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This study explored the competency frameworks of nontraditional principal preparation 

programs to determine how they aligned to research-based best practices for school leaders. The 

research questions that guided this work were: To what degree are the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities addressed in the competency frameworks of nontraditional principal preparation 

programs? How do the leaders of the nontraditional principal preparation programs view the 

degree to which their competencies include the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities? A multi-

case study analysis was conducted that compared the competency frameworks of four 

nontraditional principal preparation programs. The Knowledge is Power Program (KIPP), New 

Leaders, New York City Leadership Academy (NYCLA), and Teaching Trust were the nontraditional 

principal preparation programs selected for this study. Leaders from the four organizations were 

interviewed. The findings from the research illustrated that a majority of the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities were included in the competency frameworks of nontraditional principal 

preparation programs. The study revealed that four of the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities 

were not included in any of the competency frameworks. Another finding was the lack of focus on 

talent management and personal dispositions in the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities. 

Nontraditional principal preparation programs are a growing avenue for principal preparation, as 

such their use of the research on principal success was promising. 
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CHAPTER 1

 INTRODUCTION 

There were thousands of failing schools in the United States (Briggs, Davis, & Cheney, 

2012).  This was true despite 20 years of increased focus by the federal and state government 

on school improvement, despite the fact that federal funding for schools increased significantly, 

and despite the focus on improving teacher and principal quality (Given, 2013).  School 

improvement research pointed to the principal as the key lever to improve or turn around a 

failing school.  A 2013 report from the George W. Bush Institute found that there are 1,978 

principal preparation programs operating across the country with 17,188 graduates (Briggs, 

Cheney, Davis, & Moll, 2013).  “The central issue isn’t quantity, it’s quality.  While most states 

have plenty of people who are credentialed as school administrators...many school districts 

report having too few highly qualified candidates to fill their vacant positions” (Paige, Rees, 

Petrilli, & Gore, 2004, p. 2).  This lack of quality issue led to what Stein and Gewirtzman (2003) 

called a crisis in leadership.  They contend that even though districts have candidates who are 

credentialed to be principals, these candidates do not have the necessary knowledge and skills 

to lead school improvement (Stein & Gewirtzman 2003).  

Why is there a disconnect between quantity and quality?  What does this disconnect say 

about how principals are prepared?  These were important questions especially as 

nontraditional programs were entering the principal preparation arena.  The questions about 

principal quality has led to an increase in the number of nontraditional programs operated by 

school districts, nonprofits, and universities (Cheney, Davis, Garrett, & Holleran, 2010; Darling-

Hammond, LaPaointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005).  Are these 

programs preparing principals who are able to lead school improvement?  One way to explore 
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nontraditional programs was to determine whether the competencies that guide the 

recruitment, selection, development, and evaluation of principals aligned with the research on 

principal effectiveness.  This qualitative multi-case study examined the competencies that were 

screened for and taught in nontraditional principal preparation programs and where they were 

aligned with the skills, knowledge and dispositions necessary for success as a new principal 

(years 1–3).  The Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning’s 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities (McREL 21) were used as the standard for principal effectiveness.  

Research Questions 

To what degree are the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities addressed in the 

competency frameworks of nontraditional principal preparation programs?  How do the leaders 

of nontraditional principal preparation programs view the degree to which their competency 

frameworks include the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities? 

Background of Study 

Former United States Secretary of Education Arne Duncan believed that, “if we can get 

great teachers and great principals working where we need them, and think about turning 

around struggling schools, we have a chance to dramatically improve the country” (Wallace 

Foundation, 2010, p. 21).  In order for this to happen, principals must be trained for this 

challenge.  Research showed that the quality of principal preparation programs varied greatly.  

The critiques included that they “lack sufficient methods for recruiting and screening 

candidates; they emphasize theoretical and sometimes outdated coursework; …fail to give 

candidates hands-on and real-life experiences in schools; and…the programs make little or no 

effort to make sure their graduates secure jobs or succeed in them” (Briggs, Davis, & Cheney, 
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2012, p 2.).  Organizations such as the Rainwater Foundation, the Wallace Foundation, and the 

Alliance for Research on Education Leadership (AREL) were studying nontraditional programs 

that were designed to equip principals with the necessary skills, knowledge, and strategies to 

be successful as school leaders.  Many of these programs had competencies that were 

embedded throughout the principal preparation process from recruitment to graduation. 

These programs also identified which competencies a candidate must have in order to enter the 

program and which ones could be taught and mastered during the program. 

National Context 

The education reform movement began in the 1980s with the release of the Nation at 

Risk report.  The report was commissioned by the United States Secretary of Education to 

determine why the United States was lagging behind other nations and what could be done to 

improve the education that children in America were receiving.  The National Commission on 

Excellence in Education found that education in the United States was in a sharp decline and 

that students were not graduating from high school ready for college or work.  The report 

recommended improvement in teacher quality, increased requirements for high school 

graduation with a focus on science and math, and increased standards for college admission 

(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). 

During the 1990s, the impact of teacher quality on student achievement became a 

major topic of discussion and debate.  With the reauthorization under the Bush administration 

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, also known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB), 

states, districts, and schools began to focus significant time and resources on teacher quality. 

Numerous studies found a direct correlation between teacher effectiveness and student 
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achievement. “Achievement in classes with highly skilled teachers is better than student 

achievement in classes with less skilled teachers” (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011, p. 2).  

However, the federal law, state education agencies, and districts spent less time and resources 

on the key lever to improve teacher quality — principal effectiveness (Ayers & Owens, 2012; 

Wallace Foundation, 2010).  In the last decade, new research emerged that revealed that 

school leadership was second to teacher effectiveness in its impact on student achievement 

(Marzano et al., 2011; Mitgang, 2012).  In light of this research, former United States Secretary 

of Education Arne Duncan stated, “We have dramatically under-invested in principal 

leadership…. From a budget of tens of billions of dollars, we’ve put relative peanuts into 

principal leadership” (Wallace Foundation, 2010, p. 8).  The Obama administration’s Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility Waivers and Race to the Top (RTTT) competitive 

education grants both focused on principal quality (Briggs et al., 2012).  As a result of these and 

other efforts, principal quality was officially on the national education agenda (Robinson, 2009; 

Wallace Foundation, 2010). 

Under the ESEA Flexibility Waivers and RTTT, principal effectiveness was highlighted and 

required to be measured at the state and district level.  In order to receive the waivers, states 

and districts created teacher and principal evaluation systems that  

1. Support continual improvement of instruction.  2.  Use at least three  
performance levels to meaningfully differentiate performance.  3.   Use multiple  
valid measures in determining performance levels, including as a significant factor data 
on student growth for all students (including English Learners and students with 
disabilities), and other measures of professional practice.  4.  Evaluate  
teachers and principals on a regular basis.  5.  Provide clear, timely, and useful feedback 
that also identifies needs and guides professional development.  6.  Inform personnel 
decisions. (Ayers & Owens, 2012, p. 32) 
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In order to be successful in these principal evaluation systems, new principals must enter the 

profession equipped to meet these expectations.  The ESEA Waivers also focused on the 

principles of effective school turnaround.  Among these principles were ensuring that schools 

have strong leadership.  Districts and states must be 

(1) reviewing the performance of the current principal; (2) either replacing  
the principal…, or demonstrating to the SEA that the current principal has  
a track record in improving achievement and has the ability to lead the turnaround 
effort; and (3) providing the principal with operational flexibility in the areas of 
scheduling, staff, curriculum, and budget…. (USDE, 2012, p. 7) 

This provision highlighted implications for new principals who could find themselves taking over 

schools vacated by principals under this provision, a daunting task.  

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 provided $43 billion for the RTTT 

competitive education grant for state education agencies.  RTTT expanded the scope of the 

ESEA waivers by focusing on four core areas of education reform: 

…adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and
the workplace and to compete in the global economy; building data systems that 
measure student growth and success, and inform teachers and principals about how 
they can improve instruction; recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective 
teachers and principals, especially where they are needed most; and turning around our 
lowest-achieving schools (USDE, 2009, p. 2). 

All of these areas required that principals had a set of competencies that allowed them to lead 

a school that produced high levels of student achievement based on these criteria.  Section D of 

RTTT was entitled, “Great Teachers and Leaders.”  The law required state education agencies to 

provide avenues for certification of teachers and principals that are high quality. These 

pathways included enacting laws, policies, and regulations that allow for the creation of 

alternative certification routes provided by organizations in addition to universities.  States had 

to also identify areas of principal shortage and identify methods to fill the gaps (USDE, 2009).  
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RTTT Section (D)(4) – “Improving the Effectiveness of Teacher and Principal Preparation 

Programs,” required states to do the following:  

(i) link student achievement and student growth…data to the students’  
teachers and principals, to link this information to the in-state programs 
where those teachers and principals were prepared for credentialing, and to 
publicly report the data for each credentialing program in the state; and (ii) 
Expand preparation and credentialing options and programs that are 
successful at producing effective teachers and principals…. (USDE, 2009, p. 
10). 

Principal Effectiveness 

Currently, 47 states used some form of principal effectiveness standards.  Which 

described the knowledge, behaviors and skills that contributed to principal success. Most of 

these states used the Interstate School Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards 

(Briggs et al., 2013; Mitgang, 2012).  Of the states that had principal effectiveness standards, 

only 27 of them included “the five key elements that current research shows are important to 

principal effectiveness today:  recruiting and selecting teachers, developing and supporting 

teachers, assessing and rewarding teachers, implementing data-driven instruction and 

developing a positive school culture” (Briggs et al., 2013, p. 14).  As states developed their 

standards, some were considering the broader impact of them.  The North Carolina School 

Executive Standards stated that the standards will “inform higher education programs…focus 

the goals and objectives of districts…guide professional development…serve as a tool in 

developing coaching and mentoring programs for school executives” (Wallace Foundation, 

2013, p. 7). 

Several studies showed that principal quality impacts student achievement.  Schools 

that improved student achievement were led by principals who were skilled in vision setting, 
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data analysis, and developing and motivating teachers to meet the needs of their students 

(Briggs, et al., 2013; New Leaders for New Schools, 2011; Paige, et al., 2004).  According to a 

meta-analysis conducted by McREL, the correlation between leadership and student 

achievement was r = 0.25 (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003).  “The National Staff 

Development Council (NSDC) standards, as well as research studies naming essential 

characteristics of effective leaders, called for a clear focus on student learning…” (New Leaders 

for New Schools, 2011, p. 13).  The McREL study also “identified 21 leadership responsibilities 

with statistically significant correlations to student achievement…” (Waters et al., 2007, p. 3).  

These leadership responsibilities reflected the practices that principals engaged in that have the 

highest impact on student achievement when implemented effectively.  If principals did not 

understand how or when to utilize these responsibilities they could have a limited or negative 

impact on student achievement (Waters et al., 2007).  “Knowing the right thing to do is the 

central problem of school improvement.  Holding schools accountable for their performance 

depends on having people in schools with the knowledge, skill, and judgment to make the 

improvements that will increase student performance” (Elmore, 2003, p. 9).  The principal was 

the leader of the school improvement process and must have the requisite knowledge in 

leading change.   

Role of the Principal 
 

The principalship evolved, and “new expectations for principals run well beyond 

traditional requirements of managing school operations” (Paige et al., 2004, p.2).  The 

responsibilities of a principal moved from overseeing the day-to-day operations of the school 

with the main focus being on maintaining order to leading the instructional program of the 
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school focusing on student achievement (Briggs et al, 2012).  Principals must be instructional 

leaders (Mendels and Mitgang 2013).  “Instructional leadership refers to those sets of 

leadership practices that involve the planning, evaluation, coordination, and improvement of 

teaching and learning” (Robinson, 2009, p.2).  Half of the states in the nation “are relying on an 

antiquated understanding of the principal’s job as simply an administrative building manager 

and not what research shows are the key aspects of instructional leadership” (Briggs et al., 

2013, p. 15).  In Leverage Leadership, Bambrick-Santoyo identified the quality of instruction as 

one of the principal’s main responsibilities.  To this extent, he identified seven high-leverage 

practices that principals should utilize to impact student achievement (Bambrick-Santoyo, 

2012).  “…the more leaders focus their relationships, their work, and their learning on the core 

business of teaching and learning, the greater their influence on student outcomes” (Robinson, 

2009, p. 2).  The National Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research found 

that “principals can be expected to improve the quality of education by raising the quality of 

teachers either through improving the instruction by existing teachers or through teacher 

transitions that improve the caliber of teaching” (Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2012, p. 21). 

High Needs Students 

Principal quality and preparation impacted schools with a large number of high needs 

students.  These schools made up the majority of the nation’s low-performing schools, and they 

were more likely to have new principals and more likely to have higher principal and teacher 

turnover than schools with non-disadvantaged populations (Briggs et al., 2013).  Principals must 

be prepared to ensure that teachers utilize effective strategies “to teach all students to high 
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levels—including students from economically disadvantaged homes, those with special needs, 

and those with limited English skills” (Johnson, 2013, p. 17).  

The proportion of principals in their initial year with a school is roughly  
40% higher in schools with the lowest average initial achievement than  
those with the highest average initial achievement; the proportion of  
principals that have been at their current school at least six years is  
roughly 50% higher in the highest achievement schools (Branch et al., 2012, p. 
8).  

These poor-performing schools became a revolving door for principals and teachers, and as a 

result no change was experienced or sustained.  In addition, “the teacher transition rate is 

highest in schools with the least effective principals, regardless of the rate of school poverty” 

(Branch et al., 2012, p. 22).  “Research also suggests that in urban schools with high rates of 

children living in poverty, strong leaders are not just a key factor; they are the key driver in 

turning schools around and helping all students succeed” (New Leaders for New Schools, 2011, 

p. 8).  While students living in poverty were impacted by a variety of factors outside of school,

successful schools in these environments have demonstrated that “low socio-economic status 

(SES) schools that can offer students three consecutive years of strong teaching close the 

achievement gap, correcting for a host of external factors” (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2012, p. 4).  

Section (D) (3) of RTTT, “Ensuring Equitable Distribution of Effective Teachers and Principals” 

was designed to address this problem.  State education agencies were required to take these 

actions, 

Ensure the equitable distribution of teachers and principals by developing a plan, 
informed by reviews of prior actions and data, to ensure that students in high-poverty 
and/or high-minority schools…have equitable access to highly effective teachers and 
principals…and are not served by ineffective teachers and principals at higher rates than 
other students... (United States Department of Education, 2009, p. 9). 
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In a Wallace Foundation report, it was stated that “leadership is particularly consequential at 

low-performing schools…such schools will not improve and student achievement will not rise 

without effective leaders who set ambitious performance targets and help their staffs meet 

them” (Wallace Foundation, 2010, p.7). 

Principal Preparation Programs 

The majority of principal preparation programs in the United States were at institutions 

of higher education.  Numerous studies questioned the quality of principal preparation 

programs; most notably Levine found that “as a field…educational administration is weak in its 

standards, curriculum, staffing, the caliber of its student body, and scholarship” (Briggs et al., 

2013, p. 20).  In A License to Lead, Hess stated that the current approach to principal 

preparation “fails to secure enough of the leaders we need, forces effective teachers to 

foreswear their chosen work in order to lead, ghettoizes the field and study of educational 

leadership, and offers no coherent accounting of the benefits that result” (Hess, 2003, p. 19).  

During the past decade, several nontraditional programs emerged in response to the 

growing achievement gap and increased knowledge about the impact that principals have on 

student achievement (Mitgang, 2012).  The Rainwater Leadership Alliance consisted of 

programs that were developed to provide nontraditional routes to the principalship.  There 

were nine programs in the alliance: two were district-based (Gwinnett County Public Schools’ 

Quality-Plus Leader Academy, Long Beach Unified School District); three were university-based 

(Rice University’s Education Entrepreneurship Program, The University of Illinois at Chicago, The 

University of Virginia’s Darden/Curry Partnership for Leaders in Education); and four were 

nonprofits (Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP), New Leaders, NYC Leadership Academy’s 
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Aspiring Principals Program and School Leaders Network).  All of these programs were 

competency-based and had a multi-staged selection process (Cheney et al., 2010).  Hess 

pointed to two of the members of the Rainwater Leadership Alliance, KIPP and New Leaders, as 

models of what principal preparation programs could be (Hess, 2003).  As evidenced by the 

inclusion of two district-based programs, school districts were beginning to take on the task of 

identifying and preparing teachers who they saw as future leaders in their district through 

district developed principal preparation programs (Mitgang, Cummins, & Gill, 2013; Mendels & 

Mitgang, 2013). 

Problem Statement 

Principal preparation through nonprofits became a recent phenomenon in the principal 

preparation arena (Briggs et al., 2013).  Researchers believed that this was in response to the 

reported poor quality of traditional principal preparation programs.  Because many 

nontraditional programs emerged in the past decade, very few studies were conducted to 

determine their effectiveness.  One of the claims against traditional programs was the lack of 

focus on practices that research indicated was necessary for principals to be effective.  Were 

the nontraditional programs focusing on these research-based practices? Since the first years as 

a principal were so challenging, it was important that principal preparation programs focused 

on the “right” competencies to ensure that their graduates were job ready on day one. 

Principal preparation programs should utilize research-based practices that led to the 

principals’ ability to improve student achievement.  

This research focused on nontraditional principal preparation programs.  The principal 

preparation programs selected for this study were three of the four nonprofit programs 
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highlighted in the 2010 Rainwater Foundation report.  The four nonprofits highlighted were the 

Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP), New Leaders for New Schools (New Leaders), New York 

City Leadership Academy’s Aspiring Principals Program (NYCLA), and School Leaders Network.  

The School Leaders Network was not selected for this study because it served to enhance in-

service principals, not pre-service principals.  In its place, Teaching Trust, a nonprofit based in 

Dallas, was examined.  The nonprofits were selected because the number of nontraditional 

principal preparation programs is increasing across the nation (Briggs, Cheney, et al., 2013). 

This research reviewed the competency frameworks of the four selected nontraditional 

principal preparation program to determine to what degree the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities were addressed in the competencies.  The McREL 21 were chosen because they 

were developed based on a meta-analysis of 30 years of research to determine what leadership 

practices had the most significant impact on student achievement (Waters et al., 2007). 

Professional Significance 

This research contributed to existing knowledge in the areas of principal preparation 

and principal effectiveness and is important because as traditional and nontraditional principal 

preparation programs sought to develop a competency-based experience for aspiring 

principals, it is imperative that they focus on the knowledge and skills that will be the highest 

leverage for a principal in their first three years on the job.  Aspiring principals must not only be 

aware of the best practices for school leadership but should also know in which context the 

practices should be used.  The McREL study found that, “when leaders concentrate on the 

wrong school and/or classroom practices, or miscalculate the magnitude or ‘order’ of the 

change they are attempting to implement, they can negatively impact student achievement” 
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(Waters et al., 2007, p. 27).  Therefore, new principals must be aware of these leadership 

responsibilities prior to taking the helm of a school so that they will know how to best apply 

them to their school context.  “A 2006 Public Agenda survey found that nearly two-thirds of 

principals reported that their preparation programs had not prepared them for the realities of 

leading a school” (Briggs et al., 2012, p.2). 

And if at the end of the day, our 95,000 schools each had a great principal,  
this thing would take care of itself.  Great principals attract great talent.   
They nurture that great talent and they develop that great talent.  Bad 
principals are the reverse: bad principals don’t attract good talent, they  
run off good talent.  They don’t find ways to improve those that are trying 
to get better.  They don’t engage the community. (Wallace Foundation, 2010, pg. 22) 

 
While there had been many studies on the qualities of effective principals, there was 

little evidence that these studies significantly impacted principal preparation programs. “… 

maintaining subpar leadership training also carries a cost:  principals ill prepared to survive the 

stresses of their jobs and lacking the qualities and skills to turn around failing schools.  The costs 

will be borne most heavily by school children.  We should no longer be asking them to pay it” 

(Mitgang, 2012, p. 27).  This research attempted to identify the correlation between research 

and practice.  Within the past decade, a number of nontraditional principal preparation 

programs were developed by school districts, by partnership with institutions of higher 

education, or by separate nonprofit organizations.  Because of the newness of these programs, 

little research had been done to establish their effectiveness in preparing principals to meet the 

challenges of America’s schools.  This study added to the literature in this area. 

Definitions 
 
Competency Framework – “the set of skills, knowledge, and dispositions that a principal must 

have in order to drive high levels of student achievement for all children” (Cheney et al., 2010, 
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p. 9).  Competencies will also be referred to as behaviors, practices, or responsibilities that 

principals exhibit. 

Highly Effective Principal – “a principal whose students, overall and for each subgroup, achieve 

high rates (e.g., one and one-half grade levels in an academic year) of student growth (as 

defined in this notice)” (USDE, 2009, p. 12). 

Highly Effective Teacher – “a teacher whose students achieve high rates (e.g., one and one-half 

grade levels in an academic year) of student growth (as defined in this notice)” (USDE, 2009, p. 

12). 

High Needs Students – “students at risk of educational failure or otherwise in need of special 

assistance and support, such as students who are living in poverty, who attend high-minority 

schools (as defined in this notice), who are far below grade level, who have left school before 

receiving a regular high school diploma, who are at risk of not graduating with a diploma on 

time, who are homeless, who are in foster care, who have been incarcerated, who have 

disabilities, or who are English language learners” (USDE, 2009, p. 12). 
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CHAPTER 2
 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

In the age of accountability and reform, principals were under tremendous pressure to 

improve student achievement.  Twenty-five percent of high school students in the United 

States graduated, college and career ready (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2013).  Twenty-

two percent of freshmen who entered high school did not graduate at all (Stillwell & Stable, 

2013).  These numbers had only increased slightly since the 1980s (Givens, 2013).  Teachers had 

long been identified as the key lever in improving student achievement.  However, research in 

the last decade identified principals as the second most important lever to improve student 

achievement.  Principals hired, evaluated, and developed teachers.  They were also responsible 

for retaining highly effective teachers and exiting ineffective ones.  Principals provided the 

vision, system, and structure that allowed for quality teaching to take place in every classroom. 

They were responsible for establishing a school culture that was conducive to teaching and 

learning.  This was a role shift for principals—they would no longer be managers but must be 

instructional leaders.  In order to do this effectively, they must be prepared.  The review 

explored the history of education reform, the current national movement to transform schools, 

traditional principal preparation programs, the rise of nontraditional principal preparation 

programs, competency frameworks, and research on best practices in principal effectiveness. 

National Context 

In 1983, A Nation at Risk was released.  This report was commissioned by the United 

States Secretary of Education to identify why America was losing its stance as the most 

powerful nation in the world.  Thirty years later, this was still a question.  The report identified 

content, time, teaching, and expectations as the key areas of improvement.  The 
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recommendations included mandating courses for high school graduation, increasing college 

admission standards, and improving teacher preparation at the nation’s universities.  This 

report set the path for standards-driven education in America with a focus on science and math 

(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).  As a result of this report, Congress 

tied the Title I funds provided by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1968 

for schools with high numbers of students living in poverty to student achievement.  Federal 

spending on schools quadrupled between 1983 and 2013 but the nation’s results on the 

National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) stagnated.  In 2001, President George W. 

Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), which reauthorized the ESEA.  NCLB required 

states to track academic progress at the school and student level.  It required that states track 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and issue sanctions for schools and districts that were not 

meeting the expectations with the ultimate goal being that 100% of students would be 

proficient on reading and math assessments by 2014.  This led to states creating and 

administrating standardized tests based on state standards.  NCLB focused on teacher quality as 

the most important means to improve student achievement and required that teachers were 

highly qualified in the subjects that they were teaching.  Schools who did not have highly 

qualified teachers were required to notify the parents of the students in those teachers’ 

classrooms (Given, 2013). 

In order to meet the NCLB standards, emphasis was placed on improving the quality of 

instruction.  In Title II, Part A, Preparing, Training, and Recruiting High Quality Teachers and 

Principal, states and local education agencies were provided grants to  

(1) increase student academic achievement through strategies such as improving 
teacher and principal quality and increasing the number of highly qualified teachers in 
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the classroom and highly qualified principals and assistant principals in schools; and (2) 
hold local educational agencies and schools accountable for improvements in student 
academic achievement (No Child Left Behind Act, 2002, sec 2101). 

 
Even though principal quality was mentioned in this act, a majority of the funds were spent on 

improving teacher quality because research showed that the teacher had the biggest impact on 

student achievement.  Per the act, principals were removed and schools were classified as low 

performing.  As the proficient standards increased, more and more schools failed to meet AYP.  

Soon new research showed that the principal’s impact on student achievement was larger than 

previously believed.  In 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act, which was designed to stimulate the economy.  Forty-three billion dollars 

were earmarked for the Race to the Top competitive grants to states.  The purpose of these 

grants was to provide funding for states to implement practices that would improve instruction, 

increase graduation rates, improve teacher and principal quality, and close the achievement 

gap by focusing on four core areas of reform.  The areas were developing standards and 

assessments; creating data systems that informed instruction and monitored student growth; 

recruiting, retaining, developing, and rewarding teachers and principals; and improving low 

achieving schools.  In Section D, Great Teachers and Great Leaders, states were required to 

implement five reform criteria that would ensure that principals and teachers are effective.  

The first criteria was that states would provide high quality pathways for the preparation of 

teacher and leaders.  These pathways should be monitored for quality and allowed for 

organizations in addition to institutions of higher education to grant certification.  Second, 

states were to develop student growth measures that could be used in teacher and principal 

evaluation systems that were rigorous and ongoing.  They must create a process of retention 
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and rewards for the most effective teachers and principals as well as for removing those 

identified as ineffective.  Another criterion was to improve the effectiveness of preparation 

programs for teachers and principals by tying their performance to student achievement, then 

identifying teacher and principal preparation programs that were effective and expanding 

them.  The last criterion was to provide support to teachers and principals through high quality 

induction, professional development, coaching, and support; and assess the quality of these 

measures based on their impact on student achievement (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). 

 In 2011, the Obama administration gave states the option to receive a waiver of 10 

provisions of the ESEA standards.  This wavier was called the Flexibility to Improve Student 

Academic Achievement and Increase the Quality of Instruction Waiver.  In order to receive the 

waiver, state education agencies had to submit an application that showed how they would 

implement the four required principles of the waiver: 1) college- and career-ready expectations 

for all students; 2) state-developed differentiated recognition, accountability, and support; 3) 

supporting effective instruction and leadership; and 4) reducing duplication and unnecessary 

burdens.  Principle 3—supporting effective instruction and leadership—focused on the creation 

of evaluation systems for principals and teachers that included a growth measure for student 

achievement (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). 

 The federal government’s role in education continued as a topic of debate.  The United 

States Constitution stated that all rights not specifically allocated to the federal government be 

assigned to the states.  Education was one of those rights.  The requirements of NCLB and RTTT 

placed the federal government squarely in the role of dictating what the states should do in 
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terms of education.  Many states responded to these mandates by developing a number of 

education policies. 

A study of the policy landscape determined that policies mattered in five states where 

eight exemplary principal preparation programs exist: New York, Georgia, Connecticut, 

California, and Mississippi, and three states were identified as having innovative leadership 

development policies: North Carolina, Delaware, and Kentucky.  Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) 

found that policies had a positive or negative impact on leader development.  The authors 

studied policies in the leadership development area as well as accountability, curriculum and 

instruction, finance, recruitment, and retention.  Of the policies studied, the ones that were 

identified as having a positive impact on leadership development were around the 

establishment of leadership standards that tied directly to program implementation 

expectations, fiscal policies that accounted for human resources, tuition, recruitment, and 

retention, and professional development policies that included mentoring, licensing 

requirements, and continuing education (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007). 

To further explore the states’ role in education, the George W. Bush Institute conducted 

a study to determine how states exercised their role in the preparation of principals.  Despite 

the focus on principal preparation at the federal level, there had been little change at the state 

level in regards to how principals were initially prepared.  The 2013 report examined the state 

policies in place that impacted school leadership and highlighted the role that states played in 

the principal supply equation.  States approved principal preparation programs; they required 

and implemented the principal licensure process and have access to principal outcome data. 

After surveying all fifty states and the District of Columbia, the authors found that, “in many 
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cases, states are not effectively using their authority to improve the supply of high-quality 

leaders and…in general, states lack key data on the supply and quality of school leaders” 

(Briggs, Cheney, Davis, & Moll, 2013, p. 9).  The findings were separated into four categories: 

principal effectiveness standards, principal preparation, principal licensure, and principal 

tenure. 

Principal Effectiveness 
 
 Beginning in the 1990s, “the national conversation shifted from ‘whether’ leadership 

really matters or was worth the investment to ‘how’ to train, place, and support high-quality 

leadership where it’s needed the most: in the schools and districts where failure remained at 

epidemic levels…” (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008, p. 3).  Several studies showed 

that principals have a significant impact on student achievement.  The principals set the tone, 

cultivated the environment, and led the instructional program in which students thrive or fail.  

Research showed that “if average students…are exposed to highly ineffective schools and 

teachers for two years, their performance would drop to the 3rd percentile” (Cicchinelli, Dean, 

Galvin, Goodwin, & Parsley, 2006, p. 3).  In Leverage Leadership, Bambrick-Santoyo identified 

the quality of instruction as one of the principal’s main responsibilities.  To this extent, he 

identified seven high-leverage practices that principals should utilize to impact student 

achievement.  These levers answered the question, “What should an effective leader do, and 

how and when should he or she do it?”  The practices were divided into instructional levers and 

cultural levers.  The instructional levers were data-driven instruction, observation and 

feedback, instructional planning, and professional development.  The cultural levers included 

student culture, staff culture, and management of the school leadership team (Bambrick-
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Santoyo, 2012).  The research by Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) 

was an often-cited source on principal effectiveness.  McREL conducted a meta-analysis that 

explored the impact of leadership practices on student achievement.  Based on a review of 30 

years of research, McREL developed the balanced leadership framework, “which describes the 

knowledge, skills, strategies, and tools leaders need to positively impact student achievement” 

(Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003, p. 2).  This framework included 21 leadership 

responsibilities that had a high correlation with improved student achievement.  Waters et al. 

(2003) deemed this framework different from previous leadership work because “no other 

frameworks for school leadership have been developed from a more comprehensive analysis of 

research on school leadership and student achievement” (Waters et al., 2003, p. 2).  The 

framework “moves beyond abstraction to concrete responsibilities, practices, knowledge, 

strategies, tools, and resources that principals and others need to be effective leaders” (Waters 

et al., 2003, p. 2).  The framework included research from 70 studies, almost 3,000 schools, 1.1 

million students, and over 14,000 teachers.  The finding of the meta-analysis was that there is a 

strong relationship between leadership and student achievement with an average effect size of 

0.25.  The study also found that there were 21 leadership responsibilities that had a significant 

correlation with student achievement.  The research also pointed to the differential impact of 

leadership on student achievement.  Just as leaders who employed the 21 leadership 

responsibilities effectively had a positive impact on student achievement, leaders who focused 

on the wrong leadership responsibilities could have a negative impact on student achievement.  

This negative impact could also be attributed to misdiagnosing the magnitude of the change 

that they were attempting to implement.  This differential led the researchers to conclude that 
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there were two variables that determined whether leadership practices positively or negatively 

impacted student achievement.  The two variables were 1) leaders focused on the school and 

classroom practices that had a positive correlation to student achievement, and 2) how 

effective leaders understood the magnitude of change they were undertaking and their ability 

to adjust their leadership practices to fit the situation (Waters et al., 2003). 

In an earlier meta-analysis, McREL identified eight school and classroom-level practices 

that accounted for a student achievement variance of 20%.  These school-level practices were 

having a guaranteed and viable curriculum, challenging goals and effective feedback, parent 

and community involvement, safe and orderly environment, and collegiality and 

professionalism.  The classroom practices were instructional strategies, classroom 

management, and classroom curriculum design (Waters et al., 2003). 

In the Balance Leadership study, the magnitude of change was described as being either 

first order or second order.  Not all changes were the same and change was different for each 

individual or group.  Understanding the characteristics of change allowed a leader to effectively 

move change forward by adjusting their leadership style and practices.  First order changes 

were “consistent with existing values and norms, create advantages for individuals or 

stakeholder groups with similar interests, can be implemented with existing knowledge and 

resources and where agreements exists on what changes are needed, and on how changes 

should be implemented” (Waters et al., 2003, p. 7).  Change was second order “when it is not 

obvious how it will make things better for people with similar interests, it requires individuals or 

groups of stakeholders groups to learn new approaches, or it conflicts with prevailing values 

and norms” (Waters et al., 2003, p. 7).  This was significant because if the change was first order 
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or second order for a person or group, this impacted how or if they embraced and implemented 

the change.  Having this awareness and leading accordingly made the difference between 

having a positive or negative impact on student achievement.  The study identified which of the 

21 leadership responsibilities represented first order or second order change.  In order to 

effectively implement all of the 21leadership responsibilities, the principal must be able to lead 

second order change (Waters et al., 2003, p. 8). 

The 21 Leadership Responsibilities are: 

1. Culture:  fosters shared beliefs and a sense of community and cooperation 
2. Order:  establishes a set of standard operation procedures and routines 
3. Discipline:  protects teachers from issues and influences that would detract from 

their teaching time or focus 
4. Resources:  provides teachers with materials and professional development 

necessary for the successful execution of their jobs 
5. Involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment:  is directly involved in the 

design and implementation of curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices 
6. Focus:  establishes clear goals and keeps those goals in the forefront of the school’s 

attention 
7. Knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment:  is knowledgeable about 

current curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices 
8. Visibility:  has quality contact and interactions with teachers and students 
9. Contingent rewards:  recognizes and rewards individual accomplishments 
10. Communication:  establishes strong lines of communication with teachers and 

among students 
11. Outreach:  is an advocate and spokesperson for the school to all stakeholders 
12. Input:  involves teachers in the design and implementation of important decisions 

and policies 
13. Affirmation:  recognizes and celebrates school accomplishments and acknowledges 

failures 
14. Relationship:  demonstrates an awareness of the personal aspects of teachers and 

staff 
15. Change agent:  is willing to and actively challenges that status quo 
16. Optimize:  inspires and leads new and challenging innovations 
17. Ideals/beliefs:  communicates and operates from strong ideals and beliefs about 

schooling 
18. Monitors/evaluates:  monitors the effectiveness of school practices and their impact 

on student learning 
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19. Flexibility:  adapts his or her leadership behavior to the needs of the current 
situation and is comfortable with dissent 

20. Situational awareness:  is aware of the details and undercurrents in the running of 
the school and uses this information to address current and potential problems 

21. Intellectual stimulation:  ensures faculty and staff are aware of the most current 
theories and practices and makes the discussion of these a regular aspect of the 
school’s culture  (Waters & Cameron, 2007, pgs. 4–9) 

 
In a 2003 report, Leithwood and Riehl reviewed research about school leadership and 

summarized their findings into five claims.  The first claim was echoed throughout the principal 

preparation literature—leadership mattered in student achievement.  While the effect of 

leadership was indirect, it was impactful because it provided the vision, goals, resources, and 

systems that allowed effective instruction to occur.  The second claim was that leadership in 

schools was mostly made up of administrators or teacher leaders but there were other 

untapped leaders that could and should be engaged.  The authors saw a movement toward a 

more team-based leadership structure in contrast to the traditional hierarchical structure.  This 

movement occurred because of the magnitude of the work that needed to be done in schools 

and the influence that teachers, parents, and students had on each other.  The third claim was 

that specific leadership practices were necessary for successful leadership.  Setting directions, 

developing people, and developing organizations were the three practices necessary in all 

educational contexts.  The authors further unpacked these practices into 1) setting directions—

visioning, making meaning of the visions for all stakeholders, setting high expectations; creating 

cohesions around group goals, performance monitoring, and communication, 2) developing 

people—reflection and growth, intentional support, and modeling expectations, and 3) 

developing the organization—developing a strong culture, monitoring and adjusting the 

structure of the organization; collaboration amongst stakeholders and maintaining an 
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environment focused on improved student achievement.  The fourth claim was that effective 

school leaders had the skills to address the changes and challenges brought on by 

accountability policies.  The leaders were able to keep their schools competitive in the face of 

school choice, utilized the required stakeholder involvement effectively; kept abreast of best 

practices, and used data to guide the strategic planning process.  The fifth claim was that 

successful principals embraced the diversity of their student population.  These leaders ensured 

that the teaching and learning practices in their schools were those that would lead to 

academic success for all students.  They created school communities that were transparent, 

caring, engaging, motivating, and innovative.  The social capital that students came to school 

with was seen as valuable and teachers were encouraged to build upon the students’ and 

parents’ experiences to create a dynamic learning environment.  The leaders actively sought to 

enhance the families’ view of education by building trust through consistent communication, 

access to resources, and support (Leithwood & Reihl, 2003). 

Principal Preparation 
 

Despite the focus on principal preparation at the federal level, there had been little 

change at the state level in regards to how principals were initially prepared.  A 2013 report 

published by the George W. Bush Institute pointed to the shortage of highly effective principals 

and the fact that almost half of current principals in charters and districts alike would retire by 

2014 as one of the reasons for states to address the principal preparation challenge (Briggs et 

al., 2013).  According to Briggs, Cheney, Davis, and Moll (2013), 1,978 principal preparation 

programs were reported to be operating across the country with 17,188 graduates; however, 

19 states were unable to report how many graduates their state had.  Therefore, many states 
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did not know if they were producing enough principals to meet the demands of their schools.  

Only 28 states reported that they or the principal preparation programs in the state tracked any 

data for graduates including job attainment, retention, student achievement, or principal 

evaluation ratings.  Thus, states did not know which principal preparation programs were 

producing high quality candidates and which were not.  Only six states reported that they 

tracked principal outcome data.  This was key because the collection of this data would allow 

states to track the quality of principal preparation programs and their graduates (Briggs et al., 

2013). 

While every state required that principal preparation programs reapply to continue the 

operation of their program, only 17 states considered graduate outcome data as a criteria for 

re-approval (Briggs et al., 2013).  This was clearly a missed opportunity since the re-approval 

process was already in place.  This additional data would allow states to have a better 

understanding of the quality of their principal preparation programs, and they would have the 

data needed to deny approval for continuation to unsuccessful programs. 

Within the last decade there had been several studies about the state of principal 

preparation programs.  Many of these reports had the same findings: that the nation’s principal 

preparation programs were low quality and were producing principals that were woefully 

underprepared to meet the growing demands of the job.  Levine, in his often-quoted 2005 

study, came to a similar conclusion.  Levine studied the nation’s schools of education based on 

nine standards of effectiveness.  The findings of this study were that no United States school of 

education met all nine standards.  Instead, they were cash cows for the universities, 

encouraged to maintain high enrollment numbers while being underfunded.  The most 
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egregious examples of this were in the educational administration programs where the author 

found that the admissions requirements were lacking, the quality of the student body was poor, 

and the faculty consisted of few full-time professors with little to no school leadership 

experience and large numbers of adjunct faculty with little to no scholarly experience.  Alumni 

interviewed for this study indicated that they did not feel that they were prepared for their job 

by the university program.  They also reported a desire for more practical, field-based 

experiences (Levine, 2005).  Most traditional principal preparation programs did not have any, 

“…formal accountability mechanisms to ensure that university program graduates learn 

anything useful for their future practice.  Whether or not they are able to lead instruction and 

improve student learning is not considered a reflection of the effectiveness of their preparatory 

program” (Stein and Gewirtzman 2003, 4). 

Hess took this concern a step further and pointed to the principal licensure system as 

one of the problems with how principals were prepared (Hess, 2003).  While all states required 

that principals be licensed, seven states reported that they did not track the number of licenses 

granted.  In order to receive license, states only required evidence of input measures such as 

having a master’s degree, teaching experience, completion of a state approved principal 

preparation program, and the ability to pass an assessment.  However, “there is little to no 

research supporting these criteria as accurate proxies or predictors of effectiveness” (Briggs et 

al., 2013, p. 28).  Even though most states required that principals renew their licenses, only six 

states required principals to prove that they were effective in order to renew their licenses.  

Hess’ view was that “states have mandated costly and onerous preparation regimens for which 

even an exhaustive search can uncover no evidence documenting their contributions to 
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improved student learning” (Hess, 2003, p. 1).  He cited four faulty assumptions of the current 

principal licensure system.  The first assumption was that a principal must be a former teacher. 

The second was that the quality of principal preparation programs was so high that non-

principal preparation graduates could not be successful; third, that licensure provisions 

controlled the quality of principals; and fourth, that licensure professionalized the field of 

educational administration.  Hess stated that the faulty licensure system placed burdens on 

those seeking to be administrators, attracted unsuited people, and did not encourage 

innovation or meaningful professional development.  

Hess proposed a New Leadership Agenda that would make schools of education equal 

to non-traditional programs and free both from state regulations.  These programs could then 

compete for candidates based on quality.  In the New Leadership Agenda, licensure would 

change to include three requirements: 1) hold a bachelor’s degree and pass a criminal 

background check; 2) demonstrate experiences that reflect knowledge, skills, and abilities 

necessary for the job; and 3) demonstrate mastery of essential competencies required to be an 

effective educational leader (Hess, 2003, p. 17).  Hess stated that “our approach to educational 

leadership fails to secure enough of the leaders we need, forces effective teachers to foreswear 

their chosen work in order to lead, ghettoizes the field and study of educational leadership, and 

offers no coherent accounting of the benefits that result” (Hess, 2003, p. 19). 

Levine found one principal preparation program that met eight of the nine criteria of 

high quality programs.  This program was not in the United States but in the United Kingdom. 

The program was the National College for School Leadership.  This non–degree-granting 

program provided preparation for school leaders based on their stages of career progression.  
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Its pedagogy was a mix of theory and practice and was taught by instructors with experience as 

school leaders and scholars.  Because its main measure of success was whether student 

achievement increased in the schools in which its graduates were leaders, it focused on 

evaluation of its program to ensure that this bar was met (Levine, 2005). The flagship program 

for the National College for School Leadership was the Future Leader program.  This was a 

three-year developmental program designed to train school leaders who had the skills and 

abilities to close the achievement between disadvantaged students and those of their affluent 

peers in schools across the country.  The program included a competency-based selection 

process, an instructional component, a residency, and ongoing support and coaching.  The 

Future Leaders were required to work in the most challenging schools in England.  To date, 

there are 350 Future Leaders who work in 240 schools across the United Kingdom (Future 

Leaders Trust, 2013). 

In a 2011 Public Impact study, the importance of identifying the necessity for successful 

school turnaround principals was explored.  Schools in turnaround situations required a leader 

who has specific skills and abilities to lead the school through this often-turbulent ride.  The 

report called these leaders a special breed. Traditional principal preparation programs were not 

designed to develop these types of leaders while most school districts were not equipped to 

recruit and select these leaders, and districts did not have the performance metrics to identify 

and develop these leaders (Steiner & Hassel, 2011).  The university structure was not designed 

to incentivize nor did it require that professors have actual practice in school leadership but 

instead focused on the theory and research behind these practices.  This led to aspiring leaders 

being taught, “… isolated facts, theories, and practices, but have not learned to use them in a 
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fluid effort toward meaningful school improvement” (Stein and Gewirtzman 2003, 6).  A McREL 

study identified the characteristics necessary for success in turnaround schools and grouped 

them into the areas of instruction, school environment, professional community, and 

leadership.  All of these areas were interrelated and dependent upon one factor—highly 

effective leadership (Cicchinelli et al., 2006). 

Nontraditional Programs 
 

Many of the studies that lamented the state of traditional principal preparation 

programs found hope in the emergence of nontraditional programs (Briggs et al., 2013; Cheney 

et al., 2010; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005).  As a result of the 

findings in these studies and several others, many states were allowing principals and 

superintendents to be trained by alternative methods.  These methods ranged from state-

based programs like the California School Leadership Academy, school districts–based programs 

like ones in New York and Chicago, and nonprofit programs such as the Knowledge Is Power 

Program (KIPP) school leadership programs.  Levine identified four commonalities about the 

new programs.  They emphasized on-the-job experiences more than traditional programs.  The 

curriculum that they taught was more pragmatic for school leaders, and they focused on not 

only developing the principals but also supporting them once they were on the job.  The leaders 

of these programs distrusted education schools and avoided collaboration with them while at 

the same time partnering more with business school faculty (Levine, 2005). 

As stated in the Operating in the Dark report, 31 states allowed nontraditional principal 

preparation programs to operate (Briggs et al., 2013). Twenty-nine states did not have any non-

university–based principal preparation programs; in 19 of those states non-university–based 
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programs were not allowed.  In the United States, 84% of principal preparation programs were 

university based.  By not allowing competition from non-university–based programs, states 

were blocking innovation and not pushing current programs to improve their standards based 

on current research (Briggs et al., 2013).   

In a Stanford University study of eight exemplary leadership development programs, the 

authors found that the programs contained all of the elements that research identified as 

necessary for high-quality principal preparation programs.  The features included “research-

based content, curricular coherence, field-based internships, problem-based learning 

strategies, cohort structures, mentoring or coaching, and collaboration between universities 

and school districts” (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007, p. 63).  In addition to these elements, the 

eight exemplary programs also had an intensive recruitment process, significant financial 

support for the candidates, and district and state context that were favorable to the programs.  

Four university-based pre-service programs were studied.  They were Delta State University in 

Mississippi, Bank Street College in New York, the University of Connecticut, and the University 

of San Diego.  The in-service programs were Region 1 in New York City, San Diego City Schools, 

Hartford (CT) School District, and Jefferson County (KY) Public Schools.  Graduates of the 

exemplary programs whether pre-service or in-service reported that their program experiences 

prepared them for their job and gave them greater levels of positiveness towards their jobs 

because they were more often engaged in instructional leadership practices, and they were 

more likely to report improvements in organizational and teacher effectiveness.  The exemplary 

program participants were more prepared to lead organizational learning, develop a school 

vision, serve as an instructional leader, manage school operations, and engage parents and the 
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community.  The teachers of the graduates of the exemplary programs reported higher levels of 

satisfaction with their principal’s leadership practices. 

The research led the authors of this study to conclude that there had not been a lot of 

comprehensive studies done on the cost of operating high-quality principal preparation 

programs.  When looking at the eight exemplary programs in this study, the authors sought to 

identify the financial aspects of each program.  In order to do this, they examined the 

programs’ resources, the cost of the resources, the sources of funding, and the financial 

arrangements used by the programs.  The result was that the cost and financing varied with 

personnel being the largest cost for each program.  The second highest cost was the internship, 

which research showed was an invaluable component of any principal preparation program.  In 

order to replicate these programs or design new ones, program developers should “budget 

comprehensively, consider the design, and recognize the importance of personnel choices for 

costs” (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007, p. 118). 

In A New Approach to Principal Preparation (2010), the Rainwater Charitable Foundation 

detailed the work of nine principal preparation programs from across the country selected as 

members of the Rainwater Leadership Alliance (RLA).  The RLA consisted of programs that were 

different from traditional principal preparation programs in the way that they recruit, select, 

train, and monitor their participants and how they engage the districts and charter 

management organizations with whom they partner.  Of the nine programs in the alliance: two 

were district-based (Gwinnett County Public Schools’ Quality-Plus Leader Academy, Long Beach 

Unified School District); three were university-based (Rice University’s Education 

Entrepreneurship Program, The University of Illinois at Chicago, The University of Virginia’s 
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Darden/Curry Partnership for Leaders in Education); and four were nonprofits (Knowledge Is 

Power Program (KIPP), New Leaders for New Schools, NYC Leadership Academy’s Aspiring 

Principals Program and School Leaders Network).  Through the work of these programs, the 

study introduced the “continuum of principal preparation.”  According to the authors, effective 

principal preparation programs implemented a five-stage process.  The process included 

developing a competency framework, strategically recruiting candidates, selecting candidates 

based on the competency framework, training and developing participants using practitioner 

based instruction and experiences that aligned with participants needs based on the 

competency framework, and providing ongoing support to participants once they were on the 

job while embedding evaluation processes in each stage (Briggs et al., 2013). 

A 2012 Wallace Foundation report identified the elements of high quality principal 

preparation programs and distilled them into five actions that existing programs could take.  

The report pointed to the subpar quality of most university-based programs as the reason that 

districts, nonprofits, and for-profit organizations were beginning to develop alternative routes 

to the principalship.  The author did not believe that these alternatives would replace 

university-based programs but instead should be used as an incentive for the universities to 

change their practices.  High-quality programs were identified in districts such as Louisville, KY, 

Providence, RI, and Gwinnett County, GA.  University and district partnerships in Chicago and 

Denver were highlighted, as were nonprofit district partners such as the New York City 

Leadership Academy and New Leaders and the Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP) charter 

management organization.  The five lessons identified in the report were seen as avenues for 

universities, districts, and nonprofits to all strengthen their programs.    
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The first lesson was to develop a more robust selection process for candidates in order 

to weed out the ones only interested in the pay increase that came with the degree by setting 

criteria that would highlight those candidates who were interested in leading a school and who 

had the prerequisite skills necessary for success.  The second lesson urged principal preparation 

programs to provide coursework and experiences based on the role of the principal as the 

instructional leader, not the building manager.  This should include data-driven instruction 

using observations to provide coaching, problem solving, decision-making, and effective 

communication.  There should be a balance of theory and practice where students take what 

they have learned and apply it in a real school setting through high quality internships with 

effective principals as mentors.  Lesson three pushed districts to set expectations regarding the 

competencies that new principals should possess before they would be hired in the district.   

Districts should be well-informed consumers and use their power to demand 

improvements in principal preparation programs by tracking the quality of programs based on 

the success of the principals in their district, and only hiring from the programs that they had 

seen results from based on their leadership competencies.  School districts in Springfield, IL and 

St. Louis were partnering with universities on a more intentional basis.  When partnerships 

were not meeting their needs, several districts were developing their own programs like the 

ones in Prince George’s County, MD, Boston, and New York City.   

The state’s role in leadership development was the focus of lesson four.  While most 

states had adopted some form of leadership standards in the past 10 years, few used these 

standards to drive improvements in principal preparation programs.  Lesson four urged states 

to use their political and financial power to set expectations for principal preparation programs 
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based on the leadership standards, track the progress of these programs, and close the ones 

that were not meeting the mark. 

Lesson five focused on what happened to the principal post-graduation.  It proposed 

that principal preparation programs should provide new principals with on-the-job support, 

coaching, and professional development to further ensure their success.  Ohio’s Entry Year 

Program for Principals, Gwinnett County, GA’s Leader-Plus Academy, and the New York City 

Leadership Academy were examples of programs that provided intensive support to its 

graduates. 

One of the newest nontraditional principal preparation programs was led by The New 

Teacher Project (TNTP) in Philadelphia.  The Philadelphia Pathway to Leadership in Urban 

Schools (PhillyPLUS) was a collaboration between TNTP, the Philadelphia Great Schools 

Compact, and the Philadelphia Schools Partnership.  This certification-granting program 

prepared aspiring principals for leadership in traditional, charter, and parochial schools 

throughout Philadelphia.  PhillyPLUS is a competency-based program and included a rigorous 

screening, selection, and development process.  It offered a one-year residency in which 

participants were placed in leadership positions with high quality mentors.  The program was 

developed based on the belief that leadership matters and is a key lever to improving teacher 

effectiveness and student outcomes (The New Teacher Project, 2013).  TNTP was also awarded 

a $5 million grant to replicate PhillyPLUS in Camden, New Jersey.  This was one of 20 School 

Leadership Program competitive grants issued by the U.S. Department of Education.  The 

purpose of these grants was “to support the development, enhancement, or expansion of 
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innovative programs to recruit, train, and mentor principals (including assistant principals) for 

high-need LEAs” (U. S. Department of Education, 2013, “Program Description,” para 1). 

Competencies 
 

Harvard professor David McClelland used the term competencies in the 1970s to 

describe the “habits of behaviors and underlying motivations [that] differentiate workers’ 

performance outcomes” (Steiner & Hassel, 2011, p. 2).  From McClelland’s work, the Hay Group 

developed an “iceberg model” to describe the difference between common employment 

characteristics and competencies.  Employment qualifications such as degrees, certifications, 

knowledge, and practices represented the tip of the iceberg.  The submerged portion of the 

iceberg represented the “recurring patterns of thoughts and action” (Steiner & Hassel, 2011, p. 

5).  It is important to identify the thoughts and actions that lead to success as a principal.   

Throughout the research, the importance of standards for leader behaviors and 

practices was reiterated (Briggs et al., 2013; CCSSO, 2008; Levine, 2005; Mendels & Mitgang, 

2013; Mitgang, 2012; Stein & Gewirtzman, 2003; Waters et al., 2003).  “Research…finds that 

successful leadership preparation programs—particularly those that train principals who are 

willing and able to work in our most challenging schools—are modeled and organized around 

clear goals for system wide values and learning” (CCSSO, 2008, p. 10).  Briggs et al. (2013) found 

that 47 states reported that they used principal effectiveness standards to provide a framework 

for state policies and practices for principal preparation programs.  Of the 47, 32 used the 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards.  Only 27 states reported that 

their standards included the elements of current principal effectiveness research concerning 

what effective principals should know and be able to do.  Among these elements were 
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“recruiting and selecting teachers, developing and supporting teachers, assessing and 

rewarding teachers, implementing data-driven instruction, and developing a positive school 

culture” (Briggs et al., 2013, p. 14).  This was significant because it indicated that states were 

still relying on the outdated belief that principals were more managers than instructional 

leaders.  In line with few states using current research to develop their principal effectiveness 

standards, only five states reported that they require “principal preparation programs to 

include all key programmatic components that research shows are critical for effective 

programs, program purpose, competency framework, recruitment, candidate selection, 

coursework, clinical leadership experience, and program completion requirements” (Briggs et 

al., 2013, p. 19). 

In 1996, the Council of Chief State School Officers developed the Interstate School 

Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLCC) standards as a guide for “state policy makers as they 

work to improve education leadership preparation, licensure, evaluation, and professional 

development” (CCSSO, 2008, p. 1).  These standards were used by 32 states (Briggs et al., 2013). 

The standards had been updated over time to reflect new developments in principal 

effectiveness research (CCSSO, 2008).  The six ISLLC standards stated that strong leaders set a 

shared vision, developed a school culture and instructional program that focuses on student 

achievement, ensured an effective learning environment, collaborated with stakeholders, acted 

ethically with integrity and fairness, and operated in a micro-political environment (CCSSO, 

2008).  Since many states were using the ISLLC standards to guide principal behaviors, McREL 

conducted a study to compare the ISLLC standards to the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities.  

The study found that all of the ISLLC functions were included in the McREL leadership 
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responsibilities and all of the McREL components were evident in the ISLLC standards (Kendall, 

Alpert, & Jones, 2012).   

The 2010 Rainwater Foundation report identified the importance of having leadership 

competencies.  The study defined a competency framework as one that identifies “the skills, 

knowledge, and dispositions that a principal must have, in his or her context in order to lead a 

school effectively to drive high levels of student achievement for all children” (Briggs et al., 

2013, p. 18).  All of the programs in the RLA had a competency framework that focused on the 

skills that participants would need as a principal and it was used to guide the development and 

implementation of the entire continuum of the principal preparation.  All tools and experiences 

from recruitment to on-the-job coaching were designed based on the competency framework.  

Each of the competency frameworks for all nine programs differed based on the context in 

which the program operated.  However, there were common themes that are evident in each 

competency framework.  These themes included “belief and high expectations, resiliency, adult 

leadership, instructional leadership, self-awareness, openness to learning, and ability to use 

data to drive instructional improvement” (Briggs et al., 2013, p. 18).  Each program also 

identified which competencies they would screen for in the selection process and which ones 

will be developed over the course of the program.  The formative and summative evaluations 

used in the programs were also designed based on the competency framework, which in most 

cases was developed into a rubric used to rate participants throughout the continuum. 

The Future Leaders Program, the flagship program of the United Kingdom’s National 

College for School Leadership, used the iceberg model to display the importance of their 

competencies.  They defined competency as, “any characteristics of a person that differentiates 
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levels of performance in a given job, role, organization or culture.” At the tip of the iceberg, 

they identified the skills, knowledge, and experiences that a leader exhibited. This represented 

20% of the competencies that a leader needed.  The remaining 80% was below the water and 

consisted of social roles, values, self-image, traits, and motives.  The competencies below the 

water were more difficult to develop; therefore they included them as part of the screening 

process for selecting program participants.  The 13 competencies were categorized as either 

thinking, being, or leading.  The competencies were then grouped into four themes: leading and 

managing people, leading and managing school climate and ethos, leading and managing the 

organization, and leading the teaching and learning with the organization’s mission being at the 

heart of the development (Horlock & Plastow 2013). 

In 2013, the Wallace Foundation issued a report based on the work of six district-based 

principal preparation programs.  These programs were all participants in the five-year Wallace 

Foundation’s Principal Pipeline Initiative.  The initiative was launched in 2011 to help the 

districts develop a pipeline of strong and highly effective school leaders.  The first work of the 

districts was to develop a set of leadership competencies that would guide their recruitment, 

selection, development, placement, and evaluation processes. The districts studied were 

Charlotte Mecklenburg, NC, Denver Public Schools, Gwinnett County Public Schools, GA, 

Hillsborough County Public Schools, FL, Prince George's County Public Schools, MD, and the 

New York City Department of Education.  All of the frameworks contained competencies that 

reflected principal behaviors in the areas of instructional leadership, strategic planning, human 

resources, and community building and systems management (Wallace Foundation, 2013).  
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According to Mendels and Mitgang (2013), the next step for these districts would be to 

implement the newly developed competencies into all aspects of their work.   

Competencies were also being used as the basis for the development of principal 

evaluation tools (Stronge, 2013).  In a 2013 study by the Marzano Center for Teacher and 

Leader Evaluation, 24 categories of leader actions and behaviors were identified.  The 

categories were divided into five domains.  The domains were 1) a data-driven focus on student 

achievement, 2) continuous improvement of instruction, 3) a guaranteed and viable curriculum, 

4) cooperation and collaboration, and 5) school culminate.  This information was used to create 

the Marzano School Leader Evaluation System (Carbaugh, Marzano, & Toth, 2013).  The 

Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED) is another such principal evaluation 

tool.  It was developed by researchers from Vanderbilt University and the University of 

Pennsylvania.  “VAL-ED places far greater weight than most other tools on leadership behaviors 

known to promote better instruction” (Mendels & Mitgang, 2013, p. 26). 

Summary 
 

The literature review for this study pointed to the quality gap that existed in many 

traditional principal preparation programs.  It also highlighted the need for a more aligned 

approach to principal development based on principal effectiveness research.  Nontraditional 

principal preparation programs were identified as promising alternatives for leadership 

development.  Three programs were cited multiple times in the research: the New York City 

Leadership Academy, New Leaders, and Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP).  All of the studies 

recognized the importance of leadership competencies or standards that reflected the 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions that principals need to significantly improve student 
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achievement.  The research also supported using these leadership competencies to develop 

and evaluate the program and the leaders that they were preparing.  This study examined the 

leadership competencies of four nontraditional principal preparation programs. 
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CHAPTER 3

 METHODOLOGY 

Research Strategy 

This study utilized qualitative research as the main instrument. Data was collected 

through examination of documents, observations, and interviews. The research approach used 

for this study was a multi-case study analysis that compared the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities (McREL 21) to the competency frameworks of four nontraditional principal 

preparation programs. 

Creswell described a case study as a “qualitative approach in which the investigator 

explores a real-life, contemporary bounded system…or multiple bounded systems (cases) over 

time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information…” 

(Creswell, 2013, p. 2091).  The case study approach was used in a variety of fields such as 

psychology, medicine, law, political science, and education.  “Much of what we know about the 

empirical work has been produced by case study research, and many of the most treasured 

classics in each discipline are case studies” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 302).  

The multi-case–study method was selected because, according to Yin (2009), the 

approach employed the logic of replication in which a certain procedure was used for one case 

and then applied to the other cases in the study (Creswell, 2013; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Yin, 

2009).  A data analysis design similar to the process that McREL used to compare the McREL 21 

to the ISSLLC standards was used in this study (Kendall et al., 2102).  This research process was 

designed to address the four tests of a case study as presented by Yin (2009).  The tests were 

construct validity (multiple sources of information examined to form an evidence chain); 

internal validity (patterns matched across cases using as the basis for explanation building); 
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external validity (replication logic used to examine the multiple cases), and reliability (the case 

study protocol and database are used to collect the data) (Yin, 2009). 

Research Questions 

The study was organized based on two central research questions:  To what degree are 

the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities addressed in the competency frameworks of 

nontraditional principal preparation programs?  How do the leaders of nontraditional principal 

preparation programs view the degree to which their competencies include the McREL 21 

Leadership Responsibilities?  This research specifically determined the degree to which the 

Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP), New Leaders, the New York City Leadership Academy 

(NYCLA), and the Teaching Trust competency frameworks were aligned with the McREL 21 

Leadership Responsibilities (McREL 21) in order to determine how principal effectiveness 

research was used in nontraditional principal preparation programs.  

Participant Selection 

KIPP, New Leaders, the New York City Leadership Academy, and Teaching Trust were the 

participants in this study.  “Each of these programs continues to refine their models for 

continuous improvement efforts, however results to date demonstrate their models to be 

promising and often surpassing results of the traditional higher education institutions” (Briggs 

et al., 2013, p. 23).  These nonprofits represented a stratified purposeful sampling of 

organizations in this field.  A stratified purposeful sampling, “… illustrates subgroups and 

facilitates comparisons” (Creswell, 2013, p. 3106).  

According to a report by the George W. Bush Institute, there were 825 university-based 

principal preparation programs in the United States compared to 153 non-university–based 
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programs (Briggs et al., 2013).  Barbour identified five categories of nontraditional programs:  

for-profits, state-based alternative preparation programs, foundations, partnerships, and 

outsourced (Barbour, 2005).  The Rainwater Foundation categorized nontraditional programs 

into district based, university based, and nonprofits (Cheney et al., 2010).  For the purposes of 

this research, the Rainwater Foundation categories were used.  An exhaustive list of the 153 

nontraditional programs was not compiled by the Bush Institute (K. Moll, personal 

communication, 2013).  However, 28 of the 153 programs were identified as programs that 

were innovative in the area of principal preparation by the Alliance to Reform Education 

Leadership (AREL).  Of the 28, five were district based, 12 were university based, 10 are 

nonprofits, and one represented a district/university partnership.   

The programs were divided into three categories: Exemplary, Accelerating, and Start-

ups.  Exemplary programs were among the best in the country, Accelerating programs were on 

track to show progress with their graduates, and Start-ups were in the process of building 

successful programs (Alliance to Reform Education Leadership, 2013).  The 28 programs were 

then narrowed to the nine programs also highlighted in the 2010 Rainwater Foundation report.  

The report identified programs that were different from traditional principal preparation 

programs in the way that they recruit, select, train, and monitor their participants and how they 

engage the districts and charter management organizations with whom they partner.  Of the 

nine programs highlighted: two were district based (Gwinnett County Public Schools’ Quality-

Plus Leader Academy, Long Beach Unified School District); three were university based (Rice 

University’s Education Entrepreneurship Program, The University of Illinois at Chicago, The 

University of Virginia’s Darden/Curry Partnership for Leaders in Education); and four were 
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nonprofits (Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP), New Leaders, NYC Leadership Academy’s 

Aspiring Principals Program and School Leaders Network) (Cheney et al., 2010).  In the last 

decade, nonprofits emerged as an alternative form of principal preparation. However, few 

studies were conducted on the quality of the nontraditional programs and there were no 

studies that examined the competency framework of the nonprofit programs (Cheney et al., 

2010; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005).  Due to this gap in the 

literature, three of the four nonprofits in the Rainwater report were selected as research 

participants for this study.  The nonprofits selected were the Knowledge Is Power Program 

(KIPP), New Leaders, and the New York City Leadership Academy’s Aspiring Principals Program 

(NYCLA).  While the School Leaders Network was one of the nonprofits in the Rainwater report, 

it was not selected for this study because it served to enhance in-service principals, not pre-

service principals.  In its place, Teaching Trust, a nonprofit based in Dallas, was selected.  KIPP, 

New Leaders, and NYCLA were also listed as exemplary programs in the AREL network and 

Teaching Trust was listed as an accelerating program in the AREL network. 

The principal preparation programs for each of these organizations were uniquely 

situated.  The KIPP programs were designed to prepare leaders to lead schools within the KIPP 

charter management organization.  New Leaders prepared principals for work in districts and 

charters in the regions that they support.  The New York Leadership Academy prepared leaders 

to work for the New York City Department of Education.  Teaching Trust prepared leaders for 

both district and charter principalships in the Dallas-Fort Worth area through a partnership with 

Southern Methodist University. 
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Four cases were selected because Creswell suggested four to five as the typical number 

of cases that researchers select because more cases would dilute the analysis.  This number of 

cases was also appropriate when the cases are believed to be literal replications, the theory 

being explored was straightforward, and the required degree of certainty did not need to be 

excessive (Creswell, 2013; Yin, 2009). 

Participants 
 

The Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP) was founded in Houston in 1994 by Michael 

Finberg and Dave Levin in one middle school classroom and continued as a “nationwide 

network of free, open-enrollment, college preparatory public schools…”  (Cheney et al., 2010, p. 

131).  KIPP served over 20,000 students in 82 schools in 19 states and the District of Columbia.  

While 80% of KIPP’s student population was economically disadvantaged, 90% of its middle 

school students graduated from high school and 85% enrolled in college. 

KIPP had two principal preparation programs.  The Fisher Fellowship was a year-long 

program for leaders who would open a new KIPP school and the Miles Fellowship was a two-

year program for leaders who spent a year teaching in a KIPP school before applying to be 

Fisher Fellow.  Both programs were managed by the KIPP Foundation under the umbrella of the 

KIPP School Leadership Program (Cheney et al., 2010).  In 2010, KIPP was awarded an Investing 

in Innovation (I3) Scale-Up grant for $50 million based on the effectiveness of their programs 

(Briggs et al., 2013, p. 23).  Pam Moeller, senior leadership coach, was interviewed for this 

study. 

Founded in 2001, New Leaders was a New York-based principal preparation program.   

The program was in 12 urban cities across the nation and trained more than 650 leaders for 
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service in traditional district and charter schools.  New Leaders provided a pathway to school 

leadership to current and former educators.  The New Leader principal preparation consisted of 

a four week summer institute, a year-long paid residency, coursework, and coaching (Cheney et 

al., 2010).  A recent report by the Rand Corporation found that “principals trained by New 

Leaders have academically out-paced their peers by statistically significant margins” (Briggs et 

al., 2013, p. 23).  Benjamin Fenton, co-founder and chief strategy officer, was interviewed for 

this study. 

The New York City Leadership Academy was founded in 2003 to provide the public 

schools of New York City with a pipeline of highly effective principals as a major initiative of 

Mayor Michael Bloomberg and then Chancellor Joel Klein.  The NYCLA’s Aspiring Principals 

Program provided a 14-month leadership development experience that consisted of a six-week 

summer institute, a 10-month residency, and a summer planning session.  Participants 

committed to work for the New York City Department of Education for five years after 

completion of the program (Cheney, et al., 2010).  Evaluation results for NYCLA showed that 

schools led by graduates showed larger results in English language arts and math than in 

comparable schools (Briggs et al., 2013; Mitgang, 2012).  One of the best-known nontraditional 

principal preparation programs in the country, NYCLA provided coaching to all new principals in 

New Your City and leadership consulting in several states (Mitgang, 2012).  Pamela Ferner, 

senior advisor, and Marlene Filewich, vice president for Leadership Preparation Services, were 

interviewed for this study. 

Teaching Trust was founded in Dallas by Rosemary Perlmeter and Ellen Wood in 2009, 

“with the express purpose of developing principals and teachers that could transform schools in 
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order to eliminate the achievement gap and ensure all children have an extraordinary 

education” (Teaching Trust b, 2013, p. 4).  In order to do this work, Teaching Trust had three 

signature programs that strategically reinforced each other. While the Teaching Trust 

Competency Framework was the guiding document for all three programs, the Aspiring Ed-

Leaders Program was the focus of this study.  The Aspiring Ed-Leaders Program identified and 

developed campus leaders in partnership with Southern Methodist University’s Annette 

Caldwell Simmons School of Education and Human Development.  Cohort members in this 

program participated in a two year master’s program in Urban School Leadership that consisted 

of a three-week summer intensive and a one-year residency.  Upon graduation, they continued 

to receive coaching support for three years.  Rosemary Perlmeter, co-founder and senior 

program officer, was interviewed for this study. 

This qualitative multi-case study examined whether the competencies used for selection 

and taught in nontraditional principal preparation programs were aligned with the skills, 

knowledge, and dispositions necessary for effectiveness as a new principal (years 1–3).  

McREL’s 21 Leadership Responsibilities were used as the standard for principal effectiveness.  

Data Collection 
 

Data was collected through document analysis, interviews, and audiovisual materials, 

which were the standard techniques in case study research.  The results were holistically 

analyzed to identify themes and assertions in the data.  A holistic analysis was appropriate 

because this research explored the organizations and their competencies globally (Creswell, 

2013; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Yin, 2009).  The instruments used in the data collection and 

analysis process are a survey protocol, a Web site review, and document analysis. The 
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documents analyzed were the competency frameworks for each of the nonprofits being 

studied.  

The competency frameworks were reviewed because research suggests that principal 

preparation programs should have a set of leadership competencies that describe what a 

principal should be able to know and do.  The competency frameworks of the identified 

programs were studied because they served as the guide for all programmatic components 

from recruitment to on-the-job coaching.  Traditionally, principal preparation programs had “a 

disparate array of individual courses and program elements with little to no integration to 

enable candidates to master the set of competency standards” (Briggs et al., 2013, p. 21).  In 

contrast, best practice in this area stated that “competencies are clearly defined and all 

elements of the program are aligned to and designed to ensure that graduates leave with the 

requisite competencies” (Briggs et al., 2013, p. 21). 

The Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP) Leadership Competency Model, the New 

Leaders Urban Excellence Framework, the New York City Leadership Academy’s Leadership 

Performance Standards Matrix, the Teaching Trust Core Competencies, and the McREL 21 

Leadership Responsibilities were collected.  Once these documents were collected they were 

reviewed to determine how leadership responsibilities or practices are identified.  Initial codes 

were identified based on this review.  These documents were entered into the NVivo software. 

An interview protocol (Appendix A) was used for interviews with the leaders of the 

selected organizations to gauge their knowledge of the McREL 21, the process that was used to 

develop the competencies, their perception of how the McREL 21 were incorporated into the 

competency frameworks, and how the competencies are used in the program.  This protocol 
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was a general guideline for conducting the semi-structured interview of eight questions with a 

30-minute timeframe.  The protocol was designed to gather as much information as possible 

within as little time as possible since the individuals being interviewed were chief executives in 

their organizations.  The interview protocol ensured that information was collected on the 

competency framework of each of the organizations.  Additional questions were added during 

the interview to probe more deeply based on the responses of the participants.  The interviews 

were recorded.  Each participant received a Participant Research Disclosure (Appendix A) that 

detailed the interview process.  Each of the organizations’ Web sites was reviewed to 

determine how principal effectiveness research was referenced.  Once the interview was 

transcribed, it was entered into NVivo. 

Competency Frameworks 

A McREL meta-analysis of 30 years of research found that 21 leadership responsibilities 

had a significant correlation to student achievement.  These leadership responsibilities 

reflected the practices that principals engage in that have the highest impact on student 

achievement when implemented effectively (Waters et al., 2007).  The McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities were separated into three components: managing change, focus on leadership, 

and purposeful community. 

Managing change—involved understanding the implications of change efforts  
for the stakeholders and adjusting leadership behaviors accordingly; Focus on 
leadership—includes accurately and proactively targeting appropriate areas for school 
improvement efforts; and Purposeful community—is a community with the collective 
efficacy and capability to develop and use assets to accomplish goals that matter to all 
community members through agreed upon processes” (Kendall et al., 2012, p. 2).   

The McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities can be found in Appendix B. 

The KIPP Leadership Framework and Competency Model was used across the 
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organization and described the competencies and behaviors required for all KIPP leaders 

including principals, executive directors, teacher leaders, and foundation staff.  “This model lays 

the foundation for several associated tools that will enable us to more effectively, select, 

develop, evaluate, retain, and promote leadership at KIPP” (KIPP Foundation, 2013, p. 2).  The 

KIPP Leadership Competency Model (Appendix B) included four main categories: Drive Results, 

Build Relationships, Manage People, and Prove the Possible in addition to role-specific 

competencies based on job function.  It was divided into 16 competencies and 92 behaviors 

(KIPP Foundation, 2013). 

“New Leaders developed the Urban Excellence Framework to understand exactly what 

schools achieving the dramatic gains are doing and to share that knowledge throughout our 

community of leaders” (New Leaders, 2011, p. 4).  The New Leaders Urban Excellence 

Framework included five categories: Learning and Teaching, Culture, Aligned Staff, Operations 

and Systems, and Personal Leadership.  The framework had 21 key levers and 41 practices.  See 

Appendix B for the New Leaders Urban Excellence Framework (New Leaders, 2011). 

The New York City Leadership Academy started by “identifying what school leaders need 

to know and do to succeed,” and then designed and implemented “programs that enable 

educators to master that knowledge and hone those skills” (New York City Leadership 

Academy, 2013). The New York City Leadership Academy’s Leadership Performance Standards 

Matrix (Appendix B) was composed of 12 leadership dimensions: Personal Behavior, Resilience, 

Communication, Focus on Student Performance, Situational Problem-Solving, Learning, 

Accountability for Professional Practice, Supervision of Instructional and Non-instructional Staff, 

Leadership Development, Climate and Culture, Time/Task/Project Management, and 
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Technology.  The matrix also had 48 competencies (Cheney et al., 2010). 

Teaching Trust developed “a competency framework that defines the practices that 

characterize values and skills required for transformational leaders…used for continuous 

assessment and development processes” throughout the Aspiring Ed-Leaders Program 

including recruitment and selection (Teaching Trust, 2013). The Teaching Trust Core 

Competency Framework (Appendix B) was divided into five domains: Leading with Values, 

Leading Aspirational Vision and Culture, Leading Quality Instruction, Leading Strategic Schools, 

and Leading Transformation.  The framework was further divided into 19 competencies and 78 

practices (Teaching Trust, 2013 & Teaching Trust a, 2013). 

Data Analysis 
 

As the data were collected, it was analyzed using the qualitative research software 

NVivo.   The software contains “purpose built tools for classifying, sorting and arranging 

information, qualitative research software gives you more time to analyze your materials, 

identify themes, glean insight and develop meaningful conclusions” (QSR International, 2013).  

NVivo was a program that helped researchers manage, organize, and analyze data through the 

use of codes, memos, queries and visuals.  These tools allowed the researcher to make meaning 

from the data.  NVivo was used to organize and analyze data collected from the interviews, 

Web sites, and competency frameworks.  The data analysis process from the McREL/ISSLC 

study was used for this study.  The data were analyzed to determine the degree of alignment 

between the KIPP, New Leaders, New York City Leadership Academy, and Teaching Trust 

competency frameworks and the McREL 21.  The analysis began with the McREL 21 to 

determine which of the responsibilities were addressed in KIPP, New Leaders, NYCLA, and the 
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Teaching Trust competency frameworks and associated practices/behaviors.  This provided 

information on the extent to which the responsibilities that were seen as necessary for high-

quality principals were addressed in the core competencies of the nonprofits being studied. 

Once the leader expectations in each document were identified, they were analyzed to 

determine which concepts/expectations were similar.  Similarities were determined using the 

categories strong, satisfactory, or weak.  Competencies with no similar content were coded No 

Alignment.  The definitions of these categories are taken directly from the McREL/ISSLC study. 

Strong: A match is identified as strongly aligned if all aspects of the organizing  
document standard—the scope and detail—are addressed in the target document 
against which it was compared.  The language described the same content or denoted 
the same basic meaning, with only slight differences in phrasing or emphasis. 

Satisfactory: A match is identified as satisfactory if most, but not all, characteristics of a 
strong match are found. The nature of the difference, that is, the aspect of the content 
that keeps it from being a strong match, is identified with the match label. A match 
marked as Satisfactory (specificity) indicates that a level of detail in the organizing 
document is not found in the target document; Satisfactory (scope) means that not 
every topic related to content in the organizing document is addressed; Satisfactory 
(emphasis/phrasing) means that, although the target document addresses similar 
content, there is a notable difference in emphasis and phrasing. Finally, a match marked 
Satisfactory (implied) means that the content of the standard in the organizing 
document is implied, but not explicitly addressed, in the target document. 

Weak: A match is identified as weak if content in the organizing document is  
loosely related to content found in the target document; the content in the  
organizing document is significantly more detailed, covers a much broader  
scope or places a significantly different emphasis on the content. (Kendall et al., 2012, p. 
2) 

The data from the interviews and the Web site analysis were interpreted to determine how it 

aligned to the data collected from the competency comparisons.  Once all the data were 

analyzed, alignment can be determined and a conclusion can be drawn concerning the degree 

that principal effectiveness research is incorporated into principal preparation programs. 
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Delimitations 
 

A delimitation of this study was that it will only examine the competencies from four 

nontraditional principal preparation programs.  These programs were operated by nonprofits.  

Other nontraditional programs operated by districts or universities may have different results. 

Summary of Methodology 
 

This chapter summarized the methodology used in this qualitative multi-case study.  The 

methodology included the analysis of the competency frameworks of nontraditional 

preparation programs compared to research-based best practices of principal effectiveness.   
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

This study reviewed the competency frameworks of four nontraditional principal 

preparation programs to determine to what degree the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities 

are addressed in the competencies.  The McREL 21 were chosen because they were developed 

based on a meta-analysis of 30 years of research to determine what leadership practices have 

the most significant impact on student achievement.  The study was organized based on the 

following central research questions: To what degree are the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities addressed in the competency frameworks of nontraditional principal 

preparation programs?  How do the leaders of nontraditional principal preparation programs 

view the degree to which their competencies include the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities? 

The results from the data analysis were divided into four sections.  The first section 

presented the population (organizations) studied.  The second section presented the data 

related to the first research question.  The third section presented the data from interviews to 

answer the second research question.  The final section included a summary of the chapter. 

Description of the Population 

This study examined the leadership competencies of four nontraditional principal 

preparation programs.  The programs studied were the Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP), 

New Leaders, New York City Leadership Academy (NYCLA), and Teaching Trust. 

The Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP) was founded in Houston in 1994 by Michael 

Finberg and Dave Levin in one middle school classroom and became a, “nationwide network of 

free, open-enrollment, college preparatory public schools…”  (Cheney et al., 2010, p. 131).  KIPP 

served over 20,000 students in 82 schools in 19 states and the District of Columbia.  While 80% 
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of KIPP’s student population was economically disadvantaged, 90% of its middle school 

students graduated from high school and 85% enrolled in college. 

KIPP had two principal preparation programs.  The Fisher Fellowship was a year-long 

program for leaders who will open a new KIPP school and the Miles Fellowship was a two-year 

program for leaders who spent a year teaching in a KIPP school before applying to be a Fisher 

Fellow.  Both programs were managed by the KIPP Foundation under the umbrella of the KIPP 

School Leadership Program (Cheney et al., 2010).  In 2010, KIPP was awarded an Investing in 

Innovation (i3) Scale-Up grant for $50 million based on the effectiveness of the program (Briggs, 

Cheney, Davis, and Moll, 2013, p. 23).  Pam Moeller, senior leadership coach for the KIPP 

Foundation, was interviewed for this study. 

Founded in 2001, New Leaders was a New York-based principal preparation program.   

The program was in 12 urban cities across the nation and had trained more than 650 leaders for 

service in traditional district and charter schools.  New Leaders provided a pathway to school 

leadership to current and former educators.  The New Leader principal preparation consisted of 

a four-week summer institute, a year-long paid residency, coursework, and coaching (Cheney, 

et al., 2010).  A recent report by the Rand Corporation found that “principals trained by New 

Leaders have academically out-paced their peers by statistically significant margins” (Briggs et 

al., 2013, p. 23).  Benjamin Fenton, co-founder and chief strategy officer, was interviewed for 

this study. 

The New York City Leadership Academy (NYCLA) was founded in 2003 to provide the 

public schools of New York City with a pipeline of highly effective principals as a major initiative 

of Mayor Michael Bloomberg and then Chancellor Joel Klein.  The NYCLA’s Aspiring Principals 
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Program provided a fourteen-month leadership development experience that consisted of a six-

week summer institute, a 10-month residency and a summer planning session.  Participants 

committed to work for the New York City Department of Education for five years after 

completion of the program (Cheney, et al., 2010).  Evaluation results for NYCLA showed that 

schools that graduates led showed a greater increase in results in English language arts and 

math than in comparable schools (Briggs et al., 2013; Mitgang, 2012).  One of the best-known 

nontraditional principal preparation programs in the country, NYCLA provided coaching to all 

new principals in New York City and leadership consulting in several states (Mitgang, 2012).  

Marlene Filewich, vice president for Leadership Preparation Services and Pamela Ferner, senior 

advisor, were interviewed for this study. 

Teaching Trust was founded in Dallas, Texas by Rosemary Perlmeter and Ellen Wood in 

2009, “with the express purpose of developing principals and teachers that can transform 

schools in order to eliminate the achievement gap and ensure all children have an 

extraordinary education” (Teaching Trust b, 2013, p. 4).  In order to do this work, Teaching Trust 

had three signature programs that strategically reinforced each other.  While the Teaching 

Trust Competency Framework was the guiding document for all three programs, the Aspiring 

Ed-Leaders Program was the focus of this study.  The Aspiring Ed-Leaders Program identified 

and developed campus leaders in partnership with Southern Methodist University’s Annette 

Caldwell Simmons School of Education and Human Development. Cohort members in this 

program participated in a two-year master’s program in Urban School Leadership that consisted 

of a three-week summer intensive and a one-year residency.  Upon graduation, they continued 
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to receive coaching support for three years.  Rosemary Perlmeter, co-founder and senior 

program officer, was interviewed for this study. 

Data Analysis 
 

The research questions were examined and the results were presented.  The data were 

analyzed using a multi-case study to determine the degree by which the McREL Leadership 

Responsibilities were represented in the competency frameworks of the four nontraditional 

principal preparation programs studied.  Once the leader expectations in each document were 

identified, they were analyzed to determine which concepts/expectations were similar to the 

McREL Leadership Responsibilities. Similarities were determined using the categories strong, 

satisfactory, weak, or no alignment.  Each leadership expectation was coded with the relevant 

category.  Several of the leadership expectations received multiple codings to ensure that all 

alignment with the McREL Leadership Responsibilities were captured.  The codes were entered 

into the NVivo software.   

Competency Frameworks 
 

KIPP Leadership Competency Model 
 

As a result of the document analysis, it was determined that 67% or 14 of the 21 McREL 

Leadership Responsibilities were addressed in the KIPP Leadership Competency Model.  The 

67% represented multiple coding of some of the KIPP competencies.  Of the 14 McREL leader 

behaviors that were represented: 21% were identified as strong matches, 62% were identified 

as satisfactory matches, and 17% were identified as weak matches.  Seven had no alignment.  

Of the matches identified as satisfactory, 67% of the content had a specificity difference, 20% of 
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the content had a difference in scope, 7% of the content had a difference in emphasis or 

phrasing, and 7% of the content was implied; not explicit (see Figures 4.1–4.2). 

Figure 4.1. Distribution of ratings by major categories when comparing the KIPP Leadership 
Competency Model to the McREL Leadership Responsibilities. 

Figure 4.2. Distribution of all ratings when comparing the KIPP Leadership Competency Model 
to the McREL Leadership Responsibilities. 
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The degree of alignment was determined by assigning a code to each of the KIPP 

Leadership Competencies reflecting the degree of alignment to the McREL Leadership 

Responsibilities.  The categories used were Strong, Satisfactory, Satisfactory (specificity), 

Satisfactory (scope), Satisfactory (emphasis/phrasing), Satisfactory (implied), Weak, or No 

Alignment.  Table 4.1 illustrates the findings. 

Table 4.1 

 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities and Corresponding KIPP Leadership Competencies 
 

 McREL 21 Leadership 
Responsibilities 

Alignment Category KIPP Leadership 
Competencies 

Component 1   Competencies 

Managing Change involves 
understanding the 
implications of change efforts 
for stakeholders and 
adjusting leadership 
behaviors accordingly. 

See Appendix B for a 
description of each 
competency 

Responsibilities Category Competency 

1. Change Agent:  Is willing 
to and actively challenges 
the status quo 

Strong Drive Results – Continuous 
Learning 
Managing People – Direction-
setting 

Satisfactory (specificity) 
 

Drive Results – Decision-
Making 

2.  Flexibility:  Adapts his or 
her leadership behavior 
to the needs of the 
current situation and is 
comfortable with dissent 

Weak Drive Results – Achievement 
Orientation 

Strong Builds Relationships – Impact 
and Influence 

3. Ideals and Beliefs:  
Communicates and 
operates from strong 
ideals and beliefs about 
schooling 

Satisfactory (scope) 
 

Prove the Possible – Student 
Focus 
 
 

(table continues) 
 
 



 
 

61 
 

Responsibilities Category Competency          (continued) 

 
4. Intellectual Stimulation:  

Ensures that the faculty 
and staff are aware of the 
most current theories 
and practices and makes 
the discussion of these a 
regular aspect of the 
school culture 

 
Satisfactory (specificity) 
 

 
Drive Results – Continuous 
Learning 
Managing People – Talent 
Development  

5.  Knowledge of 
Curriculum, Instruction 
and Assessment:  Is 
knowledgeable about the 
current curriculum, 
instruction and 
assessment practices 

No Alignment  

6.  Monitor and Evaluate:  
Monitors the 
effectiveness of school 
practices and their 
impact on student 
learning 

Satisfactory (specificity) Drive Results – Continuous 
Learning 

Weak Drive Results – Critical 
Thinking and Problem Solving 
Drive Results – Planning and 
Execution 

7. Optimize:  Inspires and 
leads new and 
challenging innovations 

Strong Drive Results – Continuous 
Learning 

Component 2  Competency 

Focus on Leadership 
Focus on Leadership involves 
accurately and pro-actively 
targeting appropriate areas 
for school improvement 
efforts. 

No Alignment  

Responsibilities   

8. Contingent Rewards:  
Recognizes and rewards 
individual 
accomplishments 

Satisfactory (specificity) 
 

Managing People – 
Performance Management 

9. Discipline:  Protects 
teachers from issues and 
influences that would 
detract from their time or 
focus 

No Alignment  
 
 
 

(table continues) 
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Responsibilities Category Competency  (continued) 

10. Focus:  Establishes clear
goals and keeps these
goals in the forefront of
the school’s attention

Satisfactory (specificity) Drive Results – Achievement 
Orientation 

11. Involvement in
Curriculum, Instruction,
and Assessment:  Is
directly involved in
helping teachers design
curricular activities and
address assessment and
instructional issues

No Alignment 

12. Order:   Establishes a set
of standard operating
procedures and routines

No Alignment 

13. Outreach:  Is an advocate
and spokesperson of the
school to all stakeholders

No Alignment 

14. Resources:  Provides
teachers with material
and professional
development necessary
for the execution of their
jobs

Satisfactory (specificity) Drives Results – Planning and 
Execution 
Managing People – 
Performance Management 

Component 3 Competency 

Purposeful Community 
Purposeful Community is one 
with the collective efficacy 
and capability to develop and 
use assets to accomplish 
goals that matter to all 
community members 
through agreed upon 
processes. 

No Alignment 

Responsibilities 

15. Affirmation:  Recognizes
and celebrates school
accomplishment and
acknowledges failures

Satisfactory (specificity) Managing People – Team 
Leadership 

(table continues) 
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Responsibilities Category Competency          (continued) 

16. Communication:  
Establishes strong lines of 
communication with 
teachers and among 
students 

Satisfactory (scope) Drive Results – Decision-
Making 

Satisfactory 
(emphasis/phrasing) 
 

Builds Relationship – 
Communication 

17.  Culture:  Fosters shared 
beliefs and a sense of 
community and 
cooperation 

Satisfactory (scope) Prove the Possible – Student 
Focus 

Satisfactory (specificity) 
 

Managing People – Direction-
setting 

18. Input:  Involves teachers 
in the design and 
implementation of 
important decisions 

No Alignment  

19. Relationships:  
Demonstrates awareness 
of the personal aspects of 
teachers and staff 

Weak Builds Relationships – 
Stakeholder Management 

20. Situational Awareness:  Is 
aware of the details and 
the undercurrents in the 
running of the school and 
uses this information to 
address current and 
potential problems 

Strong 
 

Drive Results – Achievement 
Orientation 

Satisfactory (implied) 
 

Drive Results – Critical 
Thinking and Problem Solving 

21. Visibility:  Has quality 
contacts and interactions 
with teachers and 
students 

No Alignment  

 

New Leaders Urban Excellence Framework 
 

As a result of the document analysis, it was determined that 57% or 12 of the 21 McREL 

Leadership Responsibilities were addressed in the New Leaders Urban Excellence Framework.   

The 57% represented multiple coding of some of the New Leaders competencies.  Of the 12 

McREL leader behaviors that were represented: 32% were identified as strong matches, 53% 
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were identified as satisfactory matches, and 14% were identified as weak matches.  Nine had 

no alignment.  Of the matches identified as satisfactory, 20% of the content had a specificity 

difference, 20% of the content had a difference in scope, and 60% of the content was implied 

not explicit (Figures 4.3–4.4). 

 
Figure 4.3. Distribution of ratings by major categories when comparing the New Leaders Urban 
Excellence Framework to the McREL Leadership Responsibilities 
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Figure 4.4. Distribution of all ratings when comparing the New Leaders Urban Excellence 
Framework to the McREL Leadership Responsibilities 

The degree of alignment was determined by assigning a code to each of the New 

Leaders Levers reflecting the degree of alignment to the McREL Leadership Responsibilities. The 

categories used were Strong, Satisfactory, Satisfactory (specificity), Satisfactory (scope), 

Satisfactory (emphasis/phrasing), Satisfactory (implied), Weak, or No Alignment.  Table 4.2 

illustrates the findings. 

Table 4.2 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities and Corresponding New Leaders Levers 

 McREL 21 Leadership 
Responsibilities 

Alignment Category New Leaders Levers 

Component 1  Levers 

Managing Change involves 
understanding the 
implications of change efforts 
for stakeholders and 
adjusting leadership 
behaviors accordingly. 

See Appendix B for a 
description of each lever 

(table continues) 
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Responsibilities Category Lever                       (continued) 

1. Change Agent:  Is willing 
to and actively challenges 
the status quo 

Satisfactory (implied) Personal Leadership: Lever 2 
– Culturally competent 
leadership 

2.  Flexibility:  Adapts his or 
her leadership behavior 
to the needs of the 
current situation and is 
comfortable with dissent 

No Alignment  

3. Ideals and Beliefs:  
Communicates and 
operates from strong 
ideals and beliefs about 
schooling 

Satisfactory (implied) Culture:  Lever 3 – Adults 
create a culture of 
achievement and high 
expectations where all 
students are valued 

4. Intellectual Stimulation:  
Ensures that the faculty 
and staff are aware of the 
most current theories 
and practices and makes 
the discussion of these a 
regular aspect of the 
school culture 

No Alignment  

5.  Knowledge of 
Curriculum, Instruction, 
and Assessment:  Is 
knowledgeable about the 
current curriculum, 
instruction, and 
assessment practices 

Strong Learning and Teaching:  Lever 
1 – Curriculum aligned to 
both state and college 
readiness standards 

6.  Monitor and Evaluate:  
Monitors the 
effectiveness of school 
practices and their 
impact on student 
learning 

Weak Aligned Staff:  Lever 3 – 
Monitoring and management 
of individual staff 
performance 

7. Optimize:  Inspires and 
leads new and 
challenging innovations 

 
 
 
 
 
 

No Alignment  
 
 
 
 
 
 

(table continues) 
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Component 2 Category Lever  (continues) 

Focus on Leadership involves 
accurately and pro-actively 
targeting appropriate areas 
for school improvement 
efforts 
Responsibilities 

8. Contingent Rewards:
Recognizes and rewards
individual
accomplishments

No Alignment 

9. Discipline:  Protects
teachers from issues and
influences that would
detract from their time or
focus

No Alignment 

10. Focus:  Establishes clear
goals and keeps these
goals in the forefront of
the school’s attention

Satisfactory (implied) Culture:  Lever 1 – Clear 
school mission and values are 
focused on college success 
for every student 

Strong Operations and Systems:  
Lever 1 – Tracking of clear 
and focused school goals and 
strategy adjustment based 
on progress 

11. Involvement in
Curriculum, Instruction,
and Assessment:  Is
directly involved in
helping teachers design
curricular activities and
address assessment and
instructional issues

Strong Learning and Teaching:  Lever 
1 – Curriculum aligned to 
both state and college 
readiness standards 
Lever 2 – Consistent and 
quality classroom practices, 
routines, and instructional 
strategies 

 Satisfactory (specificity) Learning and Teaching:  Lever 
3 – Utilization of diverse 
student-level data to drive 
instructional improvement 

12. Order:   Establishes a set
of standard operating
procedures and routines

Strong Culture:  Lever 2 – Adults 
translate the mission and 
values into behavioral 
expectations that include a 
code of conduct    (table continues)
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Component Category Lever                       (continued) 

 
13. Outreach:  Is an advocate 

and spokesperson of the 
school to all stakeholders 

 
Weak 

 
Culture:  Level 4 – Families 
are purposefully engaged in 
the academic and social 
success of students 

14. Resources:  Provides 
teachers with material 
and professional 
development necessary 
for the execution of their 
jobs 

Satisfactory (implied) 
 

Aligned Staff:  Lever 4 – 
Professional learning 
structures to drive 
instructional improvement 
Operations:  Lever 3 – 
Budget, external 
partnerships, and facilities 
aligned to strategic plan 

Component 3 Category Lever 

Purposeful Community is one 
with the collective efficacy 
and capability to develop and 
use assets to accomplish 
goals that matter to all 
community members 
through agreed upon 
processes. 

  

Responsibilities   

15. Affirmation:  Recognizes 
and celebrates school 
accomplishment and 
acknowledges failures 

Satisfactory (scope) 
 

Personal Leadership:  Lever 3 
– Interpersonal leadership  

16. Communication:  
Establishes strong lines of 
communication with 
teachers and among 
students 

No Alignment  

17.  Culture:  Fosters shared 
beliefs and a sense of 
community and 
cooperation 

Satisfactory (scope) Culture:  Lever 3 – Adults 
create a culture of 
achievement and high 
expectations where all 
students are valued 

Satisfactory (implied) 
 

Personal Leadership:  Lever 1 
– Belief-based, goal driven 
leadership    (table continues) 
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Component Category Lever                       (continued) 

18. Input:  Involves teachers 
in the design and 
implementation of 
important decisions 

No Alignment  

19. Relationships:  
Demonstrates awareness 
of the personal aspects of 
teachers and staff 

Weak Culture:  Lever 3 – Adults 
create a culture of 
achievement and high 
expectations where all 
students are valued 

20. Situational Awareness:  Is 
aware of the details and 
the undercurrents in the 
running of the school and 
uses this information to 
address current and 
potential problems 

Satisfactory (specificity) 
 

Operations and Systems:  
Leaver 4 – Political context 
and school system 
relationships managed to 
ensure a focus on learning 

21. Visibility:  Has quality 
contacts and interactions 
with teachers and 
students. 

No Alignment  

 

New York City Leader Academy Performance Standards 
 

As a result of the document analysis, it was determined that 52% or 10 of the 21 McREL 

Leadership Responsibilities were addressed in the NYCLA Performance Standards.  The 52% 

represented multiple coding of some of the NYCLA standards.  Of the 10 McREL leader 

behaviors that were represented: 25% were identified as strong matches, 58% were identified 

as satisfactory matches, and 17% were identified as weak matches.  Eleven had no alignment.  

Of the matches identified as satisfactory, 29% of the content had a specificity difference, 14% of 

the content had a difference in scope, and 57% of the content was implied not explicit (see 

Figures 4.5–4.6).   
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Figure 4.5. Distribution of ratings by major categories when comparing the NYCLA Standards to 
the McREL Leadership Responsibilities. 

 

 
Figure 4.6. Distribution of all ratings when comparing the NYCLA Standards to the McREL 
Leadership Responsibilities. 
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Leadership Responsibilities. The categories used were Strong, Satisfactory, Satisfactory 

(specificity), Satisfactory (scope), Satisfactory (emphasis/phrasing), Satisfactory (implied), 

Weak, or No Alignment.  Table 4.3 illustrates the findings. 

Table 4.3 
 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities and Corresponding New York Leadership Academy 
Performance Standards 
 

 McREL 21 Leadership 
Responsibilities 

Alignment Category NYCLA Performance 
Standards 

Component 1   Performance Standards 

Managing Change involves 
understanding the 
implications of change efforts 
for stakeholders and 
adjusting leadership 
behaviors accordingly. 

See Appendix B for  a 
description of each standard 

Responsibilities Category Performance Standard 

1. Change Agent:  Is willing 
to and actively challenges 
the status quo 

No Alignment  

2.  Flexibility:  Adapts his or 
her leadership behavior 
to the needs of the 
current situation and is 
comfortable with dissent 

Satisfactory (specificity) Leadership Dimension – 2.0 
Resilience 

3. Ideals and Beliefs:  
Communicates and 
operates from strong 
ideals and beliefs about 
schooling 

Strong Leadership Dimension – 1.0 
Personal Behavior 

4. Intellectual Stimulation:  
Ensures that the faculty 
and staff are aware of the 
most current theories 
and practices and makes 
the discussion of these a 
regular aspect of the 
school culture 

Strong Leadership Dimension – 6.0 
Learning 

Satisfactory (implied) Leadership Dimension – 7.0 
Accountability for 
Professional Practice 

(table continues) 
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Component Category Lever                       (continued) 
 

5.  Knowledge of 
Curriculum, Instruction, 
and Assessment:  Is 
knowledgeable about the 
current curriculum, 
instruction, and 
assessment practices 

 
Strong 

 
Leadership Dimension – 4.0 
Focus on Student 
Performance 

6.  Monitor and Evaluate:  
Monitors the 
effectiveness of school 
practices and their 
impact on student 
learning 

Satisfactory (implied) 
 

Leadership Dimension – 4.0 
Focus on Student 
Performance 

Weak Leadership Dimension – 8.0 
Supervision of Instructional 
and Non-instructional Staff 

7. Optimize:  Inspires and 
leads new and 
challenging innovations 

No Alignment  

Component 2 Category Performance Standard 

Focus on Leadership involves 
accurately and pro-actively 
targeting appropriate areas 
for school improvement 
efforts. 

No Alignment  

Responsibilities   

8. Contingent Rewards:  
Recognizes and rewards 
individual 
accomplishments 

No Alignment  

9. Discipline:  Protects 
teachers from issues and 
influences that would 
detract from their time or 
focus 

No Alignment  

10.    

11. Focus:  Establishes clear 
goals and keeps these 
goals in the forefront of 
the school’s attention 

Satisfactory (specificity) 
 

Leadership Dimension – 4.0 
Focus on Student 
Performance 
 
 
 
 

(table continues) 
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Component Category Standard                (continued) 

12.  Involvement in 
Curriculum, Instruction, 
and Assessment:  Is 
directly involved in 
helping teachers design 
curricular activities and 
address assessment and 
instructional issues 

No Alignment  

13.  Order:   Establishes a set 
of standard operating 
procedures and routines 

Satisfactory (implied) 
 

Leadership Dimension – 10.0 
Climate and Culture 

14. Outreach:  Is an advocate 
and spokesperson of the 
school to all stakeholders 

No Alignment  

15. Resources:  Provides 
teachers with material 
and professional 
development necessary 
for the execution of their 
jobs 

Weak Leadership Dimension – 11.0 
Time/Task/Project 
Management 

Component 3 Category Performance Standard 

Purposeful Community is one 
with the collective efficacy 
and capability to develop and 
use assets to accomplish 
goals that matter to all 
community members 
through agreed upon 
processes. 

  

Responsibilities   

16. Affirmation:  Recognizes 
and celebrates school 
accomplishment and 
acknowledges failures 

No Alignment  

17. Communication:  
Establishes strong lines of 
communication with 
teachers and among 
students 

Satisfactory (scope) 
 

Leadership Dimension – 3.0 
Communication 
 
 

(table continues) 
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Component Category Performance Standard 
 (continued) 

18. Culture:  Fosters shared
beliefs and a sense of
community and
cooperation

Satisfactory (implied) Leadership Dimension – 10.0 
Climate and Culture  

19. Input:  Involves teachers
in the design and
implementation of
important decisions

No Alignment 

20. Relationships:
Demonstrates awareness
of the personal aspects of
teachers and staff

No Alignment 

21. Situational Awareness:  Is
aware of the details and
the undercurrents in the
running of the school and
uses this information to
address current and
potential problems

No Alignment 

22. Visibility:  Has quality
contacts and interactions
with teachers and
students

No Alignment 

Teaching Trust Core Competencies 

As a result of the document analysis, it was determined that 57% or 12 of the 21 McREL 

Leadership Responsibilities were addressed in the Teaching Trust Core Competencies.  The 57% 

represented multiple coding of some of the Teaching Trust competencies.  Of the 12 McREL 

leader behaviors that were represented: 5% were identified as strong matches, 68% were 

identified as satisfactory matches, and 26% were identified as weak matches.  Nine had no 

alignment.  Of the matches identified as satisfactory; 31% of the content had a specificity 
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difference, 23% of the content had a difference in scope, and 46% of the content was implied 

not explicit (see Figures 4.7–4.8). 

 
Figure 4.7. Distribution of ratings by major categories when comparing the Teaching Trust Core 
Competencies to the McREL Leadership Responsibilities. 

 

 
Figure 4.8. Distribution of all ratings when comparing the Teaching Trust Core Competencies to 
the McREL Leadership Responsibilities. 
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The degree of alignment was determined by assigning a code to each of the Teaching 

Trust Core Competencies reflecting the degree of alignment to the McREL Leadership 

Responsibilities.  The categories used were Strong, Satisfactory, Satisfactory (specificity), 

Satisfactory (scope), Satisfactory (emphasis/phrasing), Satisfactory (implied), Weak, or No 

Alignment.  Table 4.4 illustrates the findings. 

Table 4.4 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities and Corresponding Teaching Trust Core Competencies 

 McREL 21 Leadership 
Responsibilities 

Alignment Category Teaching Trust Core 
Competencies 

Component 1  Competencies 

Managing Change involves 
understanding the 
implications of change efforts 
for stakeholders and 
adjusting leadership 
behaviors accordingly. 

See Appendix B for a 
description of each 
competency 

Responsibilities Category Core Competency 

1. Change Agent:  Is willing
to and actively challenges
the status quo

Satisfactory (specificity) Domain 1: Leading with 
Values – Courage and 
Resilience 
Domain 5:  Leading 
Transformation – Change 
Management 

2. Flexibility:  Adapts his or
her leadership behavior
to the needs of the
current situation and is
comfortable with dissent

Satisfactory (implied) Domain 1:  Leading with 
Values – Reflection and 
Growth 

3. Ideals and Beliefs:
Communicates and
operates from strong
ideals and beliefs about
schooling

Weak Domain 1:  Leading with 
Values – Educational Equity 
Domain 1:  Leading with 
Values – Disciplined Action 

(table continues) 

Component Category Performance Standard 
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 (continued) 

4. Intellectual Stimulation:
Ensures that the faculty
and staff are aware of the
most current theories
and practices and makes
the discussion of these a
regular aspect of the
school culture

No Alignment 

5. Knowledge of
Curriculum, Instruction,
and Assessment:  Is
knowledgeable about the
current curriculum,
instruction, and
assessment practices

No Alignment 

6. Monitor and Evaluate:
Monitors the
effectiveness of school
practices and their
impact on student
learning

Satisfactory (implied) Domain 3:  Leading Quality 
Instruction – Professional 
Development 

7. Optimize:  Inspires and
leads new and
challenging innovations

Strong Domain 1:  Leading with 
Values – Entrepreneurial 
Mindset 

Component 2 Category Competency 

Focus on Leadership involves 
accurately and pro-actively 
targeting appropriate areas 
for school improvement 
efforts. 

Responsibilities 

8. Contingent Rewards:
Recognizes and rewards
individual
accomplishments

No Alignment 

(table continues) 

Component Category Competency   (continued) 

9. Discipline:  Protects
teachers from issues and

No Alignment 
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influences that would 
detract from their time or 
focus 

10. Focus:  Establishes clear 
goals and keeps these 
goals in the forefront of 
the school’s attention 

Satisfactory (specificity) Domain 2:  Leading 
Aspirational Vision and 
Culture – Vision and Culture 
Domain 4:  Leading Strategic 
Schools – Performance 
Management 

11.  Involvement in 
Curriculum, Instruction, 
and Assessment:  Is 
directly involved in 
helping teachers design 
curricular activities and 
address assessment and 
instructional issues 

Satisfactory (scope) Domain 3:  Leading Quality 
Instruction – Assessment of 
Student Learning 
Domain 3:  Leading Quality 
Instruction – Instructional 
Planning 
Domain 3:  Leading Quality 
Instruction – Instructional 
Practices 

12.  Order:   Establishes a set 
of standard operating 
procedures and routines 

Satisfactory (implied) Domain 2:  Leading 
Aspirational Vision and 
Culture – Vision and Culture 
Domain 2:  Leading 
Aspirational Vision and 
Culture – Social/Emotional 
Support 

13. Outreach:  Is an advocate 
and spokesperson of the 
school to all stakeholders 

Weak Domain 4:  Leading Strategic 
Schools – Problem Solving 

14. Resources:  Provides 
teachers with material 
and professional 
development necessary 
for the execution of their 
jobs 

Satisfactory (implied) Domain 3:  Leading Quality 
Instruction – Professional 
Development 

Weak Domain 4:  Leading Strategic 
Schools – Resource 
Management 
 
 
 
 
 

(table continues) 

Component 3 Category Competency          (continued) 

Purposeful Community is one 
with the collective efficacy 
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and capability to develop and 
use assets to accomplish 
goals that matter to all 
community members 
through agreed upon 
processes. 

Responsibilities   

15. Affirmation:  Recognizes 
and celebrates school 
accomplishment and 
acknowledges failures 

No Alignment  

16. Communication:  
Establishes strong lines of 
communication with 
teachers and among 
students 

Satisfactory (implied) Domain 2:  Leading 
Aspirational Vision and 
Culture – Influence & 
Aspiration 

17.  Culture:  Fosters shared 
beliefs and a sense of 
community and 
cooperation 

Weak Domain 1:  Leading with 
Values – Educational Equity 

18. Input:  Involves teachers 
in the design and 
implementation of 
important decisions 

No Alignment  

19. Relationships:  
Demonstrates awareness 
of the personal aspects of 
teachers and staff 

No Alignment  

20. Situational Awareness:  Is 
aware of the details and 
the undercurrents in the 
running of the school and 
uses this information to 
address current and 
potential problems 

No Alignment  

21. Visibility:  Has quality 
contacts and interactions 
with teachers and 
students. 

No Alignment  
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 After the data was analyzed, it was determined that KIPP had the highest degree of 

alignment to the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities.  The New York City Leadership Academy 

had the lowest degree of alignment.  New Leaders and Teaching Trust had an equal number of 

the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities reflected in their competency frameworks.  See 

Figure 4.9. 

 

Figure 4.9.  Distribution of the alignment of all four competency frameworks as compared to 
the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities 
 

Four of the 21 McREL Leadership Responsibilities were not represented in any of the 

competencies of the four nontraditional principal preparation programs.  These leadership 

responsibilities were discipline, visibility, input, and affirmation.  Only one of McREL’s 

Leadership responsibilities—situational awareness—was represented in all four of the studied 

competency frameworks.  See Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5 
 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities Representation in Competency Frameworks 
 

 McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities # of Competency Frameworks 
represented 

Component 1  

Managing Change involves understanding the 
implications of change efforts for stakeholders 
and adjusting leadership behaviors accordingly. 

Responsibilities  

1. Change Agent:  Is willing to and actively 
challenges the status quo 

3 

2.  Flexibility:  Adapts his or her leadership 
behavior to the needs of the current 
situation and is comfortable with dissent 

2 

3. Ideals and Beliefs:  Communicates and 
operates from strong ideals and beliefs 
about schooling 

3 

4. Intellectual Stimulation:  Ensures that the 
faculty and staff are aware of the most 
current theories and practices and makes 
the discussion of these a regular aspect of 
the school culture 

1 

5.  Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment:  Is knowledgeable about the 
current curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment practices 

3 

6.  Monitor and Evaluate:  Monitors the 
effectiveness of school practices and their 
impact on student learning 

3 

7. Optimize:  Inspires and leads new and 
challenging innovations 

2 
(table continues) 

Component 2 # of Competency Frameworks 
represented              (continued) 

Focus on Leadership involves accurately and 
pro-actively targeting appropriate areas for 
school improvement efforts. 

 

Responsibilities  

8. Contingent Rewards:  Recognizes and 
rewards individual accomplishments. 

1 



82 

9. Discipline:  Protects teachers from issues
and influences that would detract from their
time or focus

0 

10. Focus:  Establishes clear goals and keeps
these goals in the forefront of the school’s
attention

3 

11. Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and
Assessment:  Is directly involved in helping
teachers design curricular activities and
address assessment and instructional issues

3 

12. Order:   Establishes a set of standard
operating procedures and routines

2 

13. Outreach:  Is an advocate and spokesperson
of the school to all stakeholders

2 

14. Resources:  Provides teachers with material
and professional development necessary for
the execution of their jobs

3 

Component 3 

Purposeful Community is one with the collective 
efficacy and capability to develop and use assets 
to accomplish goals that matter to all 
community members through agreed upon 
processes. 

Responsibilities 

15. Affirmation:  Recognizes and celebrates
school accomplishment and acknowledges
failures

0 

16. Communication:  Establishes strong lines of
communication with teachers and among
students

2 

17. Culture:  Fosters shared beliefs and a sense
of community and cooperation

3 

18. Input:  Involves teachers in the design and
implementation of important decisions

0 
(table continues) 

Component 2 # of Competency Frameworks 
represented  (continued) 

19. Relationships:  Demonstrates awareness of
the personal aspects of teachers and staff

3 

20. Situational Awareness:  Is aware of the
details and the undercurrents in the running

4 
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of the school and uses this information to 
address current and potential problems 

21. Visibility:  Has quality contacts and
interactions with teachers and students

0 

Interviews with Program Leaders 

This section included excerpts from phone interviews with leaders of the four 

nontraditional principal preparation programs.  The leaders were asked eight open-ended 

questions (Appendix A) about the programs’ use of the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities in 

development of their competency frameworks.  They also had the opportunity to expand their 

answers beyond the initial questions.  Follow-up questions were asked for clarity.  The program 

leaders’ responses provided insight into the programs’ competency frameworks.  The responses 

were transcribed and analyzed.  In this section, the questions were numbered and listed in the 

order they were asked and included a summary of the leaders’ responses. 

Question 1:  What is your role in the organization? 

The leaders’ roles ranged from two co-founders to a vice-president to a senior advisor 

and a senior leadership coach.  Two leaders from NYCLA were interviewed. 

Question 2:  How was your organization’s competency framework developed? 

All of the organizations’ competency frameworks were developed using multiple pieces 

of research except for the New York City Leadership Academy’s framework.  NYCLA 

intentionally avoided looking at research and decided to design their framework based on the 

needs of leaders in New York City.  They set out to answer the question, “What do principals in 

New York City need to know and be able to do to lead a school for their first year?” (P. Ferner 

and M. Filewich, personal communication, November 24, 2015).  All of the organizations 

developed their competency frameworks through the work of a committee.  All of the leaders 
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indicated that they consulted leadership research outside of the field of education.  “We looked 

at both education related research like the McREL, as well as at business research… about 

competencies that are highly correlated with results and success in leadership… (P. Moeller, 

personal communication, November 20, 2015).  While some were totally internal committees, 

Teaching Trust and KIPP hired outside consultants to guide their work.  Teaching Trust “hired a 

consulting team who had worked to build three or four other leadership programs in the 

country that have been highlighted in…the Rainwater report…” (R. Perlmeter, personal 

communication, November 16, 2015). 

Question 3:  What role did you have in creating the competency framework for your principal 

preparation program? 

Three of the leaders were involved in the creation of the competency frameworks.  The 

leaders from NYCLA were not in the organization when the framework was created.  The leader 

from KIPP led the development of the competency framework.  

Question 4:  How is your organization’s competency framework used in the recruitment, 

selection, development, and evaluation of your program participants? 

All four organizations used their competency frameworks for recruitment, selection, 

development, and evaluation.  “KIPP has a centralized…selection process, it is entirely driven off 

of the competency model…” (P. Moeller, personal communication, November 20, 2015).   After 

program participants were selected, their coursework and leadership coaching was aligned to 

the competencies.  KIPP also offered, “… tools to our schools and regions that are competency 

based evaluation tools...” (P. Moeller, personal communication, November 20, 2015).  Like the 

other programs, New Leaders started with the question, “what is the demonstrated practice 
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that someone who’s graduating from our program has to show in their schools?” (B. Fenton, 

personal communication, November 23, 2015).  The answer to this question determined which 

of the competencies would be used to assess readiness in recruitment, selection development, 

and evaluation.  NYCLA had a three stage selection process and each stage aligned “to some 

dimensions on the matrix…” (M. Filewich, personal communication, November 24, 2015).  In 

the development of their program participants, the matrix was a key component of their work.  

“During our program, we actually speak in the language of the matrix and we ask each person 

to self-assess where they feel they’re meeting the standards, and what they need to work on” 

(P. Ferner, personal communication, November 24, 2015).  At Teaching Trust, “we have several 

classes…that are graded entirely, every single assignment utilizing select competency practices” 

(R. Perlmeter, personal communication, November 16, 2015). 

Questions 5:  Why did your organization choose to value some practices in your competency 

framework over other practices? 

Each organization developed their competency framework through a very intentional 

process based on the identified goals of their program.  KIPP was influenced by the research 

that they consulted: “if you look at the research on competencies correlated with success in all 

organizations you would find that achievement orientation and impacting influences, there is 

very strong research that suggest that both of those are very important for success and 

leadership…” (P. Moeller, personal communication, November 20, 2015).  KIPP, New Leaders, 

and NYCLA also looked at the practices of principals who were successful in improving student 

achievement and included these practices in their competency frameworks.  New Leaders 

made an intentional decision to prioritize instructional leadership.  From the study of successful 
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schools, New Leaders found that culture and talent management needed to be more of a focus.  

NYCLA added the concept of resilience based on what they were observing in first year 

principals.     

Question 6:  Were McREL’s 21 Leadership Responsibilities used in the development of your 

organization’s competency framework? 

 McREL’s 21 Leadership Responsibilities were used in the development of all of the 

competency frameworks except for the NYCLA framework.  The leaders of KIPP, New Leaders, 

and Teaching Trust all reported that they read the McREL 21 during the development of their 

competency frameworks but none identified it as the key piece of research that they consulted.  

In their review of McREL, New Leaders said, “there are some crucial things we found, including 

some very big things around staff recruiting, team development, leadership development, that 

don’t feel very well developed in the McREL 21” (B. Fenton, personal communication, 

November 23, 2015).  For NYCLA, “the team doing the development really wanted to start from 

scratch.  They wanted to start with what principals in New York City needed at that time to lead 

a school in their first year.  So that was the driver” (P. Ferner, personal communication, 

November 24, 2015).  Teaching Trust aligned their competencies to the ISLLC standards and 

then used the research that McREL did to compare the McREL 21 to the ISLLC standards and 

then “went through more carefully…the ones that were not mapped to ISLLC, but that McREL 

focused on, to make sure that we were covering them” (R. Perlmeter, personal communication, 

November 16, 2015). 

Question 7:  Were there any areas in the McREL 21 that your organization placed emphasis on 

in your organization’s competency framework? 
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 Most leaders indicated, since the McREL 21 was used as a reference and not a guide, 

they did not intentionally focus on any of the McREL 21.  However, New Leaders and KIPP were 

able to identify some of the McREL 21 that were present in their competency frameworks.  KIPP 

identified Culture; Order; Resources; Involvement in curriculum, instruction and assessment; 

Focus; Knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment; Communication; Outreach; Input; 

Ideals/beliefs; Flexibility; and Intellectual stimulation as the McREL 21 evident in the KIPP 

competency framework.  New Leaders reported that Culture, Focus, Ideals/beliefs, and 

Monitors/evaluates were represented in their competency framework.     

Question 8:  Were there any areas in the McREL 21 that your organization intentionally omitted 

or did not address in your competency framework? 

 The responses to this question also reflect the fact that the McREL 21 were used as a 

reference not a guide.  KIPP stated that Discipline, Contingent rewards, and Optimize were not 

represented at the competency level in their framework.  KIPP reported that “we wanted to be 

careful about…using the competency model to describe…how we lead but not necessarily 

processes that may or may not be found at our schools and their performance management 

process…” (P. Moeller, personal communication, November 20, 2015).  New Leaders reported 

that “we might talk about it a different way, might not have the same level of priority, but 

these…would all be a recognized part of the framework” (B. Fenton, personal communication, 

November 23, 2015).  Teaching Trust responded that they did not “…intentionally omitted [sic] 

anything, because we weren’t looking at it like that.  We were just looking more for gaps on our 

end, rather than trying to figure out what we disagreed with…” (R. Perlmeter, personal 

communication, November 16, 2015). 
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Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine to what degree the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities were addressed in the competencies of four nontraditional principal 

preparation programs.  The data were analyzed using a qualitative multi-case study. 

Using the multi-case study method, the leader expectations in each competency 

framework were coded, representing the degree to which they are aligned to McREL’s 

leadership responsibilities.  It was found that KIPP’s Leadership Competency Model had the 

highest degree of alignment with McREL at 67%.  The NYCLA Performance standards had the 

lowest degree of alignment at 52%.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

School improvement research points to the principal as the key lever to improve or turn 

around a failing school.  A 2013 report from the George W. Bush Institute found that there were 

1,978 principal preparation programs operating across the country with 17,188 graduates 

(Briggs, Cheney, Davis, & Moll, 2013). “The central issue isn’t quantity, it’s quality.  While most 

states have plenty of people who are credentialed as school administrators—often more than 

they need—many school districts report having too few highly qualified candidates to fill their 

vacant positions” (Briggs, Davis, & Cheney, 2012).  This lack of quality issue leads to what Stein 

and Gewirtzman (2003) call a crisis in leadership.  They contend that even though districts have 

candidates who are credentialed to be principals, candidates do not know if they have the 

necessary knowledge and skills to lead school improvement (Stein & Gewirtzman, 2003).  

What is the disconnect between quantity and quality?  What does this say about how 

principals are prepared?  These questions lead to the emergence of nontraditional principal 

preparation programs as an alternative to traditional principal preparation programs.  This 

research examines an increase in the number of nontraditional programs operated by school 

districts, nonprofits, and universities (Cheney, Davis, Garrett, & Holleran, 2010; Darling-

Hammond, LaPaointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005).  Are these 

programs preparing principals who are able to lead school improvement?  One way to explore 

nontraditional programs is to determine whether the competencies that guide their 

recruitment, selection, development, and evaluation of principals align with the research on 

principal effectiveness.  This qualitative multi-case study examines whether the competencies 
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that are screened for and taught in nontraditional principal preparation programs are aligned 

with the skills, knowledge, and dispositions necessary for success as a new principal (years 1–3).   

The Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning’s 21 Leadership Responsibilities 

(McREL 21) are used as the standard for principal effectiveness.  The research questions are: To 

what degree are the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities addressed in the competency 

frameworks of nontraditional principal preparation programs?  How do the nontraditional 

principal preparation programs view the degree to which their competencies include the McREL 

21 Leadership Responsibilities? 

Description of the Population 
 

This study examines the leadership competency frameworks of four nontraditional 

principal preparation programs.  The programs include the Knowledge Is Power Program (KIPP), 

New Leaders, New York City Leadership Academy (NYCLA), and Teaching Trust.  These four 

programs represent programs that are highlighted in the Rainwater Foundation’s report and 

recognized by AREL as innovative in the area of principal preparation (Cheney et al, 2010; 

Alliance to Reform Education Leadership, 2013).  KIPP, New Leaders, and NYLCA are featured in 

A New Approach to Principal Preparation (2010) as programs that are different from traditional 

principal preparation programs in the way they recruit, select, develop, and monitor their 

participants and how they engage districts and charter management organizations with whom 

they partner.  AREL (2013) recognizes KIPP, New Leaders, and NYCLA as exemplary programs 

and Teaching Trust as an Accelerating Program.  These programs are operated by nonprofit 

organizations which are nontraditional principal preparation program sources.  In the last 

decade, nonprofits emerged as an alternative form of principal preparation.  However, few 
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studies have been conducted on the quality of the nontraditional programs and there are no 

studies that examined the competency frameworks of the nonprofit programs (Cheney et al., 

2010; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005). 

Discussion of Findings 
 
 In this section, the result of the research as it relates to each research question is 

presented.  In this discussion, patterns and themes are addressed.  A multi-case study analyzes 

the degree to which the McREL Leadership Responsibilities are represented in the competency 

frameworks of the four nontraditional principal preparation programs.   

Research Question 1:  To what degree are the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities addressed 

in the competency frameworks of nontraditional principal preparation programs?   

1. Based on a document analysis of the McREL Leadership Responsibilities and the KIPP 

Leadership Competency Model, 67% or 14 of the 21 McREL leadership 

responsibilities are addressed in the KIPP Leadership Competency Model.   

2. Based on a document analysis of the McREL Leadership Responsibilities and the New 

Leaders Urban Excellence Framework, 57% or 12 of the 21 McREL Leadership 

Responsibilities are addressed in the New Leaders Urban Excellence Framework.    

3. Based on a document analysis of the McREL Leadership Responsibilities and the 

NYCLA Performance Standards, 52% or 10 of the 21 McREL Leadership 

Responsibilities are addressed in the NYCLA Performance Standards.  

4. Based on a document analysis of the McREL Leadership Responsibilities and the 

Teaching Trust Core Competences, 57% or 12 of the 21 McREL Leadership 

Responsibilities are addressed in the Teaching Trust Core Competencies.   
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5. Of the four rating categories (Strong, Satisfactory, Weak, or No Alignment), the

majority of the competencies of all four programs are in the Satisfactory category. 

6. Of the three distinctions in the Satisfactory category (specificity, scope, and implied),

three of the programs (New Leaders, NYCLA, and Teaching Trust) have the highest 

percentages of their Satisfactory matches in the implied category.  KIPP’s highest 

percentage is in the specificity category. 

7. Four of the 21 McREL Leadership Responsibilities are not represented in any of the

competencies of the four nontraditional principal preparation programs.  These 

leadership responsibilities are Discipline, Visibility, Input, and Affirmation.  

8. Ten of the McREL Leadership Responsibilities are represented in at least 3 of the

studied competency frameworks. 

9. Only one of McREL’s Leadership responsibilities—Situational awareness—is

represented in all four of the studied competency frameworks. 

10. The leaders of the nontraditional principal preparation programs consult the

broader field of leadership research to develop their competency frameworks. 

These findings reveal that at least half of the McREL leadership responsibilities are 

represented in the competency frameworks of the nontraditional principal preparation 

programs.  The McREL 21 are one of several pieces of educational research consulted in the 

development of the competency frameworks.  KIPP has the highest degree of alignment which 

could be attributed to the fact that the KIPP Competency Framework is used for leaders at all 

level of the organization for development as well as evaluation (P. Moeller, personal 

communications, November 20 2015).  NYCLA had the lowest degree of alignment.  This data 
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reflect the fact that the McREL 21 are not referenced prior to the creation of the NYCLA 

competencies (P. Ferner & M. Filewich, personal communications, November 24, 2015).  In 

addition to the education research, the nontraditional principal preparation programs consult 

leadership research from a variety of other fields including business, industry and medicine. 

Research Question 2:  How do the nontraditional principal preparation programs view the 

degree to which their competencies include the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities? 

Phone interviews were conducted with leaders of the four nontraditional principal 

preparation programs.  The leaders were asked eight open-ended questions to determine their 

perception of how the McREL Leadership Responsibilities are reflected in their competency 

models.  As a result of the interviews, all of the organizations except one, NYCLA, reviewed the 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities in the research that they consulted in the creation of their 

competency frameworks.  Because the McREL Leadership Responsibilities are used as a 

reference rather than a guide, the leaders do not believe that their models reflect the McREL 

21. All of the leaders report that their competency models are used to guide the recruitment,

selection, development, and evaluation of their program participants.  All of the leaders report 

that the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities are reflected in their competency models even 

though the language and the priority given to the each leadership behavior is different.  All of 

the leaders report to referencing research on leadership outside of education. 

Overall, the McREL 21 are represented in the competency frameworks of nontraditional 

principal preparation programs.  How these competency frameworks are used can account for 

the fact that there is not a higher degree of alignment.  The McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities “constitute an instrument for evaluating principal performance.  They 
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emphasize ‘key traits of educational leaders and those attributes which constitute the success 

of schools’” (Kendall et al., 2012).  The competency frameworks of nontraditional principal 

preparation programs are used more broadly to recruit, select, develop, and monitor their 

leaders.  This difference accounts for the need for a more robust tool that can be adapted for 

many purposes.  The programs also seek to expand the definition of principal leadership by 

consulting leadership research from areas outside of education. 

Implications 
 
 Principal leadership is a key lever in improving student achievement.  How principals are 

prepared is significant in their ability to improve student achievement.  The results of this study 

reveal that research-based best practices are evident in the competency frameworks of 

nontraditional principal preparation programs.  The study also found that the nontraditional 

principal preparation program have a broader definition of school leadership than what exist in 

the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities. 

 The data from this research highlights some promising practices: 

1. A majority of the McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities are reflected in the competency 

frameworks of the nontraditional principal preparation programs. 

2. Most nontraditional principal preparation programs utilize research in the development 

of their competency frameworks. 

3. The nontraditional principal preparation programs analyze the data of practicing 

principals to determine where to focus in their competency frameworks. 

4. All of the leaders of the nontraditional principal preparation programs view the McREL 

21 Leadership Responsibilities as containing behaviors that new principals would need. 
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In this study, gaps are revealed. 

1. There are four leadership responsibilities—Discipline, Visibility, Input, and Affirmation—

that are not included in any of the competency frameworks. 

2. The areas of the competency frameworks that do not reflect the McREL 21 are focused 

on talent management and personal dispositions. 

3. The nontraditional principal preparation programs view leadership more broadly than 

only the field of education. 

The McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities are grouped into three components—

Purposeful Community, Focus, and Magnitude.  The four responsibilities not found in any of the 

competency frameworks fall in Purposeful Community (Affirmation, Input, and Visibility) and 

Focus (Discipline) (Waters et al., 2007).  These responsibilities focus on protecting instructional 

time, opportunities for teachers to participate in decision making, celebration of school 

successes, and the interactions of the principal within the school.  They all are mechanisms for 

creating a productive environment.   They are also more aligned to the traditional role of the 

principal – maintaining order.   

Of the ten McREL leadership responsibilities found in at least three of the competency 

frameworks, only two of them – Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction and Assessments and 

Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction and Assessment – can be applied only to the field of 

education.  The other eight – Change Agent, Ideals and Beliefs, Monitor and Evaluate, Focus, 

Resources, Culture, Relationships and Situational Awareness – can be applied to leadership in 

any field.  This is indicative of the nontraditional principal preparation programs attempts to be 

innovative in the development of their leaders.   



 
 

96 
 

 Talent management and personal dispositions are areas that are missing from the 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities.  All of the competency frameworks of the nontraditional 

principal preparation programs contain references to these areas.  The programs value them as 

important areas of development for new school leaders.  Talent management includes 

recruiting, selecting, developing, and monitoring school staff.   Differential retention of staff is 

also encompassed in talent management.  Because this is an area of focus of the nonprofits, it 

is also something that they work with their leaders to develop.  Personal dispositions consist of 

the attitudes and mindset that leaders need to be able to successfully implement all of the 

other competencies (P. Moeller, personal communication, November 20, 2015).   A possible 

reason for their exclusion in the McREL leadership responsibilities is that McREL’s research does 

not contain significant data on nontraditional principal preparation programs because there 

were very few in existence at the time that the McREL research was conducted.   Another 

explanation may be that the four nonprofits focus on schools in underperforming urban areas.  

This context can also account for a stronger focus on the selection, developing and retaining of 

staff and on the personal dispositions necessary to lead in complex environments.  Another 

reason for their exclusion could be that McREL focuses solely on leadership within the field of 

education.   

Recommendations for Future Research 
 
 This study examines the competency frameworks of four nontraditional principal 

preparation programs to determine their correlation with the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities.  The program leaders’ perception of the degree to which the McREL 21 are 
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included the competency frameworks is also reviewed.  The findings of this study leads to 

several recommendations for future research.   

 The interview with each of the program leaders includes information about 

competency-based tools that are developed for use in the programs.  These tools ranged from 

selection documents to course materials to evaluation frameworks.  These tools are not 

typically included as components of traditional principal preparation programs but are used in 

all of the nontraditional programs.  An analysis of the recruitment, selection, development, or 

evaluation tools of nontraditional principal preparation programs adds to the field of study on 

nontraditional principal preparation programs.  This analysis provides traditional programs with 

ideas and practices that can be incorporated into the development of school leaders.  

 An extension of this current study can analyze the impact on student achievement of 

the graduates of the four nontraditional principal preparation programs.  This adds quantitative 

data to this work.  My research does not reveal any comparisons of nontraditional principal 

preparation programs with each other.   

The areas of talent management and personal dispositions are not included in the 

McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities but are included in all of the competency frameworks.  A 

third topic of study can be an analysis of talent management and personal disposition 

competencies and how they impact the ability of a principal to improve student achievement. 

Conclusion 
 
 The area of principal leadership is expanded by this study.  Since nontraditional principal 

preparation programs began to emerge as an alternative certification source for aspiring 

leaders in the past decade, very few studies have been done on these programs.  This study fills 
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an additional gap in the research as there have been no studies conducted to review the 

competency frameworks of nontraditional principal preparation programs.  By examining the 

degree of alignment of these competency frameworks to the McREL 21 Leadership 

Responsibilities, the study reveals that at least half of the McREL 21 are reflected in the 

competency framework.  The findings illuminate some gaps between the McREL 21 and the 

nontraditional principal preparation programs.  The gaps are shown by the lack of inclusion of 

four of the McREL 21 in any of the competency frameworks and the exclusion of talent 

management and personal dispositions from the McREL 21.  The study also reveals that the 

nontraditional principal preparation programs view leadership more broadly and as a result 

their competency frameworks reflect the expanded role of the principal.  Through this study, 

researchers have qualitative data on how research-based best practices on school leadership 

are utilized in nontraditional principal preparation programs.   
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Interview Protocol 

Interview Time: 30 minutes (there is no time limit) 
Interviewer:  Tonya Horton 

This protocol is a general guideline for conducting the interview.  A semi-structured interview 
process will be used to ensure that information is collected on the competencies framework of 
each of the organizations.  Additional questions may be added during the interview to probe 
more based on the responses of the participants. 

Participant Selection 
All participants will be contacted via email and phone to request an interview.  The 

participants are selected based on the criteria outlined in the Participant Selection section in 
Chapter 3. 

Research Disclosure 
Prior to the interview, each participant will be given a copy of the disclosure statement 

to review.  The disclosure statement will include information on the timeframe for the 
interview, the subject of the interview and a statement about recording the interview. 

Questions 
1. What is your role in the organization?
2. How was your organization’s competency framework developed?
3. What role did you have in creating the competency framework for your principal

preparation program?
4. How is your organization’s competency framework used in the recruitment,

selection, development and evaluation of your program participants?
5. Why did your organization choose to value some practices in your competency

framework over other practices?
6. Were the McREL’s 21 Leadership Responsibilities used in the development of

your organization’s competency framework?
7. Were there any areas in the McREL 21 that your organization placed emphasis

on in your organization’s competency framework?
8. Were there any areas in the McREL 21 that your organization intentionally

omitted or did not address in your competency framework?
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Participant Research Disclosure 

Title:  An Analysis of the Leadership Development Competencies of Nontraditional Principal 
Preparation Programs 

Please review the following document pertaining to your participation in this study.  If you 
have any questions, the interviewer will answer them.  Once you have read and understood it 
fully, the interview will begin. 

Timeframe:  The interview is designed to be completed in 30 minutes although participants 
may utilize as much time as they wish. 

Subject of Interview:  The interviewer will ask questions regarding the competency framework 
of your organization’s principal preparation program.  

Confidentiality:  The identity of participants in this study will not be anonymous and will be 
named in the study.  Participants should alert the interviewer to any information that should 
remain confidential.  Such information will not be attributed to the participant in the study. 

Right to Record:  By participating in this research, you are agreeing to be recorded for research 
purposes.  These recordings will remain under the control of the researcher.  They will not be 
made public. 

Thank you for your participation (Dietrich 2010, 117) 
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The McREL 21 Leadership Responsibilities are: 

1. Culture:  fosters shared beliefs and a sense of community and cooperation
2. Order:  establishes a set of standard operation procedures and routines
3. Discipline:  protects teachers from issues and influences that would detract from

their teaching time or focus
4. Resources:  provides teachers with materials and professional development

necessary for the successful execution of their jobs
5. Involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment:  is directly involved in

the design and implementation of curriculum, instruction, and assessment
practices

6. Focus:  establishes clear goals and keeps those goals in the forefront of the
school’s attention

7. Knowledge of curriculum, instruction, and assessment:  is knowledgeable about
current curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices

8. Visibility:  has quality contact and interactions with teachers and students
9. Contingent rewards:  recognizes and rewards individual accomplishments
10. Communication:  establishes strong lines of communication with teachers and

among students
11. Outreach:  is an advocate and spokesperson for the school to all stakeholders
12. Input:  involves teachers in the design and implementation of important

decisions and policies
13. Affirmation:  recognizes and celebrates school accomplishments and

acknowledges failures
14. Relationship:  demonstrates an awareness of the personal aspects of teachers

and staff
15. Change agent:  is willing to and actively challenges that status quo
16. Optimize:  inspires and leads new and challenging innovations
17. Ideals/beliefs:  communicates and operates from strong ideals and beliefs about

schooling
18. Monitors/evaluates:  monitors the effectiveness of school practices and their

impact on student learning
19. Flexibility:  adapts his or her leadership behavior to the needs of the current

situation and is comfortable with dissent
20. Situational awareness:  is aware of the details and undercurrents in the running

of the school and uses this information to address current and potential
problems

21. Intellectual stimulation:  ensures faculty and staff are aware of the most current
theories and practices and makes the discussion of these a regular aspect of the
school’s culture  (Waters & Cameron, 2007, pp. 4–9)
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The KIPP Leadership Competency Model: 
Prove the Possible - Student Focus  
Key Behaviors: An Effective KIPP Leader… 

 High Expectations. Expresses high expectations for all students, and expresses belief
in their potential to complete college and succeed in life.

 Student Best Interest. Seeks to understand the needs and motivations of students,
and makes decisions with student best interests and needs in mind. Expects
teammates and employees to do the same.

 Commitments. Keeps commitments made to students and ensures that others do
the same.

 Respect. Establishes and maintains a culture where students are treated with
respect.

 Relationships. Establishes and maintains strong relationships with students, and
ensures employees do the same.

Drive Results - Achievement Orientation 
Key Behaviors: An Effective KIPP Leader…  

 Challenging Goals. Demonstrates high expectations by setting challenging goals
for him or herself and others.

 Initiative. Takes initiative, going above and beyond typical expectations and
making necessary sacrifices to achieve exceptional results.

 Follow Through. Follows through on commitments and promises with an
appropriate sense of urgency.

 Resilience. Demonstrates tenacity, persevering through significant challenges to
reach goals. Supports perseverance in others.

 Flexibility. Demonstrates flexibility when plans or situations change
unexpectedly. Effectively adjusts plans to achieve intended outcomes.

 Focus on Results. Focuses upon results and how they are achieved. Does not
confuse effort with results.

Drive Results - Continuous Learning  
Key Behaviors: An Effective KIPP Leader… 

 Learning. Takes responsibility for behavior, mistakes, and results, learns from
successes and failures, and teaches others to do the same.

 Risk Taking. Takes calculated risks and teaches others to do the same.

 Data-based Improvements. Uses data to accurately assess areas for
improvement and teaches others to do the same.

 Research. Uses research to inform practices.

 Improvement. Continuously and humbly seeks opportunities for personal and
organizational improvement. Pro-actively solicits and willingly accepts
assistance.

 Innovation. Values and encourages creative and innovative ideas.

 Sharing. Promotes and contributes to a culture of sharing effective practices
within the organization and across the KIPP network.

Drive Results - Critical Thinking and Problem Solving 
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Key Behaviors: An Effective KIPP Leader… 

 Gathering Information. Gathers information from multiple relevant sources and
stakeholders when problem-solving.

 Sorting out Complexity. Identifies useful relationships among complex data from
unrelated areas.

 Anticipating Problems. Anticipates and identifies problems in a timely manner.

 Breaking Down Information. Breaks complex information and problems into
parts.

 Analysis. Analyzes, reflects upon, synthesizes, and contextualizes information.

 Weighing Options. Weighs pros and cons of multiple options to solve complex
problems.

Drive Results - Decision-Making  
Key Behaviors: An Effective KIPP Leader… 

 Processes. Establishes decision-making processes, communicating about how
decisions will be made and who has input, and ensuring that decisions are made
by individuals best suited to make them.

 Consequences. Considers both the longer-term and unintended consequences of
potential decisions.

 Sense of Urgency. Makes timely decisions, using intuition as well as data in the
face of ambiguity.

 Communicating. Timely conveys decisions to relevant stakeholders and takes
follow-up actions to support decisions.

 Difficult Choices. Willingly makes and stands by controversial decisions that
benefit the organization. Shares understanding of the rationale for decisions,
particularly when consensus cannot be reached.

Driving Results - Planning and Execution 
Key Behaviors: An Effective KIPP Leader… 

 Backward Planning. Methodically backward plans to achieve short- and long-
term goals.

 Resources. Accurately scopes and secures resources needed to accomplish
projects.

 Prioritizing. Manages time and resources effectively, prioritizing efforts
according to organizational goals.

 Accountability. Regularly compares actual progress to planned milestones and
adjusts plans accordingly, holding him or herself and others accountable for
achieving intended outcomes.

 Contingency Plans. Proactively develops contingency plans in advance of
potential or unforeseen circumstances.   (KIPP Foundation, 2013)
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New Leaders Urban Excellence Framework: 
Learning and Teaching 

Lever 1 – Curriculum aligned to both state and college readiness standards 
What students need to know and be able to do 
Concepts: 
Alignment to Standards: Standards to identify and define what students need to 
know and be able to do  
Scope and Sequence: A curriculum map built on standards with a clear  
scope and sequence  
Lesson Plans: A translation of the curriculum map into daily, weekly, and  
monthly activities driven by practices and strategies  
Curricular Materials: Materials are matched to both the standards and  
learning needs 
Lever 2 – Consistent and quality classroom practices, routines, and 
instructional strategies 
How students are taught and the classroom environment 
Concepts: 
Routines and School-Wide Practices  
Instructional Strategies: How best to deliver content 
Lever 3 – Utilization of diverse student-level data to drive instructional 
improvement 
How student progress is measured and used to guide and improve instruction 
Concepts: 
Data Collection and Analysis  
Formative/Interim Assessments  
Grading 
Lever 4 – Pyramid of academic preventions and interventions 
Supports for students below grade level and preventions for students at risk 
Concepts: 
Interventions and Preventions 

Culture 
Lever 1 – Clear school mission and values are focused on college success for 
every student 
The descriptive vision of success that guides the direction of the school and the 
principles that are used implement the mission 
Concepts: 
Vision, Mission, and Values: Creation and refinement of a clear and compelling 
vision, mission, and set of values 
Lever 2 – Adults translate the mission and values into behavioral expectations 
that include a code of conduct 
Ways in which adults and students display the vision, mission, and values through 
specific behaviors 
Concepts: 
Behaviors: Behaviors derived from the vision, mission, and values are described 
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and taught  
Code of Conduct: Code of conduct for behavioral expectations  
Pyramid of Behavioral Interventions 
Lever 3 – Adults Create a culture of achievement and high expectations where 
all students are valued 
Ways in which adults take responsibility for creating positive school cultures by 
supporting the presence and strength of student voice 
Concepts: 
Adults Build Student Relationships: Adults build strong relationships with 
students  
Cultural Competency and Diversity  
Student Voice: Structural opportunities for students to effectively use their 
voices  
Aspiration/Life Plan: Building aspirations for college, career, and life success 
Level 4 – Families are purposefully engaged in the academic and social success 
of students 
Processes to intentionally include students’ families in the work of the school 
Concepts: 
Family Engagement: Family engagement that supports the college going and life 
planning for students 

Aligned Staff 
Lever 1 – Recruitment, selection and placement of staff 
Processes to identify, hire, and place staff to get the right people “on the bus” 
Concepts: 
Recruitment  
Selection and Hiring  
Placement 
Lever 2 – Development of high-performing instructional leadership team 
Leader develops staff and creates a Leadership Team to support instructional 
excellence 
Concepts: 
Building Teacher Leaders: Pipeline Development  
Leadership Team Development: Development of the Leadership Team  
Leadership Team Supports: Create structures to support the Leadership Team 
Lever 3 – Monitoring and management of individual staff performance 
Processes to monitor and evaluate staff performance 
Concepts: 
Outline Performance Expectations  
Teacher Assessment: Assess teacher skill and effectiveness  
Observation and Feedback  
Monitoring  
Evaluation 
Lever 4 – Professional learning structures to drive instructional improvement 
Processes and structures to create a professional learning community that helps 
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to develop staff skill and expertise 
Concepts: 
Professional Learning  
Teacher Team Structures 

Operations and Systems 
Lever 1 – Tracking of clear and focused school goals and strategy adjustment 
based on progress 
Processes and structure to define and track clear goals 
Concepts: 
Goals and Priority Areas: Create clear goals and identify priority areas  
Action Plans: Create action plans and milestones 
Lever 2 – Time use aligned with school-wide goals 
The processes and structures to use time effectively and efficiently 
Concepts: 
Calendar  
Scheduling: Weekly and Daily Schedules 
Lever 3 – Budget, external partnerships, and facilities aligned to strategic plan 
Processes, structures, and systems to ensure that the budget and physical space 
support learning 
Concepts: 
Budget and Resources  
External Partnerships  
Facilities 
Lever 4 – Political context and school system relationships managed to ensure 
a focus on learning 
Processes to navigate the context within which the school operates 
Concepts: 
Stakeholder Relationships: Build and manage stakeholder and community 
relationships  
District Relationships: Build and manage district relationship 

Personal Leadership 
Lever 1 – Belief-based, goal driven leadership 
Leader consistently demonstrates belief in the potential of every student to 
achieve at high levels 
Lever 2 – Culturally competent leadership 
Leader continuously dismantles inequitable and exclusionary practices and 
creates a fully inclusive environment where all children and adults thrive and 
learn at high levels 
Lever 3 – Interpersonal Leadership 
Leader builds trusting relationships and facilitates active communities of adults 
and students dedicated to reaching school goals 
Lever 4 – Adaptive Leadership 
Leader mobilizes others to resolve challenges requiring changes in values, beliefs, 
assumptions, and/or habits of behavior 
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Lever 5 – Resilient Leadership 
Leader demonstrates self-awareness, ongoing learning, and resiliency in the 
service of continuous improvement (New Leaders, 2011) 

New York City Leadership Academy Leadership Performance Standards Matrix: 
Leadership Dimension – 1.0 Personal Behavior 
1.1 Reflects an appropriate response to situations 
1.2 Consistent with expressed belief system and reflect personal integrity 
1.3 Complies with legal and ethical requirements in relationships with employees and 

students 
1.4 Values different points of view within the organization 
1.5 Reflects appropriate professional demeanor 
Leadership Dimension – 2.0 Resilience 
2.1 Reacts constructively to disappointment, admits error, and learns from mistakes and 
setbacks 
2.2 Maintains mental focus and energy in the face of difficult situations 
2.3 Handles disagreement and dissent constructively 
2.4 Uses formal and informal feedback to improve performance 
2.5 Is able to deal with ambiguities 
Leadership Dimension – 3.0 Communication 
3.1 Two-way communication with students 
3.2 Two-way communication with faculty and staff 
3.3 Two-way communication with parents and community 
3.4 Communication is clear and appropriate for the audience 
3.5 Communication with the public 
3.6 Communication reflects careful analysis and the ability to listen 
Leadership Dimension – 4.0 Focus on Student Performance 
4.1 Plans and sets goals for student performance 
4.2 Ensures continual improvement for students, teachers, and the organization 
4.3 Demonstrates understanding of the relationship between assessment, standards, 
and curriculum 
4.4 Is transparent in reporting student achievement results 
4.5 Uses student performance data to make instructional leadership decisions 
4.6 Implements a systemic approach for struggling learners and special populations and 
critically reviews all approaches for effectiveness 
4.7 Continually reads and interprets the environment to identify patterns in student 
performance indicators 
Leadership Dimension – 5.0 Situational Problem Solving 
5.1 Uses evidence as basis for decision-making 
5.2 Clearly identifies decision-making structure 
5.3 Links decisions to strategic priorities 
5.4 Exercises professional judgment 
Leadership Dimension – 6.0 Learning 
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6.1 Applies research trends in education and leadership 
6.2 Understands the role of a learner 
6.3 Understands and utilizes theories of learning and change 
6.4 Develops plan for professional growth 
Leadership Dimension – 7.0 Accountability for Professional Practice 
7.1 Continually reads and interprets the environment of professional practice in order to 
identify patterns, needs for development, and leverage points for actions 
7.2 Employs strategies to maximize learning opportunities 
7.3 Matches learning to the learner 
7.4 Employs feedback mechanisms for adult learners 
Leadership Dimension – 8.0 Supervision of Instructional and Non-instructional Staff 
8.1 Is able to make decisions and deal with consequences 
8.2 Values reflective practice 
8.3 Sets a system for clear expectations 
8.4 Cultivates a system of evaluation 
Leadership Dimension – 9.0 Leadership Development 
9.1 Develops leadership in others 
9.2 Identifies and nurtures potential future leaders 
Leadership Dimension – 10.0 Climate and Culture 
10.1 Motivates and encourages others to achieve strategic goals 
10.2 Appreciates rituals and routines as enablers of vision 
10.3 Clearly articulates nonnegotiables 
Leadership Dimension – 11.0 Time/Task/Project Management 
11.1 Consistently manages time in relationship to priorities 
11.2 Sets clear objectives and coherent plans for complex projects 
11.3 Manages resources to complete projects 
Leadership Dimension – 12.0 Technology 
12.1 Demonstrates use of technology to improve communication, teaching, and learning 
(Cheney et al., 2010) 

Teaching Trust Core Competencies 
Domain 1:  Leading with Values 
Education Equity 
Belief in Students 
Embraces Urban Challenges 
Accountable for Outcomes 
Advocates for Children 
Invests in Students 
Results Orientation 
Reflection and Growth 
Self-Teaches 
Growth-Minded 
Responds to Feedback 
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Self-Aware and Able to Adjust 
Manages Emotions 
Disciplined Action 
Prioritizes Student Achievement 
Articulates Excellence 
Makes Transparent, Values-Based Decisions 
Courage and Resilience 
Takes Risks 
Persist with Obstacles 
Solutions-Oriented 
Makes Difficult Decisions 
Remains Optimistic 
Entrepreneurial Mindset 
Adopts New Approaches 
Shows Initiative 
Innovates to Get Results 

Domain 2:  Leading Aspirational Vision and Culture 
Vision and Culture 
Unpacks Goals and Values 
Establishes Systems and Artifacts 
High Expectations Academics 
High Expectations Behavior 
Social/Emotional Support 
Protects Every Student 
Builds Relationships with Students 
Supports/Resources 
Rewards/Consequences 
Influence & Aspiration 
Writes Effectively 
Speaks Effectively 
Shares Aspirational POV 
Influences Others to Achieve Goals 

Domain 3:  Leading Quality Instruction 
Assessment of Student Learning 
Uses Formative Assessments to Reteach 
Progresses vs. Standards 
Uses Interim Data to Intervene 
Instructional Planning 
Maps to Content Standards 
Objective driven 
Instructional Practices 
Makes Meaning 
Diagnoses Others Teaching 
Implements Alternative Strategies 
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Engages Students 
Professional Development 
Ties PD to Student Data 
Advances Proficiency 
Measures Teacher Effectiveness 
Diagnose Others Teaching 

Domain 4:  Leading Strategic Schools 
Problem Solving 
Diagnose Problems 
Anticipates Consequences 
Prioritizes 
Engages Stakeholders 
Makes Data-Driven Decisions 
Performance Management 
Aligns Decisions with Goals 
Sets SMART Goals 
Analyzes Data 
Analyzes SWOT 
Re-assesses Strategies 
Resource Management 
Budgets Strategically 
Allocates Resources Strategically 
Calendars Activities Strategically 
Strategic Planning & Management 
Plans & Prioritizes Actions 
Develops Contingencies 
Uses Benchmarks 
Continuously Improves Based on Data 

Domain 5:  Leading Transformation 
Talent Management 
Builds Competency Based Team 
Develops & Retains High Performers 
Strategically Places Staff 
Rewards & Removes Based on Performance 
Creates Succession Plan 
Development of Leader and Team Competence 
Facilitates Accountable Collaboration 
Develops Competency Based Team 
Provides Competency Based Feedback (role of principal) 
Builds Trust in Relationships with Adults 
Observes and Provides Feedback 
Change Management 
Communicates Rationale for Change 
Mitigates Emotions 
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Balances Urgency & Buy In 
Involves Stakeholders (Teaching Trust a, 2013) 
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