the Day School and the 
Supplementary Hebrew School communities. The criteria for each certificate is 
based upon the demands placed upon the head of the specific educational 
program, with an understanding that the Day School principal has a significantly 
greater level of responsibility as the professional head of the organization 
(whereas, the typical Supplementary School Is a division of a larger Institution 
such as a synagogue). 

All Princlpal's Licenses will be Issued by the Natlonal Board of License 
in recognition of the high level of mobility that Principals experience throughout 
their careers. Maintaining the License wlll require continuing professional 
education which Is a major component for remaining current w ith the field of 
education. Study Is recommended In the fields of Leadership and Judalca and 
may be completed through seminars, workshops, conferences, and courses. 
Recognition will be given to principals who demonstrate continued education 
through their publications, and lectures, seminars and courses they offer In the 
Jewish community. An equivalent of three units, as previously defined, must be 
completed every five years In order to renew the license. 

Specific Requirements 

~ioals of Pav Schools 

1) Level A Teacher's License {lr.lO)Y.l ;nm). 

2) 12 credits in Curriculum Development, Educational Management and 
Leadership according to the following formula: 

3 credits In Curriculum Development 
• 6 credits In Educational Management (Administration, 

Supervision or Management) 
• 3 credits In a related leadership course 

3) Minimum of three years of formal teaching experience of at least six 
hours of class time per week 

4) Two letters of reference, one of which should be from the candidate's 
supervisor, either current or previous 

16 

5) All candidates who have earned a Masters degree in Jewish 
Educational Administration from one of the AIHLJE schools and who 
have completed courses equivalent to those required in #2 above, or 
those who have earned a Masters Degree with a specialization In 
Education Administration designed for Jewish schools such as the 
cooperative graduate program of George Washington University and 
the College of Jewish Studies of the BJE of Greater Washington shall 
be eligible for the Principal's License once they have received the level 
A Teacher's License(1Y.lom ;nm) and have completed requirements 
#3 and #4 above. 

Principals of Supplementary Schools 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Level B teacher's license (Associate License) 

30 credits taken at the graduate level according to the following formula: 
• 12 credits In Curriculum Development, Educational 

Management and Leadership 
• 15 credits in Judaica 
• 3 elective credits 

Minimum of three years of formal teaching experience of at least six 
hours of class time per week 

Two letters of reference, one of which should be from the candidate's 
supervisor, either current or previous 

17 



REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE 

EARLY CHILDHOOD LICENSE 

The National Board of License has adopted the following revised criteria 
and requirements for the Early Childhood License based on the recommendation 
of the Committee of Examiners. The license will be a renewable credential for 
all teachers in Jewish early childhood education programs In North America for 
five year periods. To receive a credential, a teacher must complete the 
appropriate requirements as detailed below. Renewal of the credential will 
require continuing professional education equivalent to a minimum of three units 
at an appropriate level during the five year period. 

1) All course work in education and early childhood education 
should be taken at an accredited college or university. 

2) Course work In Judaica and Jewish early childhood education should 
be divided between courses taken at an accredited college or university, 
and courses, seminars, and workshops sponsored by other Institutions. 
A minimum of 18 credits In Judalca should be earned at an accredited 
college or university, at least 3 of which should be earned prior to 
receiving level D and 9 of which should be earned prior to receiving 
levelC. 

3) The local Board of License, which issues the Early Childhood Teaching 
License, has the discretion to Interpret the guidelines and requirements 
in light of local circumstances. 

4) One Integration Course is to be completed prior to level C and the 
second after level C but prior to level A. 

18 

RECOMMENDED COURSE DISTRIBUTION 
For the Early Childhood License 

Course Areas 

Hebrew - Reading Ability 3 
Hebrew - Beginning Language Skills 3 
Bible - Including Genesis and Exodus 6 
Customs and Ceremonies - Holiday Cycle 3 
Customs and Ceremonies - Life Cycle 3 
Liturgy - Including Basic Brachot 6 
Jewish Social Studies 3 
Survey of Jewish History 3 
Literature - Midrash 3 
Literature - Jewish Thought 3 
Jewish Music 3 
Jewish Art 3 
Integration Course - Relating Judaica 

and Secular Studies 6 

TABLE IV 
REQUIREMENTS FOR EARLY CHILDHOOD LICENSE 

LEVEL JUDAICA EDUCATION GENERAL 
EDUCATION 

E 9 6 

D 15 12 

C 24 15 (or state 
certification) 

B 36 15 (or state 60 credits 
certification) 

A 48 15 (or state 60 credits 
certification) 
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REQUIREMENTS FOR 
JEWISH FAMILY EDUCATOR LICENSE 

Jewish education Is more effective when ii encompasses the entire 
family. There is a growing recognition that family life Issues, ultimate questions 
and Jewish skills and knowledge should be part of Jewish family education. The 
NBL certifies Jewish family educators in order to Insure minimum, uniform 
standards. After completing courses and participating In the practicum, the 
educator will be able to deal with a variety of issues concerning family education. 
These Issues range from discussing the moral, spiritual and faith development 
theories and applying them to the planning and execution of family education 
and programming to understanding how the make-up of the contemporary 
Jewish family affects ritual observance, life cycle events, and holiday 
celebrations. 

Training will Inform the educator on Issues like parental roles throughout 
the llfe cycle, as well as their rights and responsibilities, drawing from both 
general and Jewish sources. The educator will be able to prepare units with 
emphasis on both skills and values, family life education, problem solving, and 
ultimate questions. Most Importantly, it provides an understanding of both the 
adult learner In addition to the younger learners. 

The NBL awards certification on two levels: 

Jewish Famlly Educator 
Associate Jewish Famlly Educator 

Specific Requirements 

Jewish Family Educator 

In addition to a level A (1r.>0m n1m) teacher's license the educator must 
complete an MA In Education, Family Education or Social Work. The educator 
must participate In a 45 hour field-based practicum In family education, and 
complete 12 credits from the following course areas: 

family dynamics 
• curriculum development 

human development 
psychology of learning 
educational management and organization 
Issues of adult learners 

20 

Associate Jewish family Educator 

In addition to a level C (Certification Level II) teacher's license the educator must 
participate in a 45 hour field-based practicum In family education, and complete 
12 credits from the following course areas: 

• 

• 
• 

family dynamics 
curriculum development 
human development 
psychology of learning 
educational management and organization 
Issues of adult learners ~ 

Definitions of Requirements 

Family Dynamics 

The purpose of this course area is to present educators with theoretical 
foundations and techniques necessary to successfully work with and support 
parents and families. The instructional experiences are designed to provide 
educators with knowledge of the theories and supporting research of family 
systems, developmental stages of family, parenting, social and family support, 
and stress and coping. 

Curriculum Development 

This course area covers curriculum research and design theory, issues 
and trends In curriculum development, comparison of curriculum patterns, 
curriculum development in Jewish schools and consideration of current field
related problems. Attention is also given to teaching strategies for adult 
learners. A solid grounding in the components of curriculum development is 
provided to ensure that essential family educational programming Is Integrated 
into the formal curriculum. 

21 



Psychology of Learning 

This course area Investigates the principles, theory and nature of the 
learning and teaching process. It examines the elements of effective instruction, 
as well as effective thinking. Strategies to Improve student motivation and 
retention are analyzed. 

Human Development 

The course area presents an interdisciplinary approach to human 
development and behavior throughout the life span. It emphasizes the practical 
implications of research into those disciplines that contribute to the knowledge 
of human development. 

Educational Management and Organization 

The course area deals with the development, administration and 
Improvement of the Institutions, organizations, agencies, and enterprises which 
will be the deliverer and locus of family education. The focus will be on 
education, training, and development services. 

Issues of Adult Learners 

This course area deals with Issues of adult learners: methods, 
techniques and strategies to enhance adult learning; developing action oriented 
approaches In adult learning programs and assisting participants In applying 
adult instructional strategies to Jewish studies. 

22 

REQUIREMENTS 
FOR THE 

TEACHER OF TALMUD LICENSE 

The National Board of License has adopted the following criteria and 
requirements for the Teacher of Talmud License. To receive a credential, a 
teacher must complete the requirements as detailed In the table below. In 
addition, the teacher must present at least two years of general college 
education (60 semester credits) and three years of successful teaching 
experience In a recognized school under proper supervision. The Board 
reserves the right to require an examination, oral or written, of any candidate. 

TABLEV 
REQUIREMENTS FOR TEACHER OF TALMUD LICENSE 

CATEGORY UNITS REQUIREMENTS 

Talmud 30 Or 120 blatt Gemarrah with commentaries 
covering a minimum of three masechtot. The 
academic credits must be earned In a 
recognized school of higher learning (post-
secondary school level). 

Codes 12 Candidates must have studied Rambam, Tur 
and Shulhan Arukh or have completed the 
equivalent of 110 se'lphlm In Shulhan Arukh. 

Tanakh 15 

Jewish 12 At least one course In "Methods" must be 
Education presented. Courses common to the 

educational process (i.e. Education 
Psychology) will be accepted. 

Jewish 6 History courses must cover the Talmudic and 
History Gaonlc periods. 
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4 Recommendations of Regional and National Associations 

b. The training of media specialists and other personnel should identify the 
ways · which they have been prepared to use computers. 

c. Princip s new in their position shall: 
1) Ha ea master's degree which includes 21 quarter or 14 semester hours 

of duate work in education, 
or 

2) Have 7 quarter or 38 semester hours of graduate work, 24 quarter or 
16 se ster hours of which must be in education. 

2. It is realized that hanges in education create new an varied courses--some of 
an interdisciplin nature, some very specialized, .g., computers in education. 
special education c asses, classes for deprived s ents, classes for slow 
learners. For these 0trrses it is very difficult set standards. Where it is not 
reasonable to follow e usual 24 quarter ho in the field and 9 quarter hours 
in subjects closely rel ted to each specific ubject, principals should write an 
explanation to the Stat Accreditation mmittec which has authority to 
approve the exceptions. ,, 

3. Teachers who, as a resul of a colle placement examination, began above the 
elementary courses in co ge ma count credits given for such waived courses 
as part of those applying t the · imum subject matter preparation. In no case, 
however, may such waived cs exceed 15 quarter hours. 

4. Teachers shall have prof es · nal training of at least 21 quarter or 14 semester 
hours of education. This · ·ng shall include work in the fields of educational 
psychology. methods, d pra ·ce teaching. Teachers of special subjects who 
meet the requiremen set up by e State ~or certification of such special 
subjects shall be co sidered eligi le. 

5. It is strongly reco ended that teacher have a major in the field in which 
he/she teaches. fifth year of stu , largely in graduate courses. should be 
encouraged. some cases. · y in small schools, some teachers must 
teach in ar other than their major. The following minimum standards have 
been estab · ed: 

All s 1ect matter teachers shall a.ve a minimum of 24 quarter 
ho sin each field or area, inclu g 9 quarter hours in subjects 
cl sely related to courses assigned. 

H. Standard ill-Administration 
I. Stand - Teacher Load 
J. Stand 

Southern ~ociation of Colleges and Schools Commission ,. _ r: . 
on Elementary Schools ,Pr{~ i ~ 

I. Administrative Requirements 
A. Administrative head of a school system (e.g., superintendent, president) 

1. Graduate degree from an approved institution. 
2. Graduate credit in administration and/or supervision, semester hours ...... 18 

or 
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Recommendations of Regional and National Associations 

hold a nonemergency state certificate required for the position, 
or 
meet the legal qualifications specified by the state in which employed. 

3. Completion of at least 6 semester hours in field for credit or the 
equivalent during each 5 year period of employmenL 

B. Administrative head of an elementary or middle school (e.g., principal, 
headmaster) 
1-3 same as above, A, 1-3. 

C. Administrative bead of a nursery school or early childhood center 
l. Bachelor's degree in early childhood education, child development, or 

elementary education from an approved institution. 
2. Completion of at least 6 semester hours of graduate credit per year until 

a master's degree is earned in one of the fields listed in I, C, 1. 
3. See I, A, 3 above . 

D. Administrative or Supervisory Assistant (same as Administrative head of a 
school system; see A, above, except that only 15 semester hours of graduate 
credit are required). 
1. Anyone holding a valid state certificate based on a bachelor's degree 

with certification in another area is to be regarded as meeting the 
requirements, contingent upon 
a. Completion of at least 6 semester hours toward proper certification 
b. Filing a plan for completion of such certification 
c. Completion of at least 6 semester boars annually until properly 

certified. 
II. Instructional Personnel Requirements 

A. Bachelor's degree from an approved institution. 
B. College major, or a minimum of 24 semester hours in the subject area or 

grade level at which the teacher works, or nonemergency state certificate 
required for the position. 

C. Professional education, semester hours ··············••«••·--··--································· 
1. These courses must be appropriate to the grade level or subject area of 

assignment and may be either part of the requirements above or in 
addition thereto. 

D. Completion of at least 6 semester hours of credit or the equivalent during 
each 5 year period of employment in field being taught. 

lll. Librarian or Media Specialist Requirements 
A. Degree in library science or is certified by the appropriate state agency. 
B. Professional education .......................................... .......................................... .. . 

1. These courses may be either part of the bachelor's degree or in addition 
thereto. 

C. Anyone holding a valid state certificate based on a bachelor's degree with 
certification in another area is to be regarded as meeting the requirements, 
contingent upon 
1. Completion of at least 6 semester hours toward proper certification 
2. Filing a plan for completion of such certification 
3. Completion of at least 6 semester hours annually until properly certified. 

D. Same as Instructional Personnel, above, see 11, D. 

5 

12 
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6 Recommendations of Regional and National Associations 

IV. Guidance/Pupil Personnel Specialists Requirements 
A. Master's degree from an approved institution with a major in guidance or 

certificate endorsement by appropriate state agency. 
B. Seem, B, C, and D above. 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission 
on Secondary Schools 

L Administrative Requirements 
A. Administrative head of a school system (e.g., superintendent, president) 

1. Graduate degree from an approved institution. 
2. Graduate credit in administration and/or supervision, semester hours ...... 15 

a. Training and experience may be accepted by the chairman of the 
State Committee in lieu of no more than 6 semester hours, 2 years to 
complete 15 semester hours. 

3. Shall earn at least 6 semester hours in field for credit or the equivalent 
during each 5 year period of employment. 

B. Ad.minisaative head of school (e.g., principal, headmaster) 
1-3 same as above, A, 1-3. 
4. A beginning administrative head of a school shall have 3 years of 

professional experience in education below the college level. 
C. Administrative or Supervisory Assistants (same as Administrative head of a 

school system; see A, above). 
II. Instructional Personnel Requirements 

A. Bachelor's degree from an approved institution 
1. Teachers in special areas, such as vocational-technical, special 

education, and military science, who are certified or licensed by their 
state are considered to be in compliance. 

2. Professional education, semester hours ................. .............................. ....... 12 
3. Training and experience may be accepted for no more than 6 semester 

hours. 
4. Beginning teachers shall have 2 years to complete the 12 semester hours. 

B. Certificate or college major in field of major responsibility 
C. May work in other field for less than a major portion of the school day with 

semester hours in that field ... .. .. .. .. .. ..... ....... .. .. .. .... .. . . ...... ...... .. .. ... ........ ..... .... ..... 12 
D . Teachers shall earn at least 6 semester hours of credit or the equivalent during 

each 5-year period of employment in field which they teach. 
ID. Librarian or Media Specialist Requirements 

A. Degree in library science or is certified by the appropriate state agency 
1. Professional education completed within 2 years, semester hours . ........... 12 
2. Training and experience may be accepted for no more than 6 semester 

hours. 
B. Additional professional staff shall have at least a bachelor's degree with 12 

semester hours in professional education. 
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C. Same as Instructional Personnel. above. see II, D. 
IV. Guidance/Pupil Personnel Specialists Requirements 

A. Master's degree from an approved institution with a major in guidance or 
certificate endorsement by appropriate state agency 
1. Professional education completed within 2 years, semester hours ........... . 
2. Training and experience may be accepted for no more than 6 semester 

hours. 
B. Pupil personnel suppon specialists (e.g .• psychologists, psychometrists, 

psychiatrists) shall be licensed. 
C. Shall earn at least 6 semester hours of credit in field during each 5-year 

period of employment 
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ID. Write the Superintendent of Public Instruction for details re ing requirements for 
specific areas (applicants must have a major or a master's egree in desired area): 
agriculture, an. business education, business education ith shorthand, home economics, 
technology education, instrumental music, choral mu c, general music, and physical 
education 

School Administrators 

I. General Requirements 
A: Completion of an approved master's degree program or the equivalent at the 

appropriate level of school administration 
or 
A master's degree (or the equivalent) and an approved program for the level of the 
license being sought 

B. Graduate or undergraduate course work in each of the following-child psychology, 
early adolescent psychology, and adolescent psychology--or in human growth and 
development 

C. Completion of 21 graduate semester credits in the following areas: 
1. Human relations; oral and written communication; educational leadership; 

organization and operation of public schools; governance of education; 
supervision of instruction; evaluation of personnel; school law; school business 
administration and budgeting; and politics of education 

D. Completion of 18 semester credits of professional education course work which are 
not included as part of an approved program leading to an administrative license 

E. Hold or be eligible to hold a license to teach at 
1. the middle, middle/secondary, or secondary levels or to teach grades K-12 (for 

superintendent license) 
2. the elementary, elementary/middle, or middle levels (for elementary/middle 

principal) 
3. middle, middle/secondary, or secondary levels (for middle/secondary principal) 
or 
Hold or be eligible to hold a license as a school counselor, school psychologist, or a 
school social worker 
or 
Have completed an approved program leading to any of these licenses 

F. Completion of 3 years of successful experience at 
. 1. the middle, middle/secondary, or secondary levels or grades K-12 (for 

superintendent license) 
2. the elementary, elementary/middle, or middle levels (for elementary/middle 

principal) 
3. middle, middle/secondary, or secondary levels (for middle/secondary principal) 
or 
Completion of 3 years as a school counselor, school psychologist, or a school social 
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worker which includes at least 540 hours of successful classroom teaching 
experiences 

IT. Superintendent (valid 5 years) 
A. Seel,A-F 
B. Hold or be eligible to hold a principal license 
C. Completion of an approved program or the equivalent, including 12 graduate 

semester credits in all the following areas: 
1. Superintendency; advanced program planning and evaluation; economics of 

education; advanced politics of education; personnel administration; collective 
bargaining and contract administration; practicum or internship 

D. Renewal-For each subsequent five-year license, 6 semesters of professional credits . 
or an approved equivalent must be completed 

ID. Elementary/Middle Level Principal (valid 5 years) 
A. Seel, A- F 
B. Completion of an approved program or the equivalent, leading to licensure as a 

principal, including 12 graduate semester credits in all the following areas: 
I. Principalship; coordination of special school programs; curriculum development 

at elementary/middle level; practicum or internship at elementary/middle level 
C. Renewal-See II, D 

IV. Middle/Secondary Level Principal (valid 5 years) 

1 

A. See I, A-F . 
B. Same as III, B, except at the middle/secondary levels 
C. Renewal--See IT, D 

School Co nselor· 

Complete or possess th following: 
A: A master's degree 

degree with at least 3 
guidance program and 

a major in sc ool counseling and guidance or a master's 
emester cred ts in an approved school counseling and 

institutio endorsement 
B. One of the following: 

1. Eligibility for a Wiscon ·n lice se to teach in the elementary or secondary 
schools, or completion of a proved elementary or secondary teacher 
education program and 2 ye of successful teaching experience at the 
elementary or secondary sch evel, 
or 

2. An approved one-year, full-ti e .inte ship in school counseling at the 
elementary or secondary leve , 
or 

3. A minimum of 2 years of su essful expe nee as a licensed school counselor 
in an assigned position of on -half time or m re 

C. Demonstrated proficiency in the any areas neces for the improvement Of 
school practices related to couns ling and guidance 



G m 
1. Foundations of education 

education (6) including c 
special methods in subjec 

educational psychology (6); secondary 
m ·or principles of secondary education, and 
certified; supervised observation and student 

2. 
teaching (6). 
Teachers of English ial studies (generic sense) must have, in addition to 
the 18 semester hou abov 3 semester hours in special methods of teaching 
reading. 

Administration 

1 Administrator I* (supervisor in instruction) 
A. Master's degree from an accredited institution. 
B. Twenty-seven months of satisfactory teaching performance or satisfactory 

performance as a specialisL 
C. Completion of one of the following: 

1. A Maryland State Department of Education approved program in administration 
and supervision; 
or 

2. An approved program in school administration having an on-site review as 
listed in the interstate contract approved programs; 
or 

3. An approved program using National Association of State Directors for Teacher 
Education and Cenification (NASDTEC) program approval standards; 
or 

4. Eighteen semester hours of graduate course work (twelve of which must be 
taken at the same institution) taken at an accredited institution in administration 
and supervision to include school administration; clinical and/or instructional 
supervision; curriculum design; group dynamics; school law; and verification of 
a practicum/internship. 

IL Administrator II* (school principal) 
A. Completion of requirements for Administrator I certification. 
B. Successful completion of the Maryland Assessment Center Program or a state

approved equivalent program within the last five years before initial appointment as 
principal. 

ill. Supervisors and Principals 
A. Professional certificate appropriate to level of assignment. 
B. Master's degree. 
C. Additional semester hours of graduate credit ................................................... .. . 15 
D. Three years of successful teaching experience. 
E. Either as part of or in addition to B and C above, completion of a balanced 

program of graduate courses, 15 semester hours of which may be in State 
Department of Education approved workshops. 
1. Supervision, semester hours .... ............................ .... ........................ ............. · 18 
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To include a balanced program for such .areas as administration, 
supervision, psychology of learning, guidance and counseling, group 
dynamics, human growth and development, oral and written 
communication, multi-media, and sociology of the community. 

2. Curriculum, semester hours .......................................................................... 12 
To include a balanced program from such areas as curriculum design 
and paradigms, strategy and influences in curriculum development, 
curriculum appraisal, programmed instruction, and data systems. 

3. Content areas appropriate to level of assignment, semester hours............... 15 
IV. Superintendents 

A. Eligibility for a professional certificate. 
B. Master's degree from an accredited institution. 
C. Three years of successful teaching experience and two years of administrative and/or 

supervisory experience. 
D. Successful completion of a two-year program with graduate courses in 

administration and supeivision, in an approved institution. Must have a minimum of 
60 semester hours of graduate work. 

* These requirements are effective July I, 1993. 

I. 

n. 

Guidance Counselor 

Requirements (Option 
A. Master's degree ins ool 
B. National Board of Ce ·fi 
C. Two years of satisfacto 
Requirements (Option 2) 
A. Master's degree from a p 

using NASD1EC Stand 
standards deemed comp 

B. Two years of satisfacto 
or 

dance and counseling. 
Counselors (NBCC) certificate. 

erforrnanc~ as a teacher or counselor in a school setting. 

gram in school guidance and counseling approved on-site 
for State Approval of Teacher Education or using 

a e by the Department of Education. 
pe ormance as a teacher or counselor; 

Supervised practicum f 500 c k hours in school guidance and counseling. 
III. Requirements (Option 3) 

A. Master's degree in sc ool guidan e and couns,eling from a program approved by the 
Council for Accredi tion of Cou eling and Related Educational Programs 
(CACREP). 

IV. Requirements (Option 4) 
A. Master's degree in school guidari~e nd counseling from an approved program under 

the Interstate Contract agreement support services. 
B. Two years of satisfactory performan as a teacher or counselor. 

=-



505-2-.130 ADMINISTRATION ANO SUPERVISION 

<l> Professional Certiftcate 

(a) . To qualify for a Professional certtftcate tn Administra tion and 
Supervision an applicant shall : 

1. possess a master's or hlgher degree from a regionally accredited 
i nst1tutton; 

2. have comp·leted three year s of acceptable school exper ience; 

3. complete an approved program at the master's deg~ee level or higher in 
Administration and Supervision and obtatn the profess~onal recommendation from 
the preparing institution per Rule 505-2-.06 or provide documentation of 
out-of-state certification per Rule 505-2-.15 ; 

(i) If requirements for the field of Administration and Supervision. at the 
·master's de.9ree level, ·were completed after 9- 1-80, the certificate will be 
nonrenewable. · 

4. complete the special Georgia requtre'ment$ · per Rule 505-2- .08 appl t cable 
to Adm1 n1 stration1 and Supervis ton as fol lows: 

<t> special education; 

(11) certtftcation test. 

(b) Validity Per lod . This certificate field shall be valid for 5 years 
provided the Spect_al GeQrgta Requtrem~nts have been completed . . If any are 
missing, the certificate may be issued for one year :upon the request of the 
employing Georgia. superintendent. 

{c) Renewal Requ irements . 

1. If the certificate field 1s issued with a one year validity period, it 
may be extended for four additional years after the special Georgia 
requirements ~ave been completed. 

2. If the certifi cate field 1s issued as a renewable certificate, the· 
standard renewal requirement ts 10 quarter hours of college credit or t he 
equivalent local staff development credtt specifically approved for 
certiftcatton renewal. This credtt shall be completed 1n accordance with Rule 
505-2~.13. Applicable special Georgia requirements will be required tf not 
previously completed. - · . 4 

"' 
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3. If the certff1cate field fs a nonrenewable certificate valid for ffve 
years, add\tfonal course work must be completed during the validity period to 
qualify for the clear rer.ewable certificate; 

.. 
<t> If the highest acceptable degree earned Is the master's degree, the 

applicant must complete an education specialist or higher degree In · 
administration and supervision and obtain the professional recommendation from 
the training Institution; 

Cit) If the applicant holds an education specialist or higher level of 
education , the ~pp11cant must complete an additional 30 quarter hours of 
acceptable graduate credit in the field of Administration and Supervision, 
completed at a regionally accredited Institution with an approved program In 
Administration and Supervision, to Include: 

Cl) 25 quarter hours of course work In the area of elementary and secondary 
education leadership, administration and supervision, or related areas ;· 

CII) five quarter hours 1n a leadership f ield experience. · This must be for 
coJJege~credJt or .through a Leadership Academy state-approved SDU program. 
Only on-the-job experience In a leadership· position while holding a 
profess Iona 1 cert I fl cate may s_ubstltute for req~1 rement. 

4. The nonrenewabl e certificate In Administration and Supervision may be- ··· 
extended for an additi onal three years under the following conditions: 

\ 

Ci) the individual can verify being admitted to and enrolled In an approved 
Education Specialist or Doctoral level program In Administration and 
Supervision; 

(11) the 1nd1vidua1 has successfully completed,~ and had accepted toward the 
specialist or .doctoral program,· a minimum of-25 quarter hours . ... · 

' ' 

(2) The Emergency Certfficate ·-~ -- -

Ca> Emergency certificates are not Issued in the field of Adm1n,strat1on 
and Supervision. 

<3> The Provisional Cert1f1ca~ 

<a> Prov1s1onal certificates are not issued in the field of Administration 
and Supervision . 

(4) To Add a Field 

Ca> To qualify for the Nonrenewable Leadership certificate an applicant 
:sha 11 : 

1. hold a valid professional certificate in any teaching or service field; 

2. have completed a master's degree at a reg1onally accredited college; 

3. have three years of acceptable school experience; 
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• 4. affil1ate w1th a reg1onally accredited institution with an approved 
program ln admin1strat1on and superv1s1on and complete an approved program 1n 
Admin1strat1on and Supervision or complete 35 quarter hours of acceptable 
graduate cred\t to 1nclude the following: 

(1) 5 quarter hours 1n curriculum development; 

(11) 5 quarter hours 1n superv1sfon of 1nstruct1on; 

(111) 5 quarter hours 1n organizational leadership 1n education <school 
climate/discipline, planning, goal setting, interpersonal/group relations); 

(iv> 5 quarter hours in the development and management of personnel; 
~ . 

' <v> .5 quarter hours in school business ~anagement (physical and .fiscal 
resources); 

. (vi) 5 .quarter. hours dealing with law, standards and pol icy for education 
1 eaders; 

(vii) 5 quarter hours in a leadership field .experience. This must be for 
college credit or through a Leadership Academy state-approved SOU program. 
Only on-the-job experience in a leadership position while hold1ng a 
professional certificate may substitute for this requirement . . 

5. complete special Georg1i.requ1rements per Rule 505-2-.08 applicable to 
the field of Adm1ni st ration and Superv1sion. 

CS> Probationary Certificate 

(a) To qualify for a Probationary certificate 1n Adminis tration and 
Suner_~.1.s.lo~-- ~a-.aoo 11_cant .. .sha.l 1 : 

1. hold a profess ional certificate in any teaching or service field; 

2. have completed a master's or higher degree from a regi onally accredited 
inst1tut1on; 

3. be employed i n a Georgia school and have th~ certificate requested by an 
employing superintendent; 

4. have completed 15 quarter hours of acceptable graduated credit toward 
requirements to establish the Nonrenewable Leadership (NL> certificate 1n 
Administration and Supervision. 

(b) Validity Period . The maximum number of years one may hold a 
probationary certificate 1n Administration and Supervision is five. The 

. standard validity period of the in1tial probationary certlficat~ in 
Administration and Supervision 1s three years. The beginn1ng validity date 
will be the date requ1rements for the certificate are met or July 1, whichever 
1s most recent and will expire June 30 three years later . If the base 
certificate 1s not valid for an addtttonal three years, the probationary 
certff1cate will expire w1th the base certificate. 
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Cc> Renewal Requirements. To renew the probationary certificate 1n 
Administration and Supervision for an additional two years a minimum of 30 
quarter hours toward requirements to add the field shall be earned during the 
three-year validity period. When 30 quarter hours or less are required to add 
the field, all requirements shall be completed during the three-year validity 
perloq. If the probationary certificate is issued for less than three years 
because the base field is not valid for the additional three year~. the · 
probationary certificate can be extended when requirements to renew or extend 
the base certificate have been satisfied. If the base certificate is an 
1n1t1al certificate in Georgia, and the test is required, the test in either · 
the base field or Administration and Supervision w111 be accepted to renew the 
probationary· certificate. 

(6) In-Field Statement An individual with a certificate in Administration 
and Supervision ls In-field to serve as a building or system level education 
leader in roles/jobs such as superintendent, associate/assistant 
superintendent, curriculum director, principal, assistant principal, 
system-level supervisor or in other types cf administrative or supervisory 
positions S.n a school system. 

Authority O.C.G.A. 20-2-200 

505-2-.131 Reserved 

. ~. : .. 

~ ·. 
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teaching fields and the service field of speech and 
language pathology. No new performance-based 
certificates shall be issued. 

G. Life ~res.slonal,.... 

Life Professional (D) certificates were issued to 
individuals who qualified for life certifi~tion before 
July 1, 1974. No new life certificates are issued. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR A DMINSTRATIVEISUPERVISORY. 
CERTIACA~ 

Leadership certificates are issued in fields that prepare an 
individual to administer or supervise a school system, 
school or school program. 

r · \ ~ LeadersbJp Fields * l i. Adm.lnlstratlon and Supervhlon. 
Anindividualwitbacerti.fi.cateinAdministxatioo 
and Supervision is in-field to serve as a building 
or system level education leader in roles/jobs 
such as superintendent. associate/assistant 
superintendent, cuaiculum director, principal. 
assistant principal, system-level supefvisor or in 
other types of administtative or supervisory 
positions in a school System. This field is issued 
as a conditiooal certificate at the master's level 
and requires a higher level of preparation · 
(Education Specialist. Doctorate. or AB.D) in the 
field to reach Clear Renewable status. An 

LL--=-~ .... «: __ .·~~ ~1i.r-erru-.!lt accompanies this fi"eld. 

B. Leadersiilp Endorsem~t Flelds . 

I. Director of MedJa Ce.oten 
An individual with a Director of Media Centers 

. endorsement is in-field to direct. adroinist.er or 
supervise school media programs in gradesP-12. 
The individual ro.ust hold or be eligib_le for a 
professional certificate in Media Specialist" or _ 
CarcerLlbrary-MediaSpecialistasaprerequisite. • 
This field may be issued at the Master's or higher 
level. 

2. Dlrector of Pupll Personnel Services 
An individual with a Director of Pupil Personnel 
Services endorsement is in-field to direct. 
adroinisterorsupervise pupil personnel programs 
in grades P-12. The individual musfhold or be . 
eligible for a professional certificate in the field 
of School Counselor, School Psychol~gy. or: 
School Social Work as a ptetequisite: This field 
my be issued al the master's or higher level. 

''• . . ... ~ · -"I • 

3. Director of Special Education--.. 
Ao individual with a Director of Special 
Education endorsement is in-field lo direct. 
administer or supervise special education 
programs in grades P-12. The individual must 
holdorbeeligibleforaprofessionala:nificatcin 
any special ed~cati~ teaching field, and the 
service fields of Audiology, S~guagc 
Pathology, and School Psychology. This field 
may be issued at the masters or higher level 

4. Director of V ocatfooal Educado1S:.. 
An individual with the Director of Vocational 
Education endorsement is in-field to direct. 
administer or supemse . vocational education 
programs in grades P-12. The individual must 
bold or be eligible fora profCMiooal CCttificar.cin 
the field of Agriculture Education, Health 
Occupations, Home Economics Education, 
Technology Edacation, Industrial Arts, 
Marketing Education, Trade an4 Industrial 
Education, or any other specific vocatiooal fields. 
This field may be issucdat the roaster's or higher 
level 

5. Instructional Supervision 
Ao individual witli the Instructiooal.Supervision 
endorsement is in-field to provide direction or . 
supervision iD the specific tcachmg (or Spcecb/ 
Language Pathology service) fields ·held. The 
individual must hold or be eligible for a 
professional teaching certificate m me· field in 
which the individual supervises or the service 
fi~!d ~f S~.-:hlf ...=mguage Palbology. This field 
may be issued al lbe master's or higher level The 
Tostructional Supervision endorsement is also 
appropriate for assistant principals when the 
assistant principal' s assignment is instructional 
supervisionforam.ajorportionoftbeschoolday. 

REQUIREMENTS FOR S UPPORT · S ERVICES 
C ERTIACATES 

~ Types of School Service Certificates 

The following school service certificates are available 
covering P-l 2service: Audiologist.Media Specialist. 
School Counseling, ScbooIN utri.tion Direct<r, School 
Psychologist, School Social Welker and Speech/ 
Language Pathologist Also available is a Service 
Endorsement: Tea~ Sup~SpecialisL . 

1. Audiology 
Requirements: .master's or.¥sher lc_v~ degree 
licensed by the Georgia Board of Eurniners fo 
Spcccb/Language Pathology and Audiology. 

A4 

. ,. ... '-~ . ...... . .,,. . . ·. - ;· .- : 
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t:.xactly tl>c :.atrn, cxcnt• ~u"s· 1· 1.re "' aryl ,n~ 5tatc D!!p~rtm,.nt oi' l:<1vcation " for 
"J,o.con•in 'itJt"' e'Ort~1:nt o.s fo,1c,tio'l C'1"ur), .and sul:l!;tilut" " 90 " !Or " ldO " • 

U'I "I' ,r? 
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From : 
To: 

er: 
Subj: 

EUN !CF: :"7410 i. ,3~5'1comp us er11e .com " "3 - 0<T- 1995 09 : 03: 50. 07 
Adam Gari,ora, (gamoran> , Ellen Goldr;ng <9ol d rieb61ctr11ax . vanderbilt . edu>, 
myself <74104 . :!13'iiilconpuserve.com> 

years as leaders 

Ell en ana Adam, 

e In answrr to your queries on whether they have taught in their current 
leadership setting, on years as a leader in their current position and in Jewish 
education : 

• 1. Across all settings , th@ Laroe najori ty have taug ht in their current settings 
as teachers . S ixty•eiqht percent of oay school leaders have worked as teacners e in a •iay school . Sevety- nine percent of supplee 11ntary school Learlers and 81% of 
pre - school leadPr'S nave taught 1n their respective settings . Cl thought that 
this would be an unsut>rising finoing , thus ➔ ti.as not included in the report . e What seemed suprhing . as how much experience they have in settings other than 
tneir current or,e . > 

e 2 . !Je ha vr no way of knowing how lcng they have teen a leader in Jewish 
education . The informa ti on they provided on the "big career" question tll? -
y~ars in various positions> is not useful, since (in the past) they may have 

e held leadership positions in two different settings simultaneously . 

3 . The quc-stion en "years in currert setting" (#S) has always been Proolematic . 
e C:imparing it to question #7 (years in various i:ositions) creates even more 

problems . 1 will l'kPlain : 

e a . r>oes years i n currert setting cn<n mean <1> years working in a day, 
s,1pp l ementary , or pre - school setting regaroless of which community, (2) years 
working in a day, supplementary , or pre- school sett1n g in their present 

e ommunity, or C'H yea rs working in their cur r ent school? Not only oo we need to 
decide this in o r rler tc interpret their responses to this question, but to 
question 117 as well (as is discussed below) . e Notably, in the Manual the question now rea ds "current school(s)" . rn the 
community reports, we assume option <2 ): years in same (current) setting in 
current community • 

• b. If we see their resi;onse to Question #9 as inoicating the number of years 
s:>ent in thl'ir current SCHOOL, then there are tour possible career scenarios : 

e (l) all their t imr as a learler has been spent in thei r current schoo l and no 
time teaching there, nus their response to qyestions #7 and #9 should be 
e:iuiva l ent and both represent the number of years spent as a leader in their 

e cur rent schoo li 
<?> all their tirre as a lra der has been spent in their current school and they 
have also spent time teaching there , thus thei r response t o question lt9 snould e be greater than to quf'st i on 1'1 and th!'ir respone to question #7 <only) 
represen t s the number of yea r s spent as a leader in their current school i 
CJ) they have spent sone t i me as a leader i n their cu rrent school and time as a e leader elsewhere , and no time teaching in t heir cur r ent school , thus their 
resoonse to question 117 shou l d he ~reate r tlian tc question 119 and their response 
to question #Q <o,nly) r epresents the number of yea r s spent as a leader in their 

e current school ; 
CO they have soe•nt sone time as a leader in their cu rrent school and t ime as a 
lt>ader elsewhere , and t hey have also spent time teaching in their current 

• school , thus thP i r resi;onse to Question •7 COULD BE LESSER, GREATER, OR EGlUA L to 
tne 1r response to q.ie stion ll9 ano nf'ithe r of their responses are acc ur ate 
i1dicato r s o f their years soent as a leaoer in their current school . 

e *~**GivPn the possit>i l it y of scenario <4>, we cannot determine which response is 
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an accurate dPscriptior of thf' number of years si::ent AS A LEADER in their 
cJrrent school • 

c . ln stead , if we sl'e their resoon se to question #9 as indicating the number of 
y~ars spent in their c1.rrent SETl!IIG (either day , supplementary, or pre-school) 
i, their ClJPRFNT CO"MUtdTY , then four (parallel) scenarios are <again> possible, 
yeilding the same results . The four scenarios tin brief) a r e : 
Cl> they have bPen leaoers Cin their current setting) orly in thei r current 
omnun i ty and nPv1u teachers in their current setting in their cur rent 
com nun it y: 
(?) they have bPen leaoers (in their cur r ent sett i ng) only in their current 
community and have also been teachers in their cu r rent setting in their cur r ent 
c:>mnunity; 
(3) they have bPen leacers (in their current sett i ng) in their current community 
as well as in othPr corrmunties and never teachers in their cur r ent setting in 
tne1r current c o mmu~ity ; 
(/, ) they have been leaoers Cin thei r cur rent sett i ng) in their cu1rrent community 
as well as in other co11munties ,ind' have a l so been teache r s in their cu r rent 
s~tting in their eur r ert community . 
*~>i<t,,Given the possibility of scf'na, r io ( 4 ) , we cannot determine which response is 
ari accurate descriptior of the nu111ter of years spent AS A LEADE~ in their 
current school • 

d . Finally , it we seP their response to question #0 as indicating the nurnber of 
y•ars spent in thPir c1.rrPnt SET l!IIG <either day , supplementary, or pre-school) 
R=GARnLrSS nF \/HICH COl' MUNITY, then their response to question #7 must oe equal 
or less dnd thus the accurate iidi cator of years as a leader in their current 
setting . HOUEVEP, in 11 ( o u t of 77 ) cases their response to question #7 is 
greater than their response to au£>stion •o . lhe reason why their response to 
qJest ion 117 may be hi gt.e r than to question 49 i s that they have assumed that we 
m•ant OMLY in their CUliREtJ l cnHl'lJ~I IT~, or they translated setting as SCtW.:>L . We 
don ' t know which one • 

e . Tn a ddi tion , there are two other problems with question 117 . (l)ln question 
#7, we asked thell to " check the positions you have held", not necessarily your 
current position. <2> In 18 (out of 77) cases , their response to question #7 is 
miss ing • 

I ~ <;U"IMARY - I do NOT think that we can provide oata on how may years the 
e:lucational leaders have been lt'a d ers in their ct.trrent setting o r current 
SC h 00 l • 

I h op e t h i s w a s cl e a r , a s I w r o t e it u p pr et t y Q u i c k l y • I f you ha v e an y 
qJestions on the ex:>lanation o r wa,nt additional cata, I ' ll provide it on 
Thu rsrlay, along with responses to GAIL ' S @UERIES ON THE MANUAL . Hopefully all 
can wait until ThlJlrsda} . (F NOT, CALL ME . And, yes , I can make changes to the 
rl'ports and Fed Fil them out on Thursday C as long as we talk in the a . m. > • 

Have a easy fast , 
Bi l l 
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From : 
T:, : 

c: : 
5J0 j : 

E1 1N IC F : :" 7 4 1 0 t, . ~ .P5':lcomn,..s er11" . c 0111" c - "C.T- 1995 18: 42 : 00 . 37 
Arfam liarroran <samoran> , U l<'n <.old r inq <goldr i ebalctr11ax . 11anderoi lt . eou >, 
mys<'l' (71104 . 3i:.3o;oicompus1> rve. com> 

and •• • the answe r s are ••• 

I woulo not say tliat 
it ' s thr re~t w" can 
f i r st , n t c 01.1 rs") •• • 

I lePl tn11rcPlAl:lLE usiny the data from question ff? , aur 
de ••• so nr r P it i s ••• {with a few long-winded rema r ks 

1 . From the dat;i on question ~7, we can c;ilculate "the t ota l nu mbe r of years 
t na t thP respnnc<ents have h!'ld pos it,ons of er1ucationa l leadership in Jewish 
schools . " Tliis includPs bott\ rurrPnt and past positions . 

2 . l'espit<> my eirlirr nisqivings , 1 think tllat we should cal culate "total number 
of years ••• ot ,::ositicns of leaoP rships in Jei. i sh schools" , and IIIOT " t:>tal 
number nt yrars ••• of nosit i ons 01 lPaciership in their CURPENT 51:T TI NC.," . As 
EI l rn has not l"d , i t i s t h P form" r th at w c a r e i n t e res t e d i n ; t he l at t er w i l l not 
tPL l us wt-at we r eally want t o kno~ . 

ConcerninQ tnP Po~sible uuplication of yeJrs , from hav ing held leadership 
P:>sitions in t~'l rliffr> rPn~ settinris: This concerl"I 12' cases, o f which one 
resoonoPnt has "ePn a lt>arler in ooth supplementary and prr-school settings , ano 
one r espondl'n ha~ :le Pr a lPar1er in both dJy ~rd ore- school settings , with the 
r 0 mainin9 111 re~pnn:lent5 hav1n9 t,nen le;ioPrs in toth supplemenu1ry a nd day 
school settings . I acivccate that we assume tnat tt\e~e positions were NOT he l d 
simultaneously . If we are wrong anc t hey were hPld s1irultaneously , all we are 
d:>ing is arti1icialty intre,uino t~P le'30" r shi~ sPniority of eovcational 
l 0 ar1ers: hettPr tn err nn t ile sicP ot over estirntin-:i their leao,.rship se niority . 

3. roncernirig what oositions to coLnt as Lea oP r ship posit i ons . I am counting the 
f :> l lo wi n g f iv P i tr ms ; s u µ P r vi so r i n a su po l O me n tar y sett i n g, P r i n c i Pal i n a 
supplemPn ~ ary s 0 tt1n9 , sunerviso r i n a iay school setting , pr i nc i pal in a day 
school o;etting , and o irPctor in a µ r e - school settinq • 

1here are 11 cases in which the resocncents i ndicilted a ce r tain numoer of 
y0 ars as a svperviso r (Pi thP r in a suPplement1ry or day schocl setting>. In 4 of 
t nese 11 cases , tl>e rPsnono,,nts O"L" indicated having held a suoer11 i sory 
p:is it ion (and nqt a p ri ni;ipal position ) . Thus, I advocate counting the yea r s as 
a suµ"rvisor . Ariain, it only aurls to th"ir le;,ioprship senior i ty, Prr i ng on the 
side of overestiirntion . [/loam : fllen anr1 I had discusseo thP possibility 01 not 
c:>unt ing the suoervisor positions . ) [Fllen : tliminating the supervisor oositions 
w:htld h"lP with the "proble"I" (o1 G.117 + G/19 > (iff}1) in only 2 cases,) 

Adam : I oon •t t hink that we c1.1n adjust th,. numbers to account fo r 
dJplicat i nn , by figu-lrq out how many l,.aders currently hold other leadershiµ 
p:,sitions 8FCAUc:E we did ~lQT asl' what t YPt' 01 position they hold in their sei;ond 
school • 

4 . In presentinn this cat,1 we are n.ikinq th" followir,g assumptions : 
a . thP respondents interpreteci Qurstion 90 to mean CURRENT SCHOOL <not setting>; 
o . the re spondents interpret ed ouPst,on /IQ to include their yea r s AS A r EACHtR 
i"I th,.ir currrn t school (Al\11 tllP r1ata shows that for Al LEA<;l ,:/, cases they had 
tnught in their current schnol)i 
c . the respondents interpreted nuest i on 117 to i nclude t:lCTH PAS l and P~E.SENI 
e11ploy,nPnt . 
[Adam: You may '10t want to call " h " an assumpt i or , but I want to be clear that 
given how W!' ar" usinq thP rlata this is a nPcessary interpretation (i. e ., that 
at least ?4 lea-iers nae tauqht in t heir current setting) , ) 

l t ri Pd to falsi f y thPsl' t hreP ass umpt i or;s by exami ng in how many of the 
24 ca'les clir1 th" leadP r s sta t r> that they hart moved to the eommunilY in o r der to 
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F' ro "I : 
To: 
C.( : 
!>UO J: 

l~•~••c,nL"RIL._.,,rtrv:ix . V~ndertilt . Eou" l"S - 'H:<'.- 1 905 1 4:19:21.7!> 
l t ~i 11 y :ur c: r;tn~s sc . wi s c . rou .. 

fV !- seo r-ex t nl'S<;aC1e fnr ny resi;onse- -

Rot urn-path: <G<'Ll'tk 1 L "lactrvn . 'vanrlerbi Lt . Ecu > 
~"el'iVerl : from Punirl' . sse - ~ h.C . l"OU hy S'ic • • i sC . PCU <fl"OF vs . o- s ~12075 ) 

id <"'l"YPFLA'iKV(f 1Tru vf"ssc . wisr . Pcu> for ;prro n n;Jssc . ,.isc ."d1J i Wed , 
13 Dr' e 1o9c; 'l,•l " :1 8 - /'lo"'O (15r ) 

f<pceiverl : from rtrvYl . 'vanrlert.1iU . Fcu by eunice . ssc . wisc . ertu; io Al\1.3774 , 
~ . '>S/4"' ; Wl'd , '3 Ore l"ll'> ,.,:,n : 'S - 061'\0 

,<ae,. iverl : fro,. "AfHJur11,c;- "'AI L uy ctrv~x . vande r t ilt .l'du (1' '10F Vs . o- ; Ul488) 
id <"lf'YPF'!KX.S"Ei>X•IN'l,;ic tr v<>x · "<>nce rbil t. Erh> fer gamo raniil'lse . wisc . edui Wed , 
' S Vr'C 1n9c; q · 17 : ~t-. - l'ot10 crsr l 

On,. : ""0 , \! C 0 e 1a9c; 1 4:17:f'\11 - ntoo <CST) 
F r o'" : C:f'L"R 1 ERo.ctrvax . ~anrleroi l t . Fcu 
!>ubject: rvr- S"e nPxt mersag,. 1 or my resoonse - -
1:, : g1mn r an1s,;c .w isc . Pcu 
ipsciaie-ir': <n1•~Pr!P:.~~0o"X'll0 /l::-c•rvdx . Vano,.rh ilt. E-1u> 
A- V '15 - 1 n : 1 n•, " g ~rro r 1n -:tssc . .. isc . Pou ' 
r1l IF- version : 1 . 0 
C.."ln tent - trdns 'e , - rnro 1 i ng • 7 tl'l 

r r O ., ; 

T !> : 

LC : 
:.uoj : 

11'~ " 7~3.,1 . Vl'loconpuserve . com" " A l an" l~-r1;;c-19<>S 04 : 24 
lM:O"(>l'IL"lifE~C:ctrv:ix . l/11nrlertilt . c-ou " " El l"n Go l c rinq " 
I"!: " 7 7 3.,1 . 1>1 .,i',comp11sPrve . com" "(;a il C.orph ", l":0 " 713?1 . 1?.23alconpuserve . com" 
Erlucd tc r "urv Py A~proach 

t< • t ur n- r J t h : < 7 ~ 3"' 1 . l ., ; "iil co npu s,, r v e . c I'\ m > 
eceivec1: from ,rl - imo• 5 . co'"pus,. r vE . eom by ctrva ,. V.:Jnderbilt . Fou 
<?"OF 11 5 . 0 - 5 11 1 1'89 ) irl <01hvr.111~FPVl'1SX ~XF1ii.ctr1,ax . Vanoerbilt . Edu ) for 
;io lo ri 1>b/'c tr va x . 11a-.o,. r h i I t . l:rlu: 1./ ert , 11 nee 1 <;05 01, : 73 : ~ft - 0600 (CST) 

h!rcrivec1: by ;irl - imri- 'i . eompus1>rve . com (11.6 . lG/~ .~ '30 ·51~> i<i l'AA27272 ; lole,j , 
IJ Jee 1n9c; "~ • 21, : tt., • 0:>'0 

,Ht": wrJ , 1 3 t..~c p9,; "'.> : 2? ; 55 - 1')51'10 (FST) 
1- r on : A I 1 n '7 "3 ., 1 . 1 ~ 2 11 a co"' pus P r v e . com> 
,uuiect : ruuca l r r ~Jrvey ~pproaeh 
f-, : E.llrn <:i'>Lrlrinn (<,OLf)ldl:".ictrv~ ~. v~n-lertilt . fc•1> 
Cc : 1JJil f'orph <7'.5?1 . l:.>l?oJeo,..puserve . corr> , 

~inriy Lev , (73~2 1 • 1 2"';P.comr>u~ervr . co'"> 
1"s saqe-i r' : < 0 s 1 21310 ,,cs_7'3:'l . 17,'l _F H t 2'i - ?.ilCorr~uSer v e . C'JM> 
c.,ntent-trans fer - rnco1 i ng : 7 bf l 

J:. _L "N , 

I /\'I 5El'D1f-lr, 'l"L S'.'t'r l'."(J"liFt-<TS fP(I.\ Gllft,v lih J( f, 51ff RA ISED 
Wlf'I 'IE VIA THE ef'A"L> ~INIITFS l'"'C" ~Clll:'lt:ff1 • 
I S 1\1 r') Tlt/ol I 1 YCIIG-q '(nu 11 'll U'CYf:fl 11.l HICFP" IIOE•I T SCl100LS 
uJT TltAT r (Olll"ll ' T IF~FMqEP • 
...,r,~•,y 1c- roPI FO C" "Hr; . wl-'t~• vw 111:c;fntin TC uw1v , PLE.A~E 
S"N" "E A (11P v. 
----- -- - -- "'o rw ~r rle-1 •t~~S"9" --------- -

ro m: 
r , : 

LI~ I r : 

Gi nny LP11i , 713?1, 1"'21 
A I an, 7 1 3 7 1,.1 7 ;n 
G i n ny , '3 > 2 I , 1 , ., 3 
1, / 11/9• 1Q:j'l f'11 
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fF: Educa·or <-urv 0 y A,.,µroi!ch 

Al an, 
!t'-; , : "0 Mc,n . afterrnon anrl if >Ou aren ' t, yo~ should be O'l your way to Jf-K 

t :> "1ake your Fl Al fli!,ht. l'rr t1Lad you got tc ~y ~o e~sily . You ~lways manage 
t:> "L'lrirt on your -fePt" wh"r" trilVPl ,s conc"rned . 

l ' ve just Y"n" nv"r t l-e ll'1ard rnirutPs, trying to rleciPh" r your handwriting for 
Carol. I want to rrsocnd to your resoons" tc "" ' while it ' s f r esh . fhe issue 
i, whP.ther public schocl leaol'r~hi~ is thP r1oht <1roup to u$e as a bas,s for 
JvrJqing prer>.ira•ion o .. Jewish srhocl "Oucai;ional leildPrs . lee Henoler • s point 
w;is that -tnl'y are dH ferent, ilnrl 1 s,de ,.; th her . Public school adm i nistra t ors 
,nJst no throuoh a Lona course o' stuoy in cducat,on~l aominist r ation which Ray 
w:>ul<J ar:.1ue is rrie"t~c towarrl wcrlcin<i within the cumbersomP oub l ic education 
ourP.iucr<1ry ano has littl" relt!11ance to actual Pcuc1tional Leaoersh i p . I .im 
aware at rr,any private sc11ool :ior-in1strators 1,hc rnv" had years ot experience in 
rrachinl'l an1 have m:>U"C uri i11 the r11riks of ~omiri,stration , hut who have not 
-~~nted +o put t 'lel"s,.lve,; through tr" 11ruel1n!l anc oi,.,n seeming\y useless 
traininn nece,;s,ry to tecomP ;i n1.blic school aorr,nistrator . I disaqree with 
t.ll"n ' s ass,.rticn tnat thPr" is littl,. d1fiPrPnce in the PrPpa r lltion of private 
scr,ool le;ionrs . 'thirk so,,,ennr ,;hnulo takP the tir,e to ch,;,ck this out und 
c,n'irm (c-r not' l'Llen • ,; st1tPmrnt before~" mcve a.,eao . I think ner statement 
r~flects her bi~s .i'lCJ the area in 1ohich she teac~es . It shoulcn ' t be <Jitficult 
c, contact the 'ati::>n~l A,;soci.irior of lr.dcoencert C:,chools and ~sk them f:>r data 
tna' contirms or denirs. I t~1n1< 1,P lon1< tao if we make th!' comparison with 
,>J1., Li c ,;ct,o'll at<nini,- trators wit-1101..t having the tacts ori orivat 0 schools • 
t.tlrn ' s. rPs"por,;e at tt·" r,e,,tinn, r"tPrrin;i to lE,d"rs of 5ev"nth Day AdvPntist 
~chools, r.i-1 no• ,;e•m to ,;p,.ak ro the p,irnt raiser! . It suq'leSt"d tone that she 
oidn' t "V"n uno"r~t,Hl'l th" ouPst- ion • 

(JUl!SS 1ny rioint h that we shool~ knciw -.hereof•<!' 5p'!ak on this important point 
OPTOrP any rer,ort is releas,.o . I cont1nu,. to think we ' re using the wrong 
r"Tl'rnnct? yroup . 1•~, 110 "Xl"t?rt, 1-L• th~t • s rTY o~inion • 

t1oµe all '1ors wrll ir lsr;iel . ri,nny 

- ---- Eno forwarcPd m,.ssaoa 
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Fron: 
T :> : 
cc : 
5Jb j : 

1~•:; "G'll"Rlt.'o1c t rv1<x . V1<n/1e.-ti lt . •ou" 1~- ctr-1 905 lt. : ?8 : 5"1 . ~3 
1 ~' :; "g am " r an::, s s c • w i s r- • P o 11 " 

1y respcn~e lO Previous e-rra1l 

r<rt urn- oath: <C:~Li"f(I!:. noctrv,x.Vnnrlerui tt . "ou> 
r<0 cl'iveci : tro"' •unice . S<:c.w 1sr. . Pou by ssc . ~isc- . ecu CPIIQF V!, . O- !> lil2075) 
id <IJH'YPfVS\Jfll!l-'Tru,;):;issc . wisc . Pcu> tor g1mn r ~r"'ssc . 1o1 i sc . rou; 11.,d , 
I .S i.lec 1"9'i 14 :2P : ~3 - n6"0 ((Sf) 

'"<~CP1ve'1: from rtrv d . 1/;inrteroil • . fou by eunicP . !ISC . wi-sc . erlu; ia l\~240~0 ; 
~ . f5ll, 7

; ll"d, 13 o,,c 1n9~ 14:.:sn:11 - no'l(I 
K•c,.iverl: from 0 .HH.IU"~<"-'-',HL oy rtrv;ix. Vilnrlerti l t.J:du (PMDF VS . 0- 5 #1148d) 

id (/\lf4Y"FIIKt F"2PX~l•"inlctrvi!x . VJnc<>rb 1 t t , E<lu\ fer iiamoranu1ssc . wisc . edu i lied , 
13 lJPc 109,; 14:U : '7 - 06"0 (r'ST) 

IJiltP: ril>IJ , t.s ~"C ll',1~ 14:2fi : 47 - f1tl1U ( CST) 
From: GC'LJ'A IEIIO: ctrvax . ~an'1erbi Lt . Fcu 
Subject: ''y resrons 0 •c Previou<: P - ma i l 
T(): 'l ~rroren"ls SC - ~i SC . "CU 

1~ssa<1e-i<' : (nlf-'\'.-,Fl.lli:.LF"4°X 1NPAf\ctrvax . Vano,.rbilt . Elu> 
X-J 'iS - 11) : 1ni,"g ,noran::J~sc . wisc . ,.ou" 
Mr 11 s:-- ve rs i o,,: l • O 
C:-n"'erit-l raris fe r-rnco rling · 7tlf1 

_,; n ny , 

Alan sh, r Pd wit'1 me yl'1~r ,, - mail r"s:> r '1 1'1g Questicns of PUUCJtional 
l <>a'"lership in J 0 wisn ~choo l s . Af usudl your conr,,Ents and qllP.st i ons 
are exc,,lle'1t anc rigl,t on r.irg,.t . l hanx io r cortinuinn thf' 
uiscussior :lnrl I hone th1, will oP rnr oeqirini,iq of many • 

.>Omf" responses : 

I aid check into a '1umtl'r of rriv;ite/inrleoerioPrt school 
J;sociatinns as you !.ugne~tP<.l ~hen oreparin·, th(' renort i'lc l uding 
tl'le li~lc- . I have also SPllk"'n ti' c;cme V"'rY o r nni111>nt private school 
l•aders . Fi r s t, most ~rivate srnncls are accredited by thei r 
states , but als,. 1-y the ,-,.yion.il ,1ccr0 0itinq isscchitions, such as 
tie Mid - At l lntic tssor.iation for rctl"9"S a'1c !:c~oots , or the 
S:>uthern /ls,;ociHion, rtc . t n their l itentu r e , 
i'>r example, t~,. <°outlHrn A~socia•1on states , cucting from their 
star,,d.:irds for wicl'll,, ~rrl seco"o~ry schor,Ls says, 

1 1 " fhc '1dll'inistrat11n tParl of the school Ceq o r ir>cipa l or 
hParl,,11s · er) shall be cttie+ "XPCUtiv" otficer 01 the school and 
sn,dl hav r "clrn"O a gra1u11t<' rleorre from an inst i tution anprovet1 hy 
a rP\l i on<1l lc;c r ,.oi t in1 ng,,nry. "C:o cne implicatior for como<1r 1son, 
1s that our pri,idp~ls shl'ula at l h~VP qr~ouate cPgrePS . 

2> "The "rlministrativr he~o o-f tn .. school shall ~ave earned at 
l~ast 1" semestPr ti:>urs o-f 11raouate crerl1t in arlwinistratio'1 / i!nd or 
sJpF'rvision as cart o~ thP ar:10uatE O"g r ef' o r in Jdtiition thereto. 
Ille a<1ministr;i t ~11P neac of a schcol who has trairin1 and exper 1ence 
th.1 t mioht 1,e cnnsi::fc rerl to t1P Pc111v<1l ent to the 'll"'3duate credit 
may r"quest the stat~ comrii•tee t11 -1cceot such tr'li"ling ano 
expr>riencP in lieu ~f rn More than s 1x seme,;ter hours " 

9 • 
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10 • 
3> "flie c1dminis•rativr he;io o' ;i i-emb"'r sch00l s~i!ll earn at le1st 
six S"m"s•er ~cur-; of cre 1it or the equi11al.,rc:y curing each tiv" 
t•ar neriod o' "rrr,t:iy.,ert." e 
4> Tt11>y also reQuirP pri,or te;ichin~ exp,.rienc 0 o1 the p rincipal • 

H~vin q ~,Jio that , tnere are r,.al rlif1e r<'nces, b"twe.,n private and 
puu l1 c schools, but I th 1nk t'1e i mpo rtant point is that there 
snould t'le somP "train irQ" in ao,.,,n 1strat ion anc lPadershi p 'for 
l 0 ,l'1ers in 1-ioth s1>ctors. (Ju<:l a point of cl~ritic~tion, I do not 
rPcil l s,iying there 1 ~ no oifferencP b<>twePn putlic and privat" 
schools .ind 1"eir trc1irin<1 . ~•hnt I rre,ant, is that I think ther0 

snuutrt he s1-c1nc~rris in both SPc•ors> • 

I a.:ir<'e with DA", the ''cur ric11l11m" ~nr1 e ~perie rces of the training 
may b"' very di 1'fere"lt ;;no shoulrl ht oitferent in so"'e areas . For-
ex1mplt1, on" in,,ene~dPrt schonl princip-ll told me t'le most 
iTiportant p:,rt ct his JOI) is funcraisinq an--i wcrkin1 with lay 
µ<>onlP •o estatlish anc continuP Prdowm0 nts, Ptc . 'lost proqrarrs 
f:,r public ~chc" l lea-1Ers woul<l not h'111P tl,is ,n th 0 curriculutT . 
Al thou,1h, l alsn thinlc th,. r " ,r,.. scme are11s that ~r" similar, such 
as some of •np thin:is ~P rl1(1 'will do ) at 1-larvurl • 

At~n, <Jr not "nnw the eMt,.n+ tc \.hich these stand:irrls are really 
entorcerl o r emtracerl within ll"-e private schncl sECtflr, which is a 
.,,o,i noi11t t o" . Ju~t tec'luse they ar@ '>n the toclcs may not ll'~tter 
1'l re:ility . (( thi,k I passei1 nut tn<> statistics of deqr<>e LPvel 
r:,r privote sch,,cl acJrrirn~trators to tn" sta1f, I do not I-lave it 
,dt'1 me nl'w . T thin" it w1 s l nwl" r than in public gcliools . 14e know 
t'l1<: to bl' •ti" case fl)r t1>act1l'ri: tco:~ thry art l"S~ tr;iined in the 
priv11te sE'ctor thi'n t"-e p11blir ~ector . ) 

It.,~ Lo nk"lf tn tnft •'lit" c, rivat,. schonls as a nod,.l, thl' 
"ie1nsni p " "'aY rrr,..rge ~it h ,.,uch rrnre c,1 a scholar/practitio..,er /\S 

l • a 1e r vi r w , I'.' e r haµ s wit 11 l i t t l P o r no r e;i l 
d:lminis•raliv,./le;idrr,;tiµ tr.,ininq . 1 an, certainly OP"n ro all 
tse,;e vie~s . c,i,;,; nurlel rier rlllP' fcllf"lws a hit 111cre the SFL moot>l 
in .Jerusale'1). 1ne i,n 1nt b,.i,...g, thP issues need to be out on the 
taJlt! ilrlf t'1e puul1r scho" l mn11rl i; r ov i --ies ~ fr'!rrewflr~ for t1oinq 
s ~ • 

I w ou la d l s o l i •· e t o rr,. n t i n n t ~ a t n o t ~ l l t r a i n i n g p r o g r ;i ms a r " 
tne sam"- A pro11ram that ,;erv"s primarily urbilr school 
lra1ers wnuld rrrst likely soeno d lot cf ti-ne er "working throuqh 
trie vurraucracy", or t-oelpi11ri "a• risk students", while oth 0 r 
prori r.:ims l"JY not. =o r "xamr,LP ilt ~,nrtertilt T wcul<f think that our 
µroor1m ctoe,; no~ focu<: on t'1ese tYP"S of skills/ i ssues rruch at all . 
wr vl! r y much errrhasizP o rnble'" ,;ol11ino Jnrf ,nalytic skill'I of 
l•at'jerstiir> . ln ,oditinr, as w~ rli'lcusserf in our staft meeting, 
µ r oqrams in erl . a1minis-tr~tion Rrr 11nder9oing chang 0 too~ so we 
snoul ,j he car.,tul a-,out tnlking is too man:y g0 ne ralities . I also 
k,ow that many ,;ct>o:>l idministr~tors ,;ay thf'ir crngrams w,.,.,. not 
nPloful . This i~ ,, Jrotlem in the tielo 

fl' [: wr (at Pe:.codl') are 01>ginnin9 to "ork with th,. lnrlepenoent 
Srhnols Association to rlevelor r, r o te-ssional grc1.1th seminars tor 
,neir fot~s durin'l th" summ.,rs (net only t o r i:rincip;.ts, but 
.i1niii.sions officers, financidl ;,ic1 persflnnel "tel. I know this 
.iill help me a lot in thinkinn ;rcout Jewish e~~cational leadersh'io • 
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In 1dditirn, th 0 irP is a ,;rc11p nn~, call<>o the llcitional Co11ncil for 
P rJ Vd t e 5 C h ">O l I c C r Pd i lil t i 0 n . I t i S r <' l 1 ti II P l y n E W , l O O k i n Q 3 t 
.i:crerlitdtion assrciati<>n~ to \jivP a "stump cf ai:proval " for a ll 
typr>s of r r iv~t,. •c~ools . r rlo not know much abcut it however, 
i11volver! with ti.is irO\,I" is tt,e llational 'icci<>ty for Hebr•w Day 
.>thools ( I dn r,ot rnt)~ what/who this group ,s , coes anyone know 
.. no ,tis, is 1' thP rrolish for Tcrah u •Mascrahil . 

1, short , I a,:ir"e trat we in Jew1s11 erlucation reed to oevelop and 
dnfine our owf'I "bra,<J" of L<>cirlersl,io anr1 P r O l' <>s<1on~l de v elopmen t 
train inc; . 11e st>oul'i I 1°<:r"n ano lt>arn fr om ,, v;;r1Pty of sectors ano 
settings too. '•hink thP 'l r ;inrliPs con-sultaticn will make a l)OOd 
c:intr ibui ton to this <11scussion . 

t loo I< forw,1r'i •o hav irq more oi sc1.ssion s on t hh and perhaps 
c:inven i ng a group o' <enior C!"ucationa l l o>.1'1ers to -:1ivc us theif" 
1-ipul . For exa,.ple , ir fltL;in1d, whPn I 1.<>nt tc ► resent the rei:ort, 
t~t!Y saio thev coul1 Jgrer <'n sOml' common ooIT,ins that they thought 
<1ll ledr!ers shcutd "knew and le,irn abovt " r1>5arol,,ss ot SPttings , 
d 0 nn1,1inntio-.s , 0 t c , s•Jth as unurr,;tandin-g arl1.lt C"Vleop,ner,t , 
trach"r suprrvie1c,n , orocl"s'les nt i;lanninl) 3rd c~1n<1e, l'tc . 

r~e ,.,su.-s 1rP r.ol!'µlex t>u• very i ntPr>•stin;i ' 
Pleas" continue t o r esi:nnrl l 

t. l l ,,,, 
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