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The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIG) is i natiomal infor
mation system operated by the United States Office of Education. ERIC

“serves the educational community by disseminating educatiomal rescarch re-

sults and dther resource information that can be used in developing more
elffective ullu.llldn.ll prograns. .

The ERIC Clearinghouse on E-lncational Mamgement, one of cighteen such
unitLin the system, wis established at the Uiiversity of Oregon in 1966, The
Clearinghouse and its seventeen comps mion units process research reports and
Journal articles for announcement in & RIC s index aud-abstract hndletins.

Rescarch’reports are announced in Research in Education (RIE), available
in many libraries and l)y subscription for §21 a year from the United States
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402, Most of the docnments
listed in RIE can be purchased through the ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, operated by Leasco lnf()rm.llu)lltl‘rmlmls Inc.

Journal articles are announced in Curvent Index to Journals in I.dlu ation,
CIJE is also availabie in many libraries and can be ordered for $39 a year
from CCM Intormation Corporation, 866 Third Avenne, Room 1126, New
York, New York' 10022, Annual and semiannual cumulations can be srdered
scparately.,

Besides prouqsmg documents and journal articles, the Clearinghouse has
another major Tunction-information analysis and synthesis. The Clearing-
house prepares bibliographies, literature reviews, state-of-the-knowledge papers,
and other interpretive research studies on topics in its area. .

UCEA

The mission of the University Council for E (llll.lll()ll.ll f\dmmnlrllmn is
to improve #the preparation of administrative persounel in education. Its
membership consists of major universitics in the United States and Canada.
UCEA’s central staff works with and through scholars in member universities
to create new standards and practices in administrator preparation and to
disseminate the results to interested institutious.

UCEAs interest in- the professional preparation of educational administra-
tors includes both continuing education and resident, preservice programs.
Interinstitutional cooperation and communication are basic tools used in
development activities: both administrators and professois participate in
projects.

The Council's efforts currently are divided into six arcas: developing and

testing strategies for improving administrative and leadership practices in’

school systems: encouraging an effective flow of leaders into preparatory pro-
grams and posts of educational administration: advancing research and its
dissemination; providing information and ideas helpful to those in universities
responsible for dcs‘igning preparatory  programs; integrating and improving
preparatery programs in specific arcas of administration; wnd developing and
evaluating the Monroe City URBSIM simulation and support materials.
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Foreword

During the last decade, programs to prepare educational adminis-
trators have undergone considerable change. Growing specialization
in the field of cducational adininistration resulting from new /.
knowledge production (for example, operations rescarch) is one
reason for the program change. Another is the continuing search
lor more clfective patterns ol ficld experience, ins.ructional .
method, and content in preparatory programs.

Because ol the varied changes achieved in preparation in different
universities, those interested in designing or updating programs
today are faced with a greater number of options thon was the /

‘ case ten years ago. A major purpose of this monograph series is to /
shed light on the various options now available to those interested
in administrator preparation. A sccond purpose is to advance /
general understanding of developments in preparation during the J
past decade. The series is directed to prolessors, students, ;ln(l/
administrators interested in acquiring information on various )s
pects of preparation. \ /

vii //
El{lC ) - 6 / .
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Fach author in the series has beenasked to (l«;fim' the parameters
of his subject, review and analyze recent pertinent literature and
rescarch, deseribe promising new practices emerging in actual
training programs across the country, and identily knowledge gaps
and project future developments, The papers in the series” were
plaaned and developed cooper ratively by the ERIC Clearinghouse
on Educational Management and the University: Council for Fdu.

cational Administration. The editors of the series hope that the

monogr: ll)h\ will prove valuable to those intevested in un(lcnl.uulmg‘\

and “assessing recent and projected developments in preparation.

In this munug,l.lph which serves as the introduction to the
series, Robin H. Farquhar and Philip K. Picle pmvulc a general
overview ol recent literature on administrator plcp.n.lllun programs,
By surveying written knowledge on ail the major components ol
preparation programs, they establish a base line on which anthors
of subscquent monographs in the series can build.

Dr. Farquhar is an associate professor and chairman -l the
Department of Educational Administration at the Ontario Insti-
tute for Studics in Education. e is also an associate professor in
the Graduate Department of Educational Theory at the University
ol Toronto. He holds bachelor’s and master’s degrees from the

University of British Columbia (1960 and 1964) and a doctor’s

degree from the University of Chicago (1 !‘(57).

From 1966 to 1971 Dr. Farquhar served on the stall ol the
University Council for Educational Administration, first as associate
directer and then as deputy director. He isYhe author of mimerous
professional papers, monographs, and journal articles dealing with
preparation of educational administrators,

Dr. Picle is an associate prolessor in the Department ol Educa-
tional Administration and director of the ERIC Clearinghouse on
Educational Management at the University ol Oregon,

Pririr K. PIELE
JACK CULBERTSON

-




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

e

. & -

. Introduction . :

As the introduction to the series, this monograph dilfers in
purpose and scope fronpthose that follow. Each subsequent mono- -
graph focuses on one ;A:ccl of administrator preparation, with the
purpose of reviewing and analyzing relevant litevature and de-
scribing and evaluating curvent practices that may or may not be
reported in the literature. ,

In this monograph our task is to survey the general components
of administrator preparation, most ol which are covered more
ihcithly by anthors of the other monographs., Uniike the other
atithoes, we do not deseribe and analyze recent trends, assess current
needs, or predict emergent practices. Our description of’ the compo-
nents of administrator preparation is limited to what the literature
says about thom. There are many new developments in prepara-
tion programs tiat are not reported heresa primary purpose ol the
remaining monographs in this series is to Ll these gaps. .

Much has been written that relates direetly or indireetly to
Ieadership development in education. To make the task ol reviewing

L J
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recent litérature on preparation programs nunageable, we have
imposed several vestrictions on the material to be included here.

First, the documents surveyed-are limited largely o published
boeks and journals. The exceptions are a few papers prepared in
connection with certain activities ol the University Council for, Edu-
cational Administration (UCEA), some unpublished materials pro-
vided by several universities in response to - request sent to all
UCEA member institutions for reports evaluating their preparatory
programs, and documents processed by ERIC and announe cd inits
monthly catalog, Rescarch in Education.

Second, we have surveyed only lhmc workas that explicitly weat
administrator preparation in cdumlmn as their primary wopic. This
restriction climinates writings that deal with preparation only
implicitly and textbooks that present preparation as a purpose
rather than as a topic,

Third, the material reviewed is limited, where the restriction is
ilppllc.ll)lc. to writings on the preservice and inservice preparation
ol public school superintendents at the doctoral and postdoctoral
level. :

Finally, vith few “Landmark® exceptions, we have included
only material written between 1963 and 1972,

Even within these restrictions, this review is not exhaustive.
Undoubtedly other relevant publications could have been included.
Nevertheless, a fairly generous sclection is surveyed to give the
MTavor of recent literature on administrator preparation,

In sclecting the components of an administiator preparation
program to consider here, we have relied on an analytical frame-
work developed by Culbertson and others (1969). They concep-
tualized a preparation program as composed of ten interrelated
components, delined generally as Tollows:

I. Program Content—the knowledge to which the preservice
programn exposes prospective superintendents

2. Program Structure—the organization (for example, core,

N . . .t

sequence, duration) of the various elements (mandatory
and optional) that constitute the preservice program

3. Recruitment and Sclection—the identification of potendial
candidates for the preservice program and the bases in-
cluding previous education and experience requirements)
on which actual enrollees are chosen [rom.this pool

9. .




] e htroduction 3

& 4 Instractional Approaches the methods (for expmple, semi-
nars, laboratories) and materials (for example Jease studies,
simulations) through which content is presentfd in the pre-
service program

Ficld-Related Experiences:the kinds ol contacts, il any,

-

that enrallees in the preservice program are required or en.

» cour; u,ullnln\ ¢ with administrative |n.u||u- ‘on the firing
, , line™ (lor eximple, internships, participation in surveys)
6. Student Research ~the nature ol problems selegted Tor
\ -  dissertation study, the investigative approaches employved .

(Tor example, cmpirical, experiniental, statistical, historical,
biographical, philosophical), and the integration (if any)
with other rescarch projects

-~

Requirements for Graduation—the aspects ol the preservice
program requisite to completion ol the doctorate (Tor
. example, residence  period, loreign hnguage, mimimuam
semester hours, rescarch or development projects,” lield-

. related experiences, required courses

8. Progrim Evaluation and Development—the means (that s,
techniques, Trequency) by which attempts are made to
determine the success ol the preservice program in preparing

; “good” superintendents and to revise the program on the
basis of such assessments

-
—

Departmental Funcetions and Stalling—the various special-
ties (in terms ol competencies possessed and  tasks per-
lormed) vepresented by the professocs in the department
of educational administrition who participate in the pre-
service preparation ol superintendents
10 Inserviee Programs —the natare (that is, content, methods,
duration, participants, [requency) ol continuing education
experiences offered by the university Tor practicing
superintendent s
An cleventh, program purpose, might have been added. Although
this component is probably the most basic of all training dimen-
sions, we have ignored it in this review lor two main reasons: (1) it
is highly idiosyncratic to individual universities, prolessors, and
students; and (2) perhaps lor this reason, it is a topic that has been
virtually ignored in the literature. s '
Each ol the ten components is discussed inone, of e following
o - chaplers. .

LRIC | . 10
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PRACTICE-BASED CONTENT
Alimited amount ol recent literature on superintendent prepara-
tion is devoted to the topic ol skills needed by the chiel school

. officer. The New York State Regents Advisory Committee on

Educational Leadership reported, on the basis of its 1966 question-
naire survey of 565 superintendents in the state, that “evaluations

ol specilic courses consistently revealed a high value on human

relations courses. Technical skills such as school linance and law
wcré""rq‘l\cd seccond highest in importance. Conceptual skills re-
lected in courses dealing with curriculum’ theory and philosophy
ol education lollowed in third place’ (1967, p. 30). Goldhammer
and his colleagues, in interviewing lorty-seven superintendents
representing twenty-two states, found that “about hall ol those
criticizing shortages in their preparation wanted more emphasis
upon conceptualization. . . . [while] another group Telt short-
changed in some of the technical skills,” calling particularly lor
“more cemphasis on personnel and organizational management
skills” (1967, p. 111). ‘\
More specifically, the skill of conllict management receives
explicit attention in the literature. Corwin notes that “il conllict
is a routine and normal occurrence within the administrative
process, then administrative training programs should address
themselves systematically to the proper role of conllict—its posi-
tive as well as negative Tunctions” (1965, p. 18). Cwiningham and
Nystrand (1969) refer to the need to develop skills that will enable
the prospective urban school administrator to “beat the system”
and to change it. '
Another skill' receiving particular attention is the use ol modern
technology in decision-making. Ramseyer advises:
The training and preparation of school administrators shonld make
the student knowledgeable about the availability of new luulé_ and
techniques to as.ist him in coping with the complex problems of
tomorrow’s schools. This should include vot only a general under-

standing of the clectronic instruments but also of systems approaches
to problem solving and task accomplishment. (1966, p. 135)

Three years later, however, Gregg observed that despite the availa-.

bility to education of sophisticated data-processing mechanisms,
“only a minority of school administrators understand their nature
and capabilities and a still smaller proportion know how to make
use of them” (1969, p. 8).
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In the recent literature on progiam content, analysis ol the
administrator’s in-practice problems receives about the same atten-
tion as do required skills, Goldhammer and others (1967) found

_that most pr oblems jdentified by superintendents cin be g gmupcd

into six main qlegories, according to lnlcn(.l.lll()n.shlp.s pereeived
by interviewees, ;

The first categoryy ucational change,”
related 1o the pressure for educational innovation that results from
s‘hil‘linb community expectations lor the schools, interventions by
agencies external o the school system, and pressures from wnlhm
the organization itsell.

The sccond category, “teacher militancy,” compriscs |)m|)lc|m
poscd for the superintendent by the demands qlteacher groups for
a role in the educational decision-making process. Scott (1966)
dealt at sdme length \vnh administrator iraining needs created in
this problem arca.

The third category, identified by Goldhammer and his colleagues
as “instruction,” relates 1o issues of curriculum, instructional ser-
vices, evaluation, adaptation, and learning outcomes.

Demands placed on the superintendent’s competency by new

leadership functions emerging both within the school organization,

and in relation to the broader community constitute the fourth
category of coneerns, referred o by the authors as “administrative
leadership.”

The fifth problem area, “linance,” encompasses all the traditional
problems faced by the superintendent as resource manager for the
school district,

The final category of problems cited by the superintendents
intervicwed is “critical social issucs.” These problems are related
primarily to the administration of schools in urban settings, an
arca that, dccordmg to. Gregg (1969), has not been given sufficient
attention in preparation  programs. Predominant among these
critical issues are those “of church and state, of desegregation, of
the more cquitable distribution of cconomic resources, [and] of
the reduction of social distance among cultural and racial groups”
(Gol(lhammc and others, 1967, p. 11).

Although the literature contains no (,\'ldcn(_c of a generally
accepted program for preparing superintendents to deal with social
problems, and although most evidenee indicates that current

includes problems. -
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training programs are inadequate in this regard,* one argument
advanced by several writers deserves to be noted. 1t is their view
that, to better understand the social issues and cultural problems

of America, prospective educational administrators should be ex-
posed to information on educational conditions in other countrics,

This arginent was put forth by Lecht (1966) ina general discussion
of leadership development for the seventies and by Engleman
(1963) in describing the elements common to principal and superin-
tendent preparation programs. Similarly, one ol the live main
clements in Reller’s proposed program: lor administrator prepara-
tion is “arca study,” in which “provision would be made for cach
student to develop knowledge and understanding ol . . . one (or
more) ol the newly deveioping countries” (1962, p. 115).

The foregoing notwithstanding, there is no plethora ol recent
literature relating specifically to trends and needs in superinten-
dent preparation program content derived from practice-oriented
skills and problems. One reason for a content lacking in practical
skills and problems is the tendency for such “reality-oriented”
matters to be subsumed within components other than program
content in the total preparatory process—particularly instructional
approaches and ficld-related experiences (and, to a lesser extent,
inservice programs). A related reason is that in the last decade dis-
cipline-based contens has begun to displace practice-based content
in administrator preparation programs. ‘

DISCIPLINE-BASED CONTENT

"In a dissertation for the University ol Colorado, Beckner
assessed the effectiveness of university programs for preparing
superintendents in a particular region of the u)unuy Beckner
based his assessment on criteria identified by a jury ol nationally
recognized leaders in administrator preparation. In u)mplhng, these
criteria, he found?:

The jury members considered study outside the ficld of cducation
essential to a superintendent preparation program. From fifteen to
twenty-five semester hours of study in cognate, inter-disciplinary

study was rccg‘nmcndcd depending on the individual situation,
The cognate ficlds of study considered most appropriate to a

*Sce, for example, Francis Keppel, The Necessary Revolution in American
Education (New York: Harper & Row, 1966), p. 152.
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superintendent preparation program were the social scicnces, humanis
ties and behavioral sciences, (1966, p. 1-16)
There is little guestion that this criterion reflects the dominant
trend in program content in the last decade. The literature pertain-
ing to the inforporation of disciptine-based content into prepara-
tory programs iseviewed below with veference, lirst, to the social
and behavioral scienees and, second, to the humantifies.

N

SOCIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES

Six years ago, Tope and others observed “a growing interest in
the contributions of the-social sciences to educational administra-
tion” and roted an “intriguing analogy” between these contribu-
tions and those of the biological sciences to medicine (1965, p. iii).
The amalogy may be weak, but interest in application of the social
scienees to the preparation ol educational .l(lmlmsl..llon appears
to be strong. '

In its two-year study of superintendent preparation, the American

Association of School Administrators (AASA) found that “the -~

disciplines of sociology, cconomics, political science, anthropology;
business or public administration, and psychology have been
mentioned with considerable frequency as making definite contri.
butions to the preparation of school administrators” (1964, p. 45).

CThe integration of content [rom these [liclds, particularly in courses

on administrative theory and rescarch mcllmdnlngy was identilied
by the AASA study as a “quite ol)\mus shift in program content
since the late lifties.

More recently, Goldhammer and others (1967) found that, of
the preparatory prograrms his team surveyed, approximately two-
thirds required cognate worl\ in the behavioral sciences, with the
number of term hours necessary varyving from three to thirty, but
with a mode of twelve o fifteen, Cunningham and others (1963)
also note this development.®

The development is by no means universal, however, Miklos
observes: -

On the basis of superficial evidence one could conclude chat there are
considerable variations in the extent to which hehavioral sgicnce
content is found 1o be part of the study of educational administration
in various centers. 1t might also be observed that there is further

e also AASA, The American School Superintendent (}\’:lshingl(m.

: The Association, 1971), i
7N
(] 15 x
S
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variation in the means by which social scientific content is injected
or incorporated into the programs. (1969, p. 103)

One plausible explanation for this variability is Goldhammer and
others” finding of “a scarcity of consistent programs with well-
developed rationales for the use of behavioral sciences in preparing
administrators Tor the achievement ol specified goals” (1967,
p. 114). :

Arclated reason is the failure to answer satisfactorily three ques-
tions asked by Cunningham, Dosvney, and Goldhammer concerning
the inclusion of social science content in administrator preparation
programs: '

Why incorporate the social sciences into preparation programs for
school administrators? What social science content is relevant to cdu-
cational administration? And how can universities organize and draw
upon their resources in such a way as to realize maximum cffective-
ness in the so-called interdisciplinary approach to the preparation
of school administrators? (1963, pp. 97-98) )

Miklos suggests that .inC(\n'pQruling such content in administrator
preparation programs “may be seen (1) as liberalizing, (2) as sup-
plementary, or (3) as basic” (1969, p. 3). '

More specifically, Goldhammer identifics four values that the
tocial sciences have for the school admiinistrator: -

I.The social sciences help the educational administrator

achieve both' a method for the collection of data and a
systematic way of looking at things. .

The social sciences can help the educational administrator
acquire broad knowledge of the setting in which education
and the functions of administration take place.”

Through the social sciences the educationidl administrator
can gain added understanding of the significance of the
phenomena with which he deals.

The social sciences can help improve the basis which the
cducational administrator has for predicting the conse-
quences of his actions and decisions. (1963, pp. 14-19)

Another related viewpoint receiving some support intheliterature®

T#Sce, for example, Francis Keppel, Public Policy in School Administration,
the first Alfred D. Simpson lecture on administration (Cambridge, Mass.: The
New -England School Development Council, 1961), pp. 17-18: and Charles E.
Brown, “Educating Administrators for Education,” a Ford Foundation re-
print, 1968, p. 3.
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is that school administration is closely linked to public administra-
tionand thus should draw heavily on.the same disciplinary content
for its preparation programs. Content from cconomics, political
science, and sociology is considered especially useful in iluminating
the major contemporary issues confronting public policy makers.
According to Farquhar (1969), recent evidence suggests that
superintendents are being exposed to a growing amount of content
from business and public administration,

The AASA study of 1962-63 identified four major ways in which
prospective superintendents are exposed to content in the social
and behavioral sciences: '

(a) courses in the disciplines are required; (b) professors of thesc dis-

» ciplines teach certain courses designed especially for school adminis.
trators, often in the college of education; (c) professors of educational
administration learn from their colleagues in these disciplines that
content and those concepts that apply to school administration, and
introduce them in their own courses; (d) professors of educational
administration and professors of other disciplines teach courses
Jointly. (1964, p. 19) .

Although there appears (o be no agreement yet on the effective-
ness ol these approaches, Anderson and Tonsdale observed that “it
scems better (o have the experts from other fields apply their
background to the problems of educational administration than to
have students in educational administration attempt (3*gain from
systematic material oriented to other fields those facts and insights \
which have special applicability to administrative problems in edu- - i
cation” (1957, p. 445). .

The Anderson-Lonsdale argument raises the question of rele-
vance, one of several problems faced by those secking to use social
and behavioral science content in preparing superintendents. Tope
and others suggest that two major problems are involving the social
scientist and sclecting the content to be included. The involvement
of the social scientist is discussed in the next chapter. Regarding
the sclection of content, the authors conclude that “it will probably
never be satisfactorily determined which material gleaned from
social science study and research is more relevant (o a eld like
school administration. A great deal will depend on particular social
sciences and particular.8chool administraiors” (1965, p. 27).

In 1963, Cunningharn, Downey, and Goldhammer identified the
dilemma confronting those struggling with the problem of content
relevance: “whether to begin with the substances of the various
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social sciences and attempt to extrict from these such materials as
appear to be of most use to the administrator, or to begin with a
specification of the substance of administration and attempt to
identify the arcas in which this overlaps with the substance of the
various social sciences” (p. 97). '
Scveral years later Goldhammer and colleagues found, however,
“that ‘professors of educational administration frequently reported
that their students were smart enough to draw the implications for
practice from theory; “but superintendents reported that some of
* their problems arose from a poor conceptual base which they found
difficult, if not impossible, to translate to their immediate prob-
lems” (1967, pp. 145-155). Elsewhere Goldhammer offers the
explanation “that we have been guilty of erroncously thinking that
we could apply the social sciences globally to educational adminis-
tration rather than to the components of tasks, problems, and proc-
esses which comprise the content of administrative actions and
behaviors™ (1968, p. 175). In a related vein, Cunningham and
Nystrand criticize the adoption, by several universitics in recent
years, of “a cult of social science for its own sake™ (1969, p. 17).
In a forthcoming volume written under the auspices of UCEA,
Culbertson and others (1972) delineate and illustrate four ways of

viewing the relevance of social science content Lo administrator

preparation:

1. the discipline-based perspective, which starts with and
assesses relevance by reference to concepts, rescarch find-
ings, gencralizations, and modes of inquiry in social science
disciplines '

2. the theory-based perspective, which starts with and assesscs
relevance by reference to theories of administration and
organization associated with the “science” of administration

w

the problem-based perspective, which starts with and
assesses relevance by reference to problems confronting
or likely to confront educational administrators

-~

the career-based perspective, which starts with and assesses
relevance by reference to career objectives and functions
of "personnel preparing to use knowledge in _educational
administration ‘within different settings and for different
purposes ;

From an cxamination of the application of thgse perspectives in

.18

AN

ey




. 12

. - actual preparatory programs, Farquiar concludes that, while they
do not Tully resolve the problem of relevance, “to a greater extent
than previous approaches,. they provide the professor conceptual
rameworks which enable him to examine and clarily his instruc.
tional objectivesg and they have potential for generating explicit
criteria according to which he can determine the relevance of social
scienee content o his instructional objectives” (Culbertson and
others 1972, p. 17).

In addition to the issue of relevance, Cunnivgham, Downey, and
Goldhammer note lour other problems to be dealt with in drawing
on the social sciences lor administrator preparztion: (1) superfi-
ciality and narrowness, (2) trained incapacitation, (3) cost, and (4)
danger of overdependence on the social sciences. This last point
mtroduces consideration of the role of content from the humanities
in the preparation of school administrators. o

/

HUMANFITIES

Many of«the problems encountered in attempts to “borrow”
content from the social and behavioral sciences also occur in elforts
to use humanities material, thonugh the latter has not achieved the
same degree ol aceeptance during the past decade. A major reason
Mfor this limited acceptance is that the relevance of humanitices
content to educational administration is more difficult to cstablish -
than is the relevance of the secial sciences. -
Nevertheless, there are some indications in the recent literature
that the humanities offer potential Tor improved preparation of
educational administrators. For example, Farquhar (1970) has
identificd three rather distinet arguments that support this view.
Oncrationale—the “general lil)crulizulio_n” approach—isbased on
the belief that to develop the special intellectual, personal, social,
and ethical qualities essential to elTective leadership, the prospective
administrator must be exposed to the best classical and contem-
porary expressions of man'’s relationships 1o his lellow man and to
the world of.ideas, feclings, and matter around him. Accoriling to \
this argument, such expressions are, typically found in the great
works of literature, philosophy, and the arts. This view is supported
by Goldhammer (1963), Walton (1962), New York State Regents
Advisory Committee on Educational Leadership (1967), and

| Achilles (1970), wmong others. /"‘\
Q ' ,
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Typical of the vagneness siamonnding this rationale s the
following statement published by AASA:

‘the superintendent of schools who would become sensitive 10 the
forces that hold socicty together or that threaten to rip it apart, who
would have a sympathetic urderstanding of, ‘the uncasiness and
anxicties that hang like shadows over people in times of stress and

S strain, who would get a feeling of the order and unity of the tolal’
culture —indeed of ull mankind and the whole universe -cin do no
better than turn to literature, music, art, and philosophy. (1963,
p. 23)

In fairness, it must be noted that the vagueness in this comment is
somewhat mitigated by the {act that the anthors go on to illustrate
the application ol particnlar content Irom cach ol these disciplines
to administrator preparation,

Another, more precise, rationale supporting use ol hnmanitics
content is as Tollows: since purpose is a chiel distinguishing Teature
among organizations, since the determination and realization ol
organizational purpese requires the administrator’s skill in making
vilue judgments, and since this skill can be developed through
exposure to content depicting value con Micts and moral dilemmas,
the prospective administrator should study the humanitics, where
such content abounds. Among the more-Toreeful proponents ol this
view are Harlow (1962), Culbertsont (1964), and Achilles (1970).
For example, Culbertson suggests that content From  literary
sonrces “be used to assist potential administrators (a) to think
clearly about persistent moral issues faced by: those in organiza-
tions, (b) to analyze thé contradictory Torees that are generated by
competing vilue systems, and (¢) to assess possible consequences ol
being guided by one set ol vitlues as opposed to another” (1964,
pp- 18-322). ' \

T e third rationale Tor using humanitics content is that since
cre ivity s essential to elTective educational leadership, the pros-
pe <tive school administrator may benelit from exposure to “pure”
v‘.prcssiuns of the creative process, particularly the arts. In this

iew the eflective administrator is, at least in part, an artist, in that
he must Tashion order and direction f'rom among a myriad ol inter-
related variables. Support Tor this rationale is almost nonexistent
in the recent literature on administrator preparation, though Ohin
and Monahan (1965) have recognized its tenability and Cheal
(1967) has applied some basic principles ol creativity to the “art”
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ol school administration.

Farquhar (1970) provides the most comprehensive review ol
literature on the use pf the humianities in training cducational
administrators. e considers such literature “limited almost entirely
to some pleas and arguments in favor of such use, and 1o the
identilication of a few problems and issues that might he anticipated
in s implementation” (1970, p. +1). Finding little published
knowledge in the literature, Farquhar sought to analyze operating
programs that use the humanitics to prepare educational adminis-
trators. After examining live exemplary programs at the universities
of Minnesota, Florida, Miami, Rochester, and Tennessee, Farquhar
concludes: '

1. Such programs are¢ more typically designed for preservice than for

mscervice purposcs. .

2. They draw most typicaily upon literature (including novels, plays,

essays, and pocms), less commonly upon philosophy, infrequently

upon history and painting, and very seldom upon music, seulpture,
dancing, or other arts. ) .
3. They are most typically structured to introduce the humanities as a
distinct component of the total preparation program.
4. The instructional medium they most lypiczllly\\usc is the high-
involvement seminar, with some use of andiovisual*and role-playing
mechanisms, but with primary reliance on written materials.

[34]

. They are usually staffed so that major responsibility for the program
isheld by an educational administration professor, but with extensive
support provided by resource persons from the humanities.

6. They most typically consnlt student opinion as the source of evalua-
tion. (p. 42)

EVALUATION OF CONTENT e

The literature contains very little evidence of any attempts to
evaluate the elfectiveness of various program contents in preparing
school superintendents. There are at least two possible reasons:
(1) such evaluations have not heen conducted, a possibility ex-
plored later in chapter 95 and (2) evaluations have been conducted
but their results have not been veported. Should the latter be the
casce, those conducting the evaluations have neglected the important
responsibility of making their research known.

A fewgeneral assessments ol program content are recorded, With
regard to practice-based content, the superintendents participating
in the 1967 study by Goldhammer and others felt that their pre-
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.

paratory programs “were far from adequate for preparing thém to
resolve the problems which daily confront them.” Some of them
believed the program content was obsolete, which may be explained,
in part by the fact that “no university admitted to any systematic
means ol identilying problems and issues faced by superintendents™
(1967, p. 108). The lack of relevance of preparation progrims,
particularly for urban school administrators, also was noted by
Cunningham and Nystrand (1969). Nagle asserts there is a “paucity
ol research evidence that can be called upon to support the inclu-
sion or exclusion ol various aspects ol a “preparation prograc ™
(1969, p. 26). o '
Published assessments of discipline-based content are no more
encouraging. As previously indicated. humanities content has not
vet been sulficiently incorporated into administrator preparation
programs to warrant’ a comprehensive evaluation. Boyan offers
this assessment of content from the social and behavioral sciences:
Certainly there is evidence of more use of behavioral and social
science concepts and research findings in educational administration
courses and workshops. However, there is preciously little evidence
available about the impact on practice of the increased turn of edu-’
cational administration to the social and behavioral sciences over the
last 15 years. (1968, p. 34)
Gregg (1969) reports ihat even the little progress made in this
direction has been slow, and Miklos concludes that “the inter-

disciplinary emphasis is more imagined than real”” (1969, p. 2).

As possible reasons for the lack of interdisciplinary emphasis,
Miklos suggests that those preparing administrators may have (1)
underestimated the magnitude of thé task, (2) underestimated the
complexity of the task, (3) overemphasized the necessity of bring-
ing prospective administrators into direct contact with social
scientists, (4) underemphasized the signilicance of the professor of
cducational administration, (5) failed to learn how to work with
social scientists, {6) been too cautious in approaching the task, and
(7) been far too unstructured in the development of programs.

The majority of these postulated reasons for inadequacies of
content result from difficulties encountered in the structure of
preparatory programs, which is the subject of the next chapter.

.22
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Program-Structure

The structural component of preparatory programs has received
less attention in the litcrawre than program content. What little
writing there is on program structure is reviewed here in two
general categories: internal organization and external organization.

INTERNAL ORGANIZATION

Boyan assessed. the typical curricuiar structure of preparatory
programs lor educational administrators as follows: “Curriculum
development in educational administration today looks very much
like the conventional local school system approach. It is disparate,
[ragmented, uneven, scattered, and mainly non-cumulative” (1968,
p. 34). While clearly thereare exceptions to this generalization, it
represents a lair description of the incremental manner in which
preparation programs have commonly evolved, and it indicates the
lack of a Gestalt conception of the total preparatory esperience
that characterizes many programs.




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

Program Structure 17

The literature contains suggestions for overcoming this dysfune-

tional stmctural incrementalism, but there is little evidence these
suggestions have been followed. Culbertson and  Farquhar, lor
example, have written of the need for dilferentiated training pro-
grams for professors and practitioners: “The attainment ol dil-
lTerentiated preparation for those pursuing dillering carcer patterns
in educatjional administration should help professors and stundents
cope more elfectively with issues related to both program structure
and program Mexibility™ (197 Ta. p. 11).

Harlow proposes i “division of the graduate work ol the pro-
spective administrator into three components of approximately
cqual size: (1) empivical social sciences, (2) humanitics, and (3)
technical management skills, culminating in the doctor’s degree”
(1962, p. 70). Tnv argeing for the preparation of the administrator
as “the cinical student ol organization or the clinical student of
socicty,” Goldhammer oflers the following proposition for pro-
grani structure:

The components of the needed administrative preparatory program
today include: knowledge-building experienees, skill-building experi-
ences, diagnostic experiences,expericences in the application of know-
ledgeand data to concrete situations, experiencesin the interpretation
ol knowledge and its “reduction™ for the specific application to
discrete problems and communitics. (1968, p. 181)
Nagle, after reviewing the current status ol preparation programs,
conchides: ‘

.« given the current status of administrative and lcarming theory,
preparation programs for school administrators can be most successful
if varied in approach, flexible in structure, free from: institutional
dysfunctions, and attendant to the tasks and respousibilities of an
administrator in both his immediate organization and the larger
socicty of which that organization is an integral part. (1969, p. 26)

He then sets forth ten principles on which to build liture prepara-
tion programs.

Thus, there are concern and debate not only about the desivable
balance among the various clements needed in administrator
preparation, but also about what these elements should be.

Probably the chicel continuing dilemma encountered in the inter-
nal organization of preparatory programs is the llexibility-versus-
rigidity issue. At one end of this continuum is the flexible approach
vccommended above by Nagle, At the other end is the more
highly structured approach proposed by Reller:

" D) 1
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adminisiration on the faculty of the division of educational adminis-
tration. (1967, p. 107)

With the exception ol these few universities. interdisciplinary
arrangements still leave much to be desired; however, some progress
is being made. '

Another significant concern related to external organization is
the growing acceptance of the “administration qua administration”
view, and the resultant trend toward the emergence ol a new strue-
ture for preparing administrators “through the creation of graduate
schools of administration, in which a substantiai proportion ol the
preparation program is experienced in common by prospective
business, educational, and public administrators” (Farquhar 1969,
p. 11). Snyder has outlined two basic assumptions on which this
development is based:

Firs, there are significant:common phenomena and problems which
cut across the institutional-organizational rcalms. . . . Obviously,
there are important differences but these have 1ended to be over-
emphasized al the expense of equally significant similarities. Second,
it is assumed that in view of rclatively recent developments in the
contribuling disciplines, the 1ime is right to construct an integrated
course of advanced study which would serve as fundamental prepara-
tion for avariely of fulure carcers ina variety of institutional settings.
(1969, p. 2 -
Professors ol educational administration express support lor this
view. It seems hikely an independent organizational structure
existing solely for the preparation of administrators will be tested
in a variety of forms during the next decade. '
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Recruitment and Selection

——

As used here, recruitment is the process by which possible candi-
dates for administrator preparation programs are identified and
persuaded to consider entering the programs. Selection is the pro-
cedure for assessing the potential enrollees according to certain
criteria. and for admitting to the programs those possessing the
desired characteristics. Since selection depends largely on recruit-
ment, selection results should be “*fed back™ to inform subsequent
recruitment cfforts. For analytical purposes, these two processes
for attracting and admitting desirable candidates are discussed
separately in this chapter.

RECRUITMENT

Probably the most definitive work to date on recruitment of can-
didates for advanced administrative preparation programs is the po-
sition paper published by UCEA in 1966, The Sclective Recruitment
of Educational Leaders. This document stunmarizes the various po-
sitions taken by UCEA member universities on recrnitment:

20
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1. The need for organized recruitment of talented candidates
for school leadership posts is both urgent and great.

2. No matter how great the quantitative need, the major focus
in recruitment endeavors should be on quality and on
attracting mm(/ul socicty's most talented individuals into
leadership positions; proc edures for identifving these indi-
viduals must be sharpened.

—

Al means of communication must be exploited to reach
competent peopleand the attainment of increased financial
support for their preparation deserves the highest priority.
+ The task is so Lirge and the challenge so great that only a
systematically pkined attack on the problem provides any =
hope for meeting the need. (1966¢, p. 20)

The document also discusses a number of problems associated with
recruitment and makes a few snggestions for their solution.

Drawing from an extensive study* ol administrator preparation
programs, Culbertson and Farquhar, in the October 1970 U'CEA
Newsletter discuss findings that pertain specifically to recruitment
and selection. They deseribe three major recruitment changes
reported by UCEA universities during  the period 1963-1968:
(1) expansion of the talent pool to include vounger candidates,
minority group members (especially blacks), and students “from
undergraduate and master’s programs (particularly in the social
sciences) ™ (2) greater effort to recruit candidates with prior teach-
ing and administrative experience; and (3) “more aggressive and
svstematic approaches to the identification of potential candidates™
(1970, p. 10).

LIMITATIONS AND OBSTACLES

The literature identifies numerous limitations and obstacles that
hinder recruitment in educational administration, One s that the
tatent pool for administrator recruitment is typically restricted o
persons already ineducation. This limitation derives from the tradi-
tional belict that teaching experience is a prerequisite for effective
school administration. Increasingly, the validity of this beliel is
being questioned. Talbot, referring 1o the big-city context, states

mcrlson and others, Preparing Educational luu!:rr for the

Seventies. Final Report. (1969) 28
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that “training in teachers’ colleges and experience as a teacher,
principal, or suburban school superintendent are Lirgely irrelevini
for the staggering problems of running an urban school svstem™
(1966, p. 81). Mcade (1967) veaches a similar conclusion. There is,
m fact, no convincing evidence that experience in teaching s
related to success in educational administration. Both Brown
(1968) and Goldhammer and colleagues (1967) call Tor thorough
reexamination ol this axiom. This line of thonght also raises some
questions about the validity of such traditional restrictions to
entry into the profession as state certification requirements, Recent
legislation in Oregon, Washington, and California has chiminated
teaching as a prerequisite for administrative certification,

Another limitation - educational administration faces in com-
peting lor scarce leadership talent is the haphazard manner in which
recruitment is typically conducted. The 1953 study of recruitment
and selection, undertaken through the Cooperative Program in
Educational Administration (Middle Atlantic Region), produced
the following findings:

I. No planned or organized program of recruitment of able talent to

prepare for school administration as a carcer is being conducted by
member institutions in the Middle Atlantic Region,

2. Institutions depend to a great extent upon incidental and casual
contacts made through catalogs, extension work, conferences, study
councils, institutes, and serminars. (Neagley 1953, p. 32)

During the past two decades, little has been done to ereate new
recruitment patterns surmounting these shortcomings. In 1966
Griffiths observed that “recruitment of students to enter graduate
schools ol education in order to prepare themselves to be superin-
tendents of schools is practically non-existent. Practically all of
the universities choose from among those who *knock on the door”.
Almost all superintendents are “self-recruited’ ™ (1966, p. 49).

Several obstacles that may account for, or result from, the
above limitations are also recognized. One is the lack of available
nformation about school administration as a carcer and as a ficld
of study. Baughman observes that “a dearth of information about
school administration as a carcer exists i the sccondary schools”
(1966, p. 41), and Hanson (1961) shows that there is little
generalunderstanding of the work of a public school superintendent.

A sccond obstacle is the perecived unattractiveness of educa-
tional administration as a carcer. In a study to determine senior
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high school pupils’ perceptions of the superintendency, Uzmack
(1963) found that the pupils viewed the superintendent_as h
low status compared with other professionals i the commuunity
and that the majority had no interest in such a career because it
entailed too much responsibility, was confining, and lacked appeal.

Another obstacle is the logistic difficulties candidates en-
counter in preparing to be educational administrators. Because of
the traditional restrictions, persons cligible for preparatory pro-
grams are typically over thirty, have become well established ina
carcer and a community, and have families and homes, with all the
financial and other obligations entailed. Toforfeit their accumulated

“security and slight their personal responsibilities is a sicrifice few

are willing to make, particularly because of the generally inade-
quate scholarship and fellowship support available. Biographical
documentation of some of these personal sacrifices is provided in
a monograph published by the Committee for the Advancement
of School Administration (AASA 1966). In addition, Hall and
Meclntyre (1957) have raised questions about this “delaved-entry”
career pattern.

Finally, the generally low status of preparation programs in cdu-
cational administration constitutes a large obstacle to effective
recruitment. Education is often assigned a low station in the
academic *pecking order” within the university. Moreover, adminis-
trator preparation programs are frequently held in low esteem by
practicing administrators who  protest their “irrelevance” and
“obsolescence™: '

. . . to a man, they felt that both their prcp.:ruto'ry programs and the
in-service educational opportunitics which they have had since entry
into administrative posts were far from adequate for preparing them
to resolve the problems which daily confront them. (Goldhammer
and others, 1967, p. 154) :

All these obstacles represent problems that must be resolved if
recruitment of prospective superintendents into preparatory pro-
grams is to be improved. ' o

a

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

A few strategies for solving these recruitment problems are
proposed in the recent literature. Hall and Mclntyre suggest “the
preparation of materials to be used in the clementary and sccondary
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schools. These materials might include gui(l;lncc_rlcul"lcts_. resource
units, colored slides or motion pictures, and other similar devices
for portraying school administration as a career” (1957, p. 421),
As Culbertson (1962) notes, others seeking leadership talent follow
this approach, particularly with high schoo’ seniors, but those in
cducational administration tend to ignore his pool. Yet, Baugh-
man’s research (1966) demonstrates the potential celfectiveness
ol the strategy, at least in changing some ol the negative career
pereeptions held by many voung prople. ) '

The advantages ol a strong liberal arts background for school
superintendents and the desirability of recruiting vounger persons
into administrator preparation programs have led to a second
solution proposed by Goldhammer:

- - . the identification of administrators quite carly in their college
tarcers so that programs of instruction can be geared to their ac-
quiring that knowledge which will form the basis upon which their
skills as diagnosticians and applicators will be developed. Unques-
tiomably, the fields of the social stiences and the humane arts must
become the recruiting ground from which will come the individuals
who will be participants in the administrator’s preparatory programs,
(1968, p. 182)

Culbertson (1962), Walton (1962), and the New York State
Regents Advisory Committee on Educational Leadership (1967)
to name but a few, support this idea.

Another proposal for facilitating recruitment is that “on an
experimental basis, the internship may be tried as a procedure for
telescoping expericnces for carefully selected students for whom
the long experience route to an administrative position scems
inappropriate” (AASA and UCEA 1964, p. 2). The development
of degree programs in educational administration similar to those
leading to the master of arts in teaching are also suggested. Such
programs, it is believed, “will permit tapping the talent available
among liberal arts and science majors, many of whom are scarching
for wavs to make meaningful contributions to societv” (New York
State Regents Advisory Committee on Educational Leadership
1967, pp. 2-3). ‘

Finally, Culbertson and Farquhar offer directions for necded
change in recruitment and selection practices in the seventies:

’

1. During the 1970s recruitment and sclection efforts will
be increasingly influenced by the fact that activities of
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rescarchers, developers, and administrators are gradually
becoming more specialized and differentiated.

2. Programs to recruit and select administrators will need o
assume that those who would effectively: head the nation’s
schools in the 1970% will require unprecedented capacitics
for leadership.

3. Universities will need to make special efforts to continue
to-broaden the talent pools from which educational leaders
are recruited and selected.

4. Since there arc many forces affecting leadership require-
ments in cducation and since there are substantial needs to
achieve adaptations in administrator recruitment and sclec:
tion, existing certification requirements will need to be
assessed and changed. (1970, pp. 11-12)

SELECTION

Sclection can be viewed as cither of two processes: the skimming
of the most desirable candidates oft the top of the pool of appli-
cants, or the screening out of the weakest candidates regardless of
quality of the group as a whole. If the first is the case, many com:
plaints about the caliber of people admitted to preparatory pro-
grams may be directed at recruitment, for the available pool from
which to skim may be inferior to begin with. It the sccond is the
case, then admiission of “undesirables™ may be blamed on selection
alone, particularly when one bears in mind that there is no shortage
of certified administrators in the country today.

From the vecent literature, it appears that the critical problem
in selection at present is more a result of admitting weak applicants
than of lacking strong candidates. As McIntyvre has said: “Although
weare fortunate in attracting into dur field a few people who would
undoubtedly compare favorably with the best in any other ficld,
the average student of educational administration is so far below
the avaage student in most other fields, in mental ability and in
general academic perlormance, that the situation is little short of
being a national scandal” (1966, p. 17). Data reported by AASA
i its 1964 study of the professional preparation of school superin-
tendents lend support to Melntyre's admonishment: *“There is no
clear indication . . . that there is a concerted national effort to
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admit to preparation programs only those persons who rank in the
upper quartile in learning ability” (1964, p. 23).

It seems clear that a major cause of the general low caliber of
students in administrator preparation programs lies in the selection
criteria: employed. From a University of Minngsota study of
admission procedures and  standards for administrator training
programs in forty-four UCEA member universitics, l\\'()Hl'm\lclusiuns
emerged rather clearly: (1) there is substantial variation across the
country in the procedures and standards used for student admission
into graduate programs in educational administration; and (2) there
is considerable dissatisfaction with the validity and utility of the
admissions precedures and  standards employed. Although some
universities are satisfied that their entrance eriteria bear some relg-
tionship to a student’s subsequent success in the graduate program,
none of the universities is convineed its admissions standards are
related to eventual suceess of the candidate as a school adminis-
trator (Davis 1968).

Mclntyre offers a rather discouraging critique of some ol the
screening procedures most commonly employed:

Of all the rituals encumbering the selection process, interviewing is
undoubtedly the hoaricst--and the sorriest. Nothing in the rescarch
on selection mclhodélogy is so completely established and repecatedly
verified as is the unreliability of short interviews as they are usually
conducted. . .. . )

Unfortunately, the record of letters of recommendation is as dismal
as that of interviewing. Although the subject has not been researched
to any great extent, all available evidence indicates that the reading
of letters of recommendation is approximately as enlightening as the
reading of tea leaves, . . .

Rating scales vary considerably in usefulness, but the usual scale is
little if any better than the usual letter of recommendation. The
traits to be rated are often of limited relevance, the points on the
scale are seldom clearly defined, and leniency is so rampant that only
the upper end of the scale is ordinarily used. (1966, pp. 7-8)

Elsewhere, Mclntyre is even more devastating: “Sclf-sclection is
still the only selection that is to be found in many of our institu-
tions. Taking all of our programs over the nation as a whole, the
main admission requirement is that the person be present. On
second thought; he doesn’t even have o be present—we’ll take
him sight unseen” (1964, p. 4).

e Nevertheless, Mclntyre is not without constructive suggestions.
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e identilies several promising approaches to sclection that have
not vet been significantly implemented in cducational administra-
tton. These approaches include sociometrics, the situational per-
formance test, the laboratory training approach, and the use of
biographical items and measures ol past achicvement 1o predict
ereative behavior (1966, pp. 10-11). To these, Harlow (1962)
would add some nicans ol assessing the applicants” value systems.
Andrews (1970) proposes a conceptual model for determining
patterns of predecisional behavior of school administrators and a
method for empirical verilication of the model through contem
analysis of subjects’ responses o complex problem-solving sint
tions. The concepts treated are the relationships among identiliable
patterns of predecisional behavior, environmental consequences ol

value or profit, and organismic and situational variables that possibly

modily predecisional behivior. Cunningham and Nystrand (1969)

* recommend including prazticing school administrators, in cooperi-

tion with university personnel, in the screening process.

Mclntyre propeses that screening be continued during certain
phases of the preparatory program. The student would be evaluated
by a variety of means according to several behavioral categories,
with the standards raised in cach succeeding phase. He suggests:

To assist in the process of quality control, we should agree on an
aptitude test to be universally and uniformly administered, inter-
preted, and reported. Such tests are now given in other ficlds. such as
medicine and law, and although they are far from perfect they do
provide one basis on which institutions can compare students. Whether
we should use an existing general aptitude test or develop one
specifically for. educational administration is debatable, but the
important peint is that institutions preparing school administrators
need some way of comparing the results of their selection effortsin
some acceptable and effective manner. (1966, p. 17)

Finally, Farquhar offers the following observation:

Selection procedures are moving, on the one hand, toward the appli-
cation of more rigorous measures of cognitive ability and, on the
other hand, toward the development of more subjective assessments
of a variety of behavioral and personality characteristics. Concen-
trated research is badly needed to devise screening mechanisms which
have some validity in predicting successful administrative perform-
ance. (1969, p. 11)
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Instructional Approaches
/

In its 1964 survey of preparation programs tor school superin-
tendents, AASA reported that “one thing . . . professors insisted
upon saving, probably above all else, is that they are using a variety
of teaching materials and techniques™ (1964, p. 45). More specili-
cally, the report states that “the use of simulated sitnations, game
theory, cases, theory development, and problem-oriented seminars,
in addition 1o or without the usual texthook-lecture-discussion
technique, is mentioned in a majority of questionnaires even though
no specilic question was directed oward these approaches o learn-
ing” (1964, p. 45). The growth in use of nonlecture methods, how-
ever, has not been sufficient to satisfy everyene, Culbertson and
Farquhar state that *more than one-third of the superintendents
and over a quarter of the professors responding to the UCEA survey
identified an overreliance upon lectures as a weakness in their
programs™ (197 1b, p. 11).

In the past few years, cases and simulations have been widely
cmploved; some professors have used Liboratory training exer-
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cises, programmed instruction, and sensitivity training in preparing
educational administrators, Regarding simulations, Culbertson and
Farquhar point out that “the use of simukation has veportedly been
introduced or expanded in almost 80 percent of the universities™
(1971b, p. 12). The type most commonly employed is that based
on the written in-basket technique, supplemented by multimedia
background information, tilmed problem siimuli, and taped muer-
ruptions. Cunningham identitied 2 number ot unresolved issues
concerning the use of such simulations for mstructional purposes,
advising that:

Special attention should be given to appraising the impact of simu-

lated experiences on persons in training: considerable rescearch oppor

tunities surround the use of these devices and these ought not he

ignored: continued atiention is warranted in regacd to the trainers

the persons who use the technique as professors: and finally, we

should record our experiences with simulition more effectively in

the future thian we have in the past. (1969, p. 27

]

Two less traditional approaches to simulation are being inercas-

ingly employed. The lirst is guming, examples ot which are the
“Bargaining Game ™ developed by Horvat (1967) and the application
of game theory to the analysis of contlicts-of-interest situations in
administrator training, as described by Ohm (1968). The second -
computer-based  simulation, for which prototype problems now
exist.

Although the above developments of instructional approaches
for administratar preparation are, by and large, quite encouraging,
some needs persist in this area. Boyan snggests, for example, that
the development of entire systems of instructional materials and
procedures should be a major objective in program design (1968,
pp- 3+-35). Culbertson recognizes a need for instructional materials
designed o give students experience i dealing with problems of
cducational purpose and policy in today’s world (1964, p. 329).
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Field-Related Experiences

Many new instructional approaches attempt to bring the pro-
spective administrator in contact with the reality he will encounter
on placement. Unfortunately, this effort is limited because the
reality is “manufactured,” the behavior is “role-played.” and the
context is the controlled, comfortable environment of the class.
room,

Authenticity canbe approached in varying degrees, depending on
the materials used and the ways in which they are nsed. Neverthe
less, the reality of school administration can never bhe completely
captured within the university setting. Consequently, institutions
preparing administrators have developed other means for introdue-
ing their students to the reality of practice, These means, generally
classified as ficld-related experiences, consist mainly of internships
and apprenticeships, participation in field studies and surveys, and
other practicum experiences integrated i the regular course strue-
ture of the preparatory program.

There is some agreement on the usefulness of field-related cey-
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periences, particularly for relatively inexperienced students. Gold-
hammer and others (1967) found that approximately one-hall of
the institutions visited inhisstudy provided extended opportunities
for students to work in the ficld in one way or another. However,
a review of the fiterature vields substantial information on only
one type of ficld-related experience —the internship.

In 1963, Briner stated “there has been agreement . .. regarding
the internship as an integral part of the total preparatory program™
(1963, p. 5). Data collected during the same vear by AASA suggest
a twend in this direction: about four times as many universities
offered internships in 1962.63 as in 1958-59. However, as Gregy
points out, “‘even during 1962-63 less than one-half of the institu-
tions offered internships and only @ very small pereentage of the
students were involved” (1969, pp. 21-22). Morcover, there is little
satisfaction with the internship as it is commonly implemented in
local school districts. "As Briner states:

There hias been ligle agreement amony educinors s 10 whal pattern
of c:‘gﬁﬂcnccj“‘hhould constitute the internship with the resuh that
internships, where included in preparation programs, vary signifi-
cantly in theic scope and administration. . ..

Assessment of the presemt status of the internship prompis the
conclusion that the internship represents a response to little or no
direction in preparation. The interuship may be more an end in
itself than facilitative of explicitly designed purposes. (1963, pp.
5 and 7)

The UCEA study of superintendent preparation programs found

general dissatisfaction among universitics:
Criticisms were directed at such factors as a lack of diversity in
internships, a haphazard and variable (rather than systematic) ap-
proach to incorporating field activities into preparatory programs, a
lack of individualization in “molding" field experiences to swudents’
individual needs and goals, fragmentary participation in comprehen-
sive surveys, and poorly planned and supervised internships. (Culbert-
son and Farquhar 1971h,p. 12)

In response to this kind of eriticism, several writers have sought
to establish working parameters for the planning and implementa.
tion of internship programs. Lonsdale and McCarty (1963) suggest
several substantive guidelines for the superintendency internship
AASA and UCEA (1964) propose a number of action guides for the
internship in administrative preparation; Sybouts (1968) i -+ ies
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two general conditions required to make an internship program
productive; and Ramsever (1963) discusses issues and problems
that must be resolved in designing a meanimgtul internship experi-
enee. Similarly, Culbertson observes that, to realize the full poten

tialol the internship as a component of administrative preparation,
further work is needed to achieve five goals: “"more refined pro-
edures for selecting school districts in which 10 locate interns:
adequate and clear definitions of desired learnings; effectiveand
adequate supervision; stable methods of financing; vesearch to illu-
minate and improve the'internship” (1964, pp. 327-328).

The final report of a Ford Foundation interuniversity internship
progrum conducted at Cornell University, Svracuse University, the
University of Rochester, and the State University of New York at

Buflalo includes some insightful information on the effectiveness
of internship programs. The report concludes with thivteen recom-

mendations, including a suggested model with guidelines for an
internship program and a general sequence of experiences lor the
university staff, interns, and school administrators (State Univer-
sity of New York at Buftalo [1969})).

Most of the suggestions made by these writers are designed to
mprove the traditional educational administration internship—that
is, the patcern in which the intern spends from a few weeks to a
full year in the office of a single administrator in one school dis-
trict. Several recent proposals would break with this tradition.
The UCEA Committee on Guides lor Improving Preparatory Pro-
grams proposces this slight variation: “Interns with unusual com-
petence might work with a number of districts. Under such an
arrangement interns would not only have opportunities to work
with different administrators, but they would also have opportuni-

~o ties to apply theoretical learnings to a variety of problems in
‘various situational contexts” (UCEA 1962, p- 27).

;

Similarly:, Cunningham and Nystrand suggest that pmll)lcnr
ccnlcrcil"(r:\uhcr than role-centered) “targeted field experiénces”
be dcvclopqd\-\'l\\crcby students wouldundergo, carly in lhclh/‘ prepa-
ration, “briet, but inlcnsg‘. exposure to important r(/:ulilics of
administrative life” by being at the side of adnunistrators as they
deal with crucial issues affecting the schools (1969, pp, 19-20).

A more radical departure from the traditional internship is
present in the UCEA committee’s suggestion that “internship
experiences could be provided in places other than local school
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.

districts: (a) in intermediate units of education, (b) in state depart-
ments of education, and (c) in professional educational associations
at the state and national level” (1962, p. 27). Still further removed
from tradition is the proposal inhereat in the following statement ' :
by the UCEA-AASA task lorce: “As the schools allfect and are '
affected by such agencies as state departments of education, state
school boards associations, professional associations, state legisla-
tures, city governments, and the U.S. Offlice of Education, oppor-
tunitics for interuships in these agencies emerge” (AASA and UCEA
1964, p. 1).
Suggestions such as these have beenimplemented in the *rotating
internship,” an innovative component of a threc-year doctoral
program for educational leadership at Teachers College, Columbia
University. Cresswell and Goettel describe the program: “Begin- S e
ning at the end of his first year in the program, cach Fellow works
in three to four intern situations. The situations are sclected on the ‘ i
bases of their appropriateness to the Fellow’s needs and interests,
the quality ol the organization concerned, and (most importantly)
the competency of the professional administrator for whom the
student will work” (1970, p. 8).
Reporis [rom universities indicate “at least half-a-dozen univer-
sitics have adopted the ‘rotating’ internship, and several others
indiciited an intent to do so within the next few years’ (Culbert-
son and Farquhar 1971b, p. 12). However, other innovative pro;
posals scem to be largely ignored. Among these is Hooker's
suggestion that some nationwide organization approve or sponsor
school districts wishing to participate in internship programs.
Hooker argues that such an arrangement would provide the follow-
ing advantages (among others) over current methods:

1. A respectable professional or accrediting organization would assume
responsibility for certifying to the ability of school districts to -
provide the quality of experience which is needed.

e

. The local school district would carry far greater responsibility for
organizing the internship program and for supervising and evaluating
the interns. ' . _ ¢

3. Greater specialization would result as sponsoring districts established
a reputation for excellence in some phase of educational leadership.

4. For the use of universities and students a directory would be pub-
lished of the approved schools indicating the number and type of
internships for which member school districts have been approved.

ERIC :
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5. The sponsoring school district would be free to select interns from
among those applying from a number of universities. (1963, pp.
24-30)

.

Another neglected proposal is that school administrators and
university personnel cooperatively design, on % statewide basis,
some central criteria for-the development and operation of intern-
ships. In addition 1o such.recognized advantagesol interinstitutional
cooperation™as consistency, communication, and increased input
resources, Brittell (1963) argues that benelits would acerue [rom
the lact that groups of a(lminis‘lrﬁl’dﬁé';1rc-usp;llly already organized
on a statewide basis and that universities within a state operate in
accordance with the same legal framework.

The literature’ does not indicate these (wo proposals have re-
ceived the attention they appear to merit. Possible exceptions to
this gencralization arc the Mot internship program “currently
operating in Michigan and the now defunct internship program
that was conducted cnoperatively by several universities in New
York State. .

In conclusion, we emphasize that necither the internship nor
other ficld-related experiences are universally accepted as integral
components of preparatory programs for school suf)crinlcndcnls.
Despite the “increasing recognition of ficld-related experiences as
an essential clement in the superintendent’s preparation . .. there
is considerable dissatisfaction with the cflectiveness of these
experiences as they are typically constituted” (Farquhar 1969,
p. L1). '
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Rescarch conducted by students as a training method receives
relatively sparse coverage in the recent literature. However, a lew
relerences provide some indication of the trends and needs in this
area, :

Student involvement in research is generally viewed as an impor-
tant aspect of the prospective superintendent’s preparation. A
majority of the “jury ol experts” participating in Beckner’s study
(1966) considered research experience essential for these students.
According to Reller, one. of the ten arcas in which the superinten-
dent needs a high level of competence is *“the character and poten-
tialities of research; research design, administration, and utilization
as applicd to a wide variety of issues in education and related areas”
(1962, p. 110). ' _ '

Although in Gregg's words “the ficld of educational administra-
tion has not been distinguished by its rescarch, whether done by
students or professors” (1969, p. 37), there are indications that
improvement is occurring, atleast inresearch conducted by students.

!
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AASA (196:4) noted a “quite obvious® shilt toward competence in
rescarch when it eoampared the 1962-65 programs surveved with
those examined in 193859, Farquhar observes that “the sophisti-
cation in both design and methodology ol student rescarch is
ncreasing, and there is growing evidence of integrated, program-
matic rescarch thrusts involving several students and of greater
participation by students in - faculty research projects” (1969,
p- 1)

The suggestion most [requently made regarding student rescarch
is that research expectations, experiences, and requirements
prospective school administrators be dilferentiated from those for
prospective reseavehers in educational administration. For example,
Andrews supports the view that

for

“traditional graduate rescarch
training, and especially the thesis requirement, is not highly con.
tributive to the practitioner role.” e sees the practitione

r having
X3 oy ?? M .
a “double concern® with rescarch:

Lis first concern is as an accomplished consumer of rescarch, par-
ticularly of the development sort. To perform this function his
training should include an understanding of statistics sufficient to
interpret and appraise the research. .- |

The practitioner’s second concern with rescarch, if the term is used
* broadly, is in relation to his vital fanction as a decision-maker. . . .
The research process so closely resembles the dccision-making proc-
ess that the knowledge and skills that have been developed for
conducting rescarch may be readily modified to apply directly to
decision-making. . .. (1963, pp. 363-364)

Culbertson (1970) also supports the concept ol differentiated
research, expectations and proposes three rescarch alternatives for
school administrator candidates. The first is a supervised intern-
ship experience supplemented by independent reading and periodic
seminars. Near the end of the experience the student would prepare
a paper describing the “reading which he had completed during the
last year of his study, the decisions and policy issues to which the
knowledge acquired during his three years of study seemed most
relevantand least relevant, and examples of the way decisions were
shaped by the knowledge acquired.”

As the second alternative, a team of graduate students (prospee-
tive administrators) and professors would select and deline a major
administrative or leadership preblem in edncation, generate alterna-
tive solutions, logically evaluate the vatjous solutions with the aid

N
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ol personnel in a school district, and then assist these personnel in
implementing and testing one ol the solutions.

Culbertson’s third option is a program in which a team ol pro-
speetive adiministrators would devote their linal year ol preparation
to studying systems analysis and operations research conceepts. The
students would identily those concepts most relevant to decision-
making in educational administration and then engage in ticld work
in which they would apply sclected techniques to actnal decision
problems in school districts. Finally, cach student would prepare a
paper in which he would report on his team’s activities and results
and present his ideas on the Kinds of changes needed in school
districts for better manzgement planning and more elfective use of
operations rescarch and systems analysis,

With a few exceptions, the potential in these proposals for
differentiating the rescarch of student administrators from that of
student rescarchers remains to be tested.

» The future of student research holds several challenges:

. . . the need for more faculty assistance and for improved preparation
in rescarch methods, the need for greater individualized flexibility
in the sclection of rescarch topics and approaches, and the need for
increased emphasis upon rescarch (especially by prospective supcerin-
tendents) designed to contribute to the understanding and resolution
of contemporary administrative problems and policy issucs in edu-
cation. (Farquhar 1969, pp. 11-12)
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Graduation Requirements

Apparently, one graduation requirement in virtually all univer-
sities preparing school superintendents at the goctoral level js
student rescarch or some substitute such as a “developmental
project.”” However, there are -other. requirements that do not )

reccive unanimous support: foreign language competency, com-
prehensive examinations, courses in “minor” areas ol study, intern-
ships, and full-time residencies. In fact, recent evidence indicates
declining endorsement for some of these requirements. For exam-
ple, Farquhar finds a trend “in the reduction or climination of the
forcign language requisite; acceptable substitutes in many institu-
tions arc data processing, research design, or a related discipline”
(1969, p. 12). Aside from a few passing references such as this,
internships and residency requirements are the only graduation
requirements accorded any significant attention in the literature.
‘ Therefore, the discussion in the remainder of this chapter is limited ' . o
; to their consideration.




Graduation Requiremoents

INTERNSIIPS

The recent growth in opportunities for internships (luring,;
advanced preparation was noted in the chapter on ficld-related
experiences. However, the extent to which the internship is a
requirement  for graduation is a dilferent matter, as Ramseyer
reports:

It scems that, while many institutions make provisions for an intern.
ship. relatively few of the persons preparing to become school adminis-
trators are taking advantage of this opportunity. Obviously it is not
the custom of most institutions who prepare school administrators
10 require an internship experience to complete the program. None
of the fifty states . . . requires the internship for certification for an
administrative position in the public schools. (1966, p. 139)

Nevertheless, the literature seems to support a required internship.
Tope and others note that “some form of practical lield experience

is coming to be recognized as an essential clement in preparation’t =7

(1965, p. 13). Farquhar observes that “some persons. predict that
the Inture will bring greater emphasis on required ficld-related
experiences in the preparation of siperintendents™ (1969, p. 12).

RESIDENCIES

Movement toward a required period of residency during prepara-
tion is more evident than movement toward a required internship.
For example, the “jury of experts” participating in Beckner's survey
“agreed that residence study is essential. There was also unanimous
agreement that the residence requirement should consist ol at least
two semesters during the academic year” (1966, p. 147). Burbank
(1968) and Mclntyre (1966) support a required residency of two
consecutive semesters or one academic vear, and Farquhar adds that
“a majority of leading universitics are now requiring one academic
year of full-time study, and a few have substituted a two-year
residency requirement” (1969, p. 12).

The typical defense of the residency is based on benefits such as
those noted by the New York State Regents Advisory Committee
on Educational Leadership: “library facilities are discovered and
used, dialogue between professors and students is facilitated, inter-
changes between students occur and the student has adequate time

. .——ta do, the critical thinking and assimilation of material necessary to
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make it useful™ (1967, p. 4). To these advantages, the interviewees
in a survey by the Committee. for "the Advancement of School
Administration (CASA) added freedom from the distractions of
day-to-day operational decisions and opportunity to learn how

social scientists view education (AASA 1963a, pp. 19-20). Neagley's

study (1967) ol faculty and students in thirty=six-ECEA member

universities yielded “opportinity to_paw Cipate in rescarch™ as an
‘ / . : .
additional gain (Icrl\'cdwﬁ, “time residency:,
/

/
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Program Evaluation
and Development

Prior to Culbertson and others’ 1969 study ol doctoral programs
for preparing school superintendents, little in the literature sug-
gested that those responsible for preparing school superintendents X
were seeking to evaluate and develop their programs in any sys- S
tematic fashion. This is not to say, however, that the need for such ~
activity had not been recognized. For example, Gregg stated that ‘
“Departments ef Educational Administration should make thor-
ough appraisals of preparation programs. There should be critical
review of objectives, inventory of problems and needs, critical
appraisal ol present activitics, and utilization ol all pertinent
resources for program development™ (1969, p. 34). In 1966, the
UCEA central staff similarly noted that
institutions, in order 1o insure quality offerings will . . . need to have
, (1) feedback arrangements for monitoring operations within the
s responsible unit; (2) methods for examining emerging and changing
- rescarch, development, and training requirements: and (3) ways of
|

designing institutional adaptations and innovations needed to meet
challenging requirements, (1966a, p. 4)

+1
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Although personnel at a number of institutions visited by Gold-
hammer and his colleagues claiimed to be placing more emphasis on
the behavioral sciences, rescarchers in the study were unable to
determine the extensiveness ol program changes. The rescarchers
surmised that, at least in some instances, “program change oceurs
primarily as individual mstructors up-date their offerings” (1967,
p- 105). Thus, at the timetol the study, there was litde evidence

. .. £, . e .
that universities were cngagmg mosystematic program evaluation

-~ and development. Only one of the universitics in the simnple indi-

cated the use of superintendents a5 a souree of information for
program development. Apparently only a few were allocating insti-
tutional funds and professional time to the careful study of prob-
lems  facing superintendents and  to  the carelul revision  of
preparatory programs in accordance with the findings of such
study. Goldhammer mnch”(lcd that “few institutions are actively
engaged in curriculumn development or in planning major revisions
in their programs (or preparing educational administrators” (1967,
p. 105).
Drawing on the findings of the 1969 study by Culbertson and
others, Farquhar reports that
the planning and evaluation of preparatory programs are becoming
matters of growing concern to university personncl, as reflected in
the recent emergence of relatively systematic approaches to the
formulation of goals and the assessment of results. . . . There is also
increasing evidence of the utilization of external evaluations and
of student representation in departmental decision making. (1969,
p. 12) '
However, before planning and evaluation can be universally imple-
mented in departunents of educational administration, a number of

-obstacles need to be surmounted. Goldhammer's study identiflics

somce of them:

Several respordents felt there were too many colleges and universitics
in the statc engaged in administrative preparation. . . . The prolifera-
tion of preparatory programs results in a diffused distribution of stu-
dents and smaller enrollments than are desirable to maintain quality
programs. Insufficient student enrollment was reported to be a barrier
to the expansion of the curriculum, the employment of sufficient
staff to round out staff compcetencies, and the effective utilization of
student interaction. Several respondents reported that departments of
educational administration were understaffed, resulting in excessive
work: loads. Too little time for planning and evaluating programs
also wrevents enrriculum development. (1967, pp. 115-106)
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One approach recommended for overcoming some ol these
barriers is that units external to universities be established to aid
departments ol educational administration in continuons sell-
evaluation and adaptation. More specilically, the UCEA central
stall (1967) recommends directly involving practicing administra-
tors in the development and assessment of preparatory programs.
Finally, Farquhar reports there is

arecognized need . .. for the application of much more sophisticated
systems concepls in program design, which will require greater
precision in the definition of behavioral objectives according to
mcasurable criteria and continuous follow-up determinations of
graduates’ performance. (1969, p. 12) N

In fact, it has been suggested that there are legal dangers inherent
in the fact that the relevance of preparatory programs to adminis-
trative behavior cannot be directly and clearly demonstrated at
present (Bridges and Baehr 1971).
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. Department Functions
and Staffing

Like most divisions within universitics, departments ol educa-
tional administration are frequently plagued by the problem of
understalling due to inadequate resourees, The stalfing of a uni-
versity department specializing in prolessional preparation, how-
ever, encounters special problems not experienced in stalTing other
university divisions, These problems result primarily from the need
to sceure staff expertise both in the skills ol the profession lor
which the students are being prepared and in the disciplines [rom
which content is drawn for the preparatory program. These dual
needs raise questions about the desirable balance of functional
specializations among stall members. The recent literature reveals
that departments of educational administration, by and large, have
not yetanswered these questions satisfactorily.

Goldhammer and colleagues examined the need for laculty
members with expertise in the skills of the profession, concluding
that “many ol the programs [for preparing administrators] are
staffed with individuals who cannot relate cllectively to the ad-

-
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ministrator in the larger school districts today nor deal adequately
in their preparatory courses witle the problems  which these
administrators conlront™ (1967, p. 156). Some ol the superinten-
dents interviewed by Goldhammer were concerned that too miny
prolessors have never been superintendents and “don’t know the
realitics of the job,” or that they have been associated with the
university so long they have lost contact with the problems ol the
lield. Several recommended that college Faculty should be Toreed
back into the field periodically so they can maintain proper per-
spective, a proposal supported by Cunningham and Nystrand
(1969).

On the other hand, regarding the need for expertise in the
relevant  disciplines, some superintendents were concerned that
departments of educational administration are stalled by *too
many former superintendents who “have retreated to the ni-
versity’ 7 (Goldhammer and others 1967, p. 111). Elsewhere,
Goldhammer states:

tdeally. every university which has an administrative preparatory
program should have someone on the staff in educational adminis-
tration who is able to communicate cffectively with the social
scientists as a result of his broad knowledge and competency in the
social sciences, and at the same time at cach university there should

be some social scientist who-has made a study of the educational
milicu as the primary focus of his scholarly attention. (1963, p. 12)

The particular difficulty of achieving this interaction has heen
discussed previously in the chapter on program-structure,
Nistorically, the trend in lunctions and stalling for departments

ol educational administration has moved from an carly focus on
resolving the practice-related need to a more recent attempt at
achieving  better balance through incrcuscc\cmphzlsis on the
discipline-related need* This trend and somc™of its corollaries
arc desceribed by the UCEA central stalf:

There is evidence that public school expericence is secen by those who

cmploy professors of educational administiration as an important
" "*Sce, for example, Roald F, Campbell, *“The Professorship in Educational
Administration: Preparation,” in The Professorship in Educational [Adminis-
tration, cds. Donald J. Willower and Jack Culbertson (Columbus: UCEA,
196+4), pp. 18-19; and Kcith Goldhammer, “Notes on Institutional Relation-
ships in the In-Service Education of the Professional Administrator,” in
Continuing Education of School ddministrators, eds. Patrick D. Lynch und
Peggy .. Blackstone (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico, 1966), p. -1,

i
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requirement for appoiniment (o professorship. . . . The longer
period of teaching and adminisirative experience, which is required
of most candidates for professorships in educational adminisiration
(as compared with professors in most other subject specializations),
is apparenly viewed by most of those responsible for appoiniments
as having cernain advanlages from the standpsint of veaching and
field contacus. . . . ; «

Itis likely . . . (however) that the carcer pattern of most professors
of edncinional administration effectively reduces their research po-
tential and capacity. (1966, pp. 1-2)

More recently though, Farquhar reported that “the main tendency
in departmental staffing is toward the addition of relatively young
professors who are short on administrative experience but long on
training in the social sciences, competency in rescarch, or speciali-
zation in such emergent content arcas as systems analysis, inter-
governmental relationships, and planning technologies™ (1969,
p. 12). ) '

Accompanyiug tliis trend toward youth in departmental staffing

is a corresponding shift to substantive specialization in staff fune-

tions. Culbertson identifies four ways of viewing curvent patterns

of faculty specializations:
‘Two of \hese perspectives, which are defined in 1enins of adminisira-
live position and administrative funciion, have their roots in praciice.
They are views which historically were the first 10 evolve. The 1wo
most recent perspectives, which have disciplinary and multidiscipli-
nary oricntat ions, have their roots in structure of knowledge as found:
in university communities. (1966, p. 3) -

From data collected by Shaplin in 1964, it appears that at that
time a rather even balance between these two pairs of perspectives
had béen achieved among universities (but not necessarily within
them). Thirty-cight UCEA member wuiversities responded to his
questionasking which arcas ol specialization are viewed as necessary
to a well-staffed administrative program. Shaplin found an almost
equal distribution  between responses favoring  practice-related
categories of specialization and those sceming to avor discipline-
related specializations: specialties velated 0 “level” (elementary,
secondary, highcr cducation, the principalship, the superinten-
deney, and so forth) were cited by six institutions; *“field”
specialties (school plant, finance, law, personnel administration,
business management, and so forth) were noted by more than fif-
teen respondents; “‘disciplinary” specialties were named by six
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universities; and “multidisciplinary” specialties (research methods,
administrative theory, organizational analysis, aind so {orth) were
mentioned by about [ilteen study participants.

Although Shaplin’s lindings show considerable agreement among
universitics on the nced for a balance between the practice-related
and discipline-related specializations, they indicate nothing about
agreement within departments of educational administration on the
nced for such a balance. In promoting balance within departments,
Campbell has likened the prolessor ol educational administration
to Guetzkow's “developer”—the link between the practitioner and
the pure scientist:

The developer has at least four isnportant functions: (1) to maintain
an orientation with respect to the general ficld of cducation, the
ficld of administration, and the social scicnce disciplines; (2) to
establish two-way communication between those who seck to dis-
cover knowledge and those who attempt to apply knowledge; (3) to
determine the relevance of social science concepts and findings and
plan the adaptation of these concepts and findings to school situations;
and (4) to sclect and train practitioners. (1963, pp. 342-343)

It is apparent that this type ol intradepartmental balance has
not yet been achieved to any signiflicant extent in many universitics
preparing school superintendents. Goldhammer obscrves that “some
institutions are obviously engaging in adininistrative preparatory
programs without the number or quality of prolessors essential to
provide for the range of skill and knowledge needed by the prac-
ticing superintendents” (1967, p. 114).

The UCEA central stall also notes “inadequacies in the current
definitions of functions ol modern departments of educational
administration and ol the stafling patterns needed by these depart-
ments” (1966b, p. 57). The problem is not simply onc of achicving
balance in the recruitment and sclection of proflessors of educa- -
tional administration. As Lortic (1962) suggests, perhaps an even
more basic need is 1o develop special programs of study designed
specifically to prepare persons for the professorship as a particular-
ized role. Similarly, Farquhar reccommends devising “a variety of
mcaningful continuing education experiences for prolessors” and
according “greater recognition to teaching and advising students as
valued professorial functions” (1969, p. 12).

Regarding the luture, Fogarty (1972) predicts that prolessorial
expertise will be differentiated neither according to administrative
levels or task areas (as in the [ilties) nor according to academic
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subdisciplines or bodies of theory (as in the sixties), but increasingly
according to lunctional responsibilities rather than substantive
specializations, That is, while most professors will continue to
teach, their roles will vary depending on whether their activitics
arc focused primarily on rescarch (the pursuit and discovery of
new knowledge), synthesis (the collation and codification of exist-
ing knowledge), or development (the application of knowledge 1o
the resolution of problems’in the licld).
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Continuing Education Programs

N

Although ncglected at the present time by most of the preparatory
institutions and related agencices, the continuous in-service education
of administrators is onc of the most imperative needs for the revitali-
zation of cducation in our socicty. To provide those experiences which
can cffectively assist the trained professional to modify his behavior,
to obtain the new knosledge which he needs, and to build new skills
based upon contemporary technology is probably .the greatest chal-
lenge facing the ficld of cducational administration and all of its
institutions and agencics today. (Goldhammer 1968, p. 183)

The sense of significance and urgency in the above quotation is
characteristic of the recent literature on continuing education |
programs for school superintendents, whether it is.concerned with’
assessing present offerings-or with projecting new approaches. The
literature pertinent to these two concerns is reviewed here.

ASSESSMENTS OF PRESENT OFFERINGS

Recent assessments ol current continuing education programs
for educational administrators present a discouraging picture. The
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UCEA centrval stall (1966D), lor exaiuple, observes there has heen,
much less progress—in terms ol organizational innovation and el-
fective synthesis--in continuing education programs than in pre-
service programs for school administrators. The stall cites this

relative Tailure as one of the major problems that those in univer-

sities must seek to resolve,

The results o Howsam’s mail survey of continuing education
programs in thirty-five UCEA member universities support this
generalization. The study turned up little evidence of any real
ferment in continuing education and few responses to a request lor
information on prospective new developments. In the light of these
data, Howsam remarks that “one gets the imprcssiun that we are,
by and large, sitting on our collective hands at a time when we can
il alford to be warming our hands by this method” (1966, p. 17).

Similarly, college and university respondents participating in the
1967 study by Goldhammer and others expressed disappointment
with the continuing education programs they sponsor, in part
because ol the generally poor attendance at their conlerences and
workshops. Opinions of the superintendents participating in the
study varied on this subject. Although many were highly supportive
ol continuing education programs because they provide inspiration
and information on reeent developments in school administration,
others felt these programs focused-on outdated problems and issucs.
Urban school superintendents, in particular, reported that continu-
ing cducation programs did not meet their needs. From these reac-
tions, the authors concluded that “in educational administration,
it scems that litde is being done in the in-service education of
superintendents, and even less is done well”” (1967, p. 114). Farqu-
har restated this conclusion two years later: “General dissatisfac:
tion exists in universities with regard to their provision of in-service
programs lor superintendents” (1969, p- 12). \"}
- A variety of factors are postulated as reasons for the apparent
inadequacics of current continuing education programs flor school
administrators. Albright (1962), Goldhammer (1967), and Howsam
(1966), for example, all complain that these programs tend to he
too brief, and Albright adds that they are largely limited 1o con-
sidering the ““‘technical or tactical aspects of the job.” Howsam
also notes that the clientele for the programs ard largely sclf-
selected and include a variety of people from a rangd of dilferent
positions, and that the programs themselves consis

largely of
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“sporadic activities  conducted in rather traditional patterns.”
Another weakness, identified by some of the superintendents in
the Goldhammer study, was that continuing education programs
tended to be “too theorctically oriented, utilizing consultants who
were not closely enough associated with the realities ol school
administration” (1967, p. 113). In summarizing their findings,
Goldhammer and his colleagues observe: S
Few, if any, of the programs are based upon a realistic perception of
the needs of administrators in the field. Few appear to be established
upon sound principles of profcssional edncation. Few scem to be
developed with any consistency of effort toward the attainment of

well established goals, and relatively few receive from school superin
tendents the patronage which they want. (1967, p. 157)

AASA (1963¢) charges that responsibility for providing con-
tinuing education assistance to school administrators has not been
lodged with any particular agency or institution in this country. As
a result, such programs are treated by universities as secondary to
preservice preparation and suller in the allocation of financial and
personnel resources: Other liabilities identified by AASA are the
extent to which credit hours become a primary concern, and the
tendency for the programs to result from uncoordinated trial-and;
error attempts to meet immediate needs rather than from long-
range, careful planning reflecting a *“‘continuous thread of purpose.”

To this impressive inventory ol causative weaknesses, the UCEA
central stall appends the notion that “the psychological acceptance
ol the relevance and utility of new concepts by those practicing

“educational administration has undoubtedly been somewhat dil-

ficult” (1966b, p. 62).

PROJECTIONS OF NEW APPROACHES

Current problems of continuing education programs for school
superintendents are not all going to be resolved through one massive
innovation. Indeed, it is likely that several problems will not be
resolved within the next live or ten years. Nevertheless, incremental
gains can be made; the literature projects a number ol new
approaches with this aim in mind. :

A few suggestions relate primarily to program content. Scott
reports that the eighty-two superintendents interviewed in his study
were “practically unanimous in their requests for continuous in-
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service opportunitics to study collective negotiations™ (1966,n.92).
Harlow calls for the support of *“reasonably sophisticated and
demanding in-service seminars, short courses and \mrkshnps in the
humanitics, designed for working school administeators® (1962,
p- 71). And Willis sees a need for continuing educittion content that
would **avoid a narrow and expedient approach to such topics as
buses and bonds and some of the other day-to-day operating pro-
cedures and would deal instead with some of the broad cconomic
and social issues conlronting us” (1962, p. 122) '

According to Farquhar, however, no clear trend-appears o be

cmerging in the content of continuing education programs:

Some institutions are expanding their short-term offerings and ut-
tempting to better address the immnediate needs and l'mcr'gcm prob-
lems on the “firing line'’; othersare projecting longer-term mid-career
experiences for practitioners; and still others are activély secking to
cooperate with the growing variety of off-campus agencies becoming’
involved in continuing cducation. {1969, p- 12)

Although there is some concern with revitalizing the content of
traditional types of continuing cducation programs, writers are
paying more attention (o the projection of new structures,
mechanisms, and processes for facilitating improved continuing
education opportunitics. Some authors base their proposals on the
assumption that the primary responsibility lor providing continuing
cducation programs rests with universities. Thus, AASA’s Com.
mittee for the Advancement of School Administration has sug-
gested  that institutions of higher education must develop a
commitment to continuing education that is as firmly established
as their commitment to preservice programs, and that this com-
mitment should be given tangible form through:

o Allocating funds te support an in-service program. (An amount
equal to one-fourth of expenditures budgeted for administrative
programs is recommended as a minimum.)

Establishing a planning committee to develop the broad outlines of
an in-service program. '

Making a staff member individually responsible for an in-service
program. '
Employing personnel to work with acininistrators and other ¢m-
ployces in local school systems.

Phanning and sustaining research projects to provide information
needed to deal with important educational problems,
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o Lstablishing and implementing policies to make resources in alt de-
partments of the university avaitable for use in in-service programs.
e Developing a plan of financial support for an in-service progrun with-
ont relying primarily on charges for credit hours. (AASA 1966, passim)

Working [rom the same assumption ol university responsibility,
the UCEA central stall (1966h) proposcd four new means of
advancing-continiing administrator education:

I. publishing a new periodical with abstracts ol veports relevant

to practicing administrators :

[}

.making available to practitioners videotapes ol interviews
with school administrators who have succeeded in imple-
menting innovative solutions to pressing educational prob-
lems '

3. designing a set ol materials to inform administrators ol the

nature and use of new sources of qurm.mun relevant to

their problems and needs

4. developing, through interinstitutional umpcn.mun, |)l.m~.
for experiences and p.ch\.Igcs ol materials relating to signi-
[icant contemporary problems in education

Cumningham and Nystrand (1969) make two additional sugges-
tions lor improving university-based continuing education pro-
grams: (1) that postdoctoral fellowships be olfered to practicing
administrators on a semester or academic year basis; and (2) that
“interdisciplinary management seminars’ ol two to lodr weeks’
duration, designed by an interdepartmental I.lulll)/ group, be
developed for social ageney and government administrators as well
as schoolmen.

Not all advocates of new approaches to u)nlmum;, education
programs assume that such efforts will be unlvcrsn\' based. Both
Goldhammer and Scott cite a need for joint cllurts among a variety
of other organizations. Goldhammer suggcests lh.g.l mior universities
“establish throughout a state inservice education centers jointly
staffed by school districts and the major training institution”
(1963, p. 43). Albright proposes that an cntirely new and inde-
pendent facility be initiated to serve the continuing education
needs of school administrators. This agency, which he relers to as
“an administrative staff college in education,” would serve gencerally
to help practitioners do the following things:
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(1) acquire an articulate conceptual foundation, increased professional
knowledge and sophistication, and greater comprchension of their

* roles in socicty, (2) develop sharper sympathics and flexibilities,
improved analytical skills, sell-assurance, and a finer appreciation of
the complexities of our culture and of the modern world. (1962,
p. 150) '

Finally, Knezevich (1969) developed perhaps the most ambitions
and claborate plan for the continuing edacation of administrators
outside the university: the creation ol a national academy lor school
exeeutives. Four academic task forces studied the structural cle-
ments, liscal requirements, program characteristics, and lcasibility
olamodel for a national academy. Three presession programs were
conducted to test the reactions ol administrators to program con-
tent, stall, methods, sites and facilities, lees, and amounts ol time
involved. The  conclusions were that (1) school administrators
showed considerable interest in a national academy;(2) the academy
should ofTer programs at several levels, including short-term clinics
and seminavs and longer residential sessions; and (3) although it is
fiscally feasible to Lmnch the short-term seminars and clivics, more
development is needed on other levels. .

It is encouraging that, unlike the vast majority ol projected new
approaches  to continuing education  that remain  unfulfilled,
Kuezevich'’s plan for a national academy for school exccutives has
been almost fully implemented. AASA’s National Academy lor
School Execcutives, lTounded in 1969, cach ycear conducts more
than forty dilferent workshops and seminars on such topics as col-
lective negotiations, PPBS, integration, and school-community
relations.
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Conclusion

Of the ten components of preparatory programs we have con-
sidered, by far the greatest amount ol coverage in the literature is
accorded to program content, with particular emphasis on matcrial
from the social and behavioral sciences. Relatively neglected compo-
nents are program structure, student rescarch, graduation require- '
ments, and program evaluation and development. The lack of
attention given these four components may be explained by the
likelihood that they have been viewed as matters pectliar to the
concerns and coustraints of individual universities, In contrast,
program content, which in effect defines the body of knowledge
that is “educational administration,” has been viewed as the prop-
erty of the profession at large.

Other examples of sclective coverage in the literature are also
eviden:. Within the component of ficld-related experiences, for
example, the internship is the only activity that receives much
attention, Regarding graduation’requirements, published scholarship
tends to ignore all requisites except the residency, student rescarch,
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and field-related experiences.

Although a few reasonably specilic eriticisms appear in the litera-
ture, the majority of published statements are relatively imprecise
and general. There is much repetition of broad platitudes, but little
explicit analysis of trends and needs. Further, the platitudes tend
largely to be negative in tone. It is casier. to be critical than to be
constructive. Apparently, most authors writing about administra-
tor preparation cither have chosen not o aceept the greater
challenge of constructiveness or have heen overly modest in report-
ilaqél_u'ir achievements and offering their solutions.

Thus, it may be coneluded that the literature devoted to the
preparation of school administrators tends to be selective in focus,
general in nature, and negative in attitude.

One of the hallmarks of a profession is the willingness of its
members to share neis knowledge and practices with one another.
While such sharing is becoming increasingly common among groups
secking primarily (o advance the study ol educational administra-
tion, it scems to have been largely lacking among those seeking (o
improve the prreparation of school administrators, Apparently, pro-
gram designers hesitate to report their plans, innovations, and
achievements; (0 view (he study of and experimentation with
preparatory programs as legitimate arcas of scholarly endeavour;
to be specifically critical or laudatory of one another's practices
and proposals; and to address the future with any degree of convic-
tion. Asaresult, the present literature on administrator preparation
programs doces not refleet the “state of the art,” nor does it contri-
bute much of worth to those seeking (o advance the “art.”

Nevertheless, there is encouraging evidence that these problems
have been recognized and are being direetly addressed. Within the
past three years as much rescarch has been done on the preparation
of educational administrators as during the previous decade. The
results ol some of this research are linding their way into various
publications, notably under the auspices of UCEA. The 1970-7]
series in the UCEA Newsletter, under the title “Preparing Educa-
tional Leaders,” is a good example. Similarly, the willingness of
program designers to share their plans and achievements through the
litetature has increased in the past several years, as rellected in the
“Innovations in Preparation” series of articles published in the
UCEA Newsletter since 1969-70. 1t is hoped this trend will he
furthered by the monographs that composc this scrices.
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