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After a review of the relevant school leadership 
and business management literatures, a 
leadership program was established based on 
the formation component of Daresh and 
Playko’s (1992) tridimensional model of 
administrator preparation.  Teachers 
participated in an eight-month personal and 
professional development program, which 
included interpersonal leadership styles 
analysis, professional action planning, 
mentoring, reflection, and platform development 
This is a multimethod research study to 
determine the effectiveness of this project in 
enhancing participants’ leadership skills and 
their interest in pursuing educational leadership 
certification.  Quantitative and qualitative 
methods were used to assess the project on all 
four levels of Kirkpatrick’s (1998) model of 
assessing training program effectiveness 
(reaction, learning, behavior, results). The 
results suggest that the program was effective at 
all levels of Kirkpatrick’s framework.  They 
indicate that formation activities can be useful in 
addressing issues related to both the quantity 
and quality of candidates for school leadership 
positions. 

 
The standards movement, with its focus on 

measurable student outcomes and accountability, 
has resulted in societal demands for fundamental 
changes in the nature of schooling.  
Consequently, expectations for school leaders 
have changed significantly and school 
administrators, who previously were primarily 
expected to manage organizational processes 
and facilitate incremental change, are now being 

held accountable for student outcomes.  They 
are expected to possess leadership skills to 
inspire, encourage, and empower individuals to 
perform at high levels of effectiveness and 
efficiency.   

Educational leadership preparation 
programs are faced with the challenge of 
preparing school administrators who can lead in 
ways that will facilitate improved student 
achievement.  At the same time, schools are 
facing high turnover in administrative positions 
and candidate pools for the positions are often 
inadequate (Adams, 2002; Glass, 2000; Keller, 
1998; Lashway, 2001; Petzko & Scearcy, 2001; 
Volp, 2001). 

The U.S. Department of Education Policy 
Forum on Educational Leadership was 
conducted in 1999 to address the shortage of 
qualified candidates for school leadership 
positions.  In their policy brief, Forum 
participants recommended that schools begin 
“growing their own leaders by recognizing 
potential leaders and giving them structured 
opportunities to build their expertise” (U.S. 
Department of the Education Policy Brief, 
1999).  One way to do this is to provide short-
term “formation” activities to help individuals 
become better informed about what school 
leaders do and more aware their own interests 
and abilities in relation to leadership endeavors 
(Daresh & Playko, 1992).   The purpose of this 
study was to examine the effectiveness of a 
regional initiative to provide formation activities 
as a means of improving the quality and quantity 
of candidates for school leadership positions. 
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Review of Literature 
 

The literature review for this study focused 
on three topics: (a) the implications of current 
“reform” efforts for school leaders and school 
leadership candidates, (b) the identification of 
standards and competencies for school leaders, 
and (c) the need for innovative developmental 
processes for the education of prospective 
school leaders.  The literature indicates that the 
knowledge and skills traditionally associated 
with the management of school operations are 
insufficient to address challenges inherent to the 
contemporary environment of schooling.  The 
greatest challenge faced by school leaders may 
be that of implementing standards-based 
educational approaches with their emphasis on 
measurement and accountability without 
jeopardizing instructional practices that foster 
individual initiative and creativity.  The 
literature describes numerous attempts that have 
been made to create a clear recitation of 
standards and related skills needed by school 
administrators to meet the challenges of their 
profession.  A considerable body of work calls 
for new methods, such as the addition of 
formation activities to pre-service training, to 
help school leaders acquire needed skills.   

 
Implications of Current “Reform” 

Efforts for School Leaders 
 

Thomas Sergiovanni, in a keynote address 
at the January, 2002 New York State Conference 
of School Superintendents, stated that “standards 
and testing are like chlorine bleach; when used 
properly it works wonders but, when added to 
the wash alone, it can burn the life out of 
clothes.”  School leaders are faced with the 
responsibility to see that standards and tests are 
used in a positive manner.  To be effective in 
promoting positive change, school leaders must 
understand the political nature of the debate over 
standards and its potential divisiveness.  They 
are faced with the difficult task of ensuring that 
the debate results in positive outcomes for 
students and for other stakeholders of school 
districts and buildings.  Because educational 
leaders serve multiple constituencies, they are 
expected to develop and implement practices to 
ensure the achievement of multiple purposes 
(Deal & Peterson, 1990).  Without leadership, 

most people would agree that attempts at school 
reform are doomed (Bolman & Deal, 1994).   

It is the complexity of educational 
enterprises and their importance to various 
constituencies that have brought questions about 
the role of leadership in school improvement to 
the forefront of the educational reform dialogue.  
In that dialogue, school leaders are subject to 
indictment as contributors to a myriad of 
problems including students who are deficient in 
basic skills, functional literacy, preparation for 
employment, higher level thinking skills, special 
subject area knowledge, citizenship, and 
responsibility (Murphy, 1992). 

As the larger education community has 
become aware of and involved in discussions 
about the role of school leaders, it has become 
clear that role ambiguity and role overload of 
leaders are major issues that must be addressed 
by those who support standards-based school 
reform (Marsh, 1997).  Bess and Goldman 
(2001) described educational leaders as being 
“caught in a zone of ambiguity.”  They observed 
that K-12 educational leaders are uncertain 
about the transition they are in, and they are 
unclear about what behaviors are appropriate in 
the transition stage or the next stage.  To prepare 
school administrators to lead 21st Century 
schools, many efforts have been made to rethink 
and redefine educational leadership (Daresh, 
1996; Glassman & Glassman, 1997; Leithwood, 
Jantzl, & Cattin, 1995; Marsh, 1997; McEwen, 
1995; Murphy, 1992; Restine, 1997; Sharp, 
Walter & Sharp, 1998).  Some initiatives have 
been focused on the identification of standards 
and competencies necessary for effective school 
leadership.   

 
Standards and Competencies for 

School Leaders 
 

A position statement approved by the 
National Association of Secondary School 
Principals Board of Directors on May 6, 2000 
included the assertion that, “Leadership 
Development must be tied to meaningful 
assessment of leadership skills” (NASSP, 2000).  
Robert Millward (1998) supported this when he 
indicated that effective leadership programs 
have a clearly defined set of experiences that 
promote skill development across a wide range 
of tasks. 
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One of the first attempts to provide 
consistency in the content of school leadership 
programs was made in 1983 when the American 
Association of School Administrators (AASA) 
developed its Guidelines for the Preparation of 
School Administrators.  It included seven 
“competencies and skills for goal 
accomplishment” applicable to all school leaders 
(Hoyle, 1987).  In 1993, AASA established the 
Commission on Standards for the 
Superintendency, which developed eight 
standards and eighty-eight indicators of success 
for superintendents (Hoyle, 1993).  The 
following year, the Council of Chief State 
School Officers formed the Interstate School 
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) to 
develop standards for school leaders compatible 
with the National Council for the Accreditation 
of Teacher Education (NCATE) Curriculum 
Guidelines for school administration.  The 
standards were released in 1996, and by 2002 
over thirty states had adopted them as their 
blueprint for rethinking school leadership 
(Murphy, 2002).   

Other states and several professional 
organizations drew upon the ISLLC standards 
and/or created their own initiatives to identify 
essential knowledge and skills required of 
school leaders. This led James Hoyle in 2001 to 
describe the various attempts to create standards 
as a “cacophonous crowd” with little harmony 
and no one listening.  Others, such as Achilles 
and Price (2001), argued that the standards fail 
to address research and theory on education-
specific knowledge needed by school leaders.   

NCATE responded to this dissonance in 
2001 by adopting eight generic standards and 
indicating that enabling skills, knowledge, and 
dispositions related to each standard should be 
tailored to specific positions of principals, 
central office staff, and superintendents. Thus, 
professional organizations, states, administrator 
preparation programs, leadership institutes, etc. 
are left to define specific indicators of 
competence for school administrators.  They are 
also left to identify new and innovative 
processes to assist future leaders in developing 
competence. 

 
 
 

Processes for Educating School 
Leaders 

 
Traditional programs in educational 

administration have been criticized for their lack 
of adequate instruction on leadership theory and 
practice.  The National Commission on 
Excellence in Educational Administration 
(1987) concluded that leadership preparation 
programs were marked by “lack of a definition 
of good educational leadership” (Milstein & 
Kruger, 1997, p. 100).   Similarly, participants in 
a Policy Forum on Educational Leadership 
conducted by the United States Department of 
Education in 1999 criticized most university 
preparation programs for centering their 
curriculum on management, finance, legal 
issues, and other state-required content, with 
little emphasis being placed on leadership for 
instruction and school improvement issues (U.S. 
Department of Education Policy Brief, 1999).   

One way to infuse leadership theory and 
practice into educational leadership preparation 
is through the inclusion of formation activities 
advocated by Daresh and Playko (1992).  Their 
tridimensional model of administrator 
preparation includes attention to professional 
formation, strong academic preparation (i.e. 
university courses), and realistic guided practice 
(i.e. internships).  Formation processes include 
leadership styles analysis, leadership 
development planning, platform development, 
mentoring, and reflection.   

The concept of formation comes from the 
field of religious education, where it has been 
used to prepare individuals to assume roles as 
religious leaders. John Westerhoff (1987) of 
Duke University Divinity School described 
formation as a process that implies a kind of 
shaping whereby individuals are introduced to a 
broader understanding of the social realities of 
the world in which they will work and come to 
understand themselves more completely.  
Daresh and Playko saw formation as an 
applicable and essential factor to be considered 
in the preparation of educational leaders.  This 
concept is often ignored in formal certification 
programs where it might most appropriately be 
considered a prerequisite of admissions to assist 
potential candidates to better understand school 
leadership endeavors and their own leadership 
interests and abilities. 
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A Formation Program 
 

The formation program that is the subject 
of this study is the Southern Tier Leadership 
Academy, a collaborative effort of the New 
York State Education Department, Binghamton 
University, and local school superintendents in 
the greater Binghamton, New York area.  It is a 
unique, innovative, regional approach to 
leadership development designed to identify 
teachers with high potential for leadership, 
stimulate their interest in educational 
administration, and provide them with 
experiences to enhance their understanding of 
leadership theory and its implications for 
practice.  It is not designed as part of an 
administrative certification, or licensing 
program, but rather, as a catalyst to encourage 
potential leaders to consider pursuing leadership 
positions. 

The process utilized in the Academy 
includes in-depth pre- and post-program 
professional assessment components through 
which each candidate receives an individual 
profile of strengths and weaknesses in relation to 
specific leadership competencies.  In addition, 
participants are engaged in workshops on 
leadership theory and practice, mentoring by 
superintendents and building-level 
administrators, and opportunities for individual 
and group reflection.  All of the Academy 
activities are designed to increase participants’ 
leadership competencies to enable them to 
expand their role beyond management tasks.  
Participants are encouraged to become dynamic, 
inspirational leaders focused on continuous 
improvement.  The components of the Academy 
and the approximate time frame of their 
implementation are illustrated in  

 
 

Table 1 
Leadership Academy Components and Implementation Time-frame 

Component Description Approximate Time-
frame 

Assessment Center An intensive one-day assessment experience in which 
participants are evaluated in the following areas: 
leadership styles, interactions with others, problem-
solving skills, and other management competencies. 

Initial Academy Activity 

Personal Feedback 
Session I 

A one-hour, one-to-one feedback session with an 
Academy assessor to review results of the 
Assessment Center. 

Two to three weeks after 
the Assessment Center 

Booster Sessions Four intensive interactive sessions facilitated by 
Center for Leadership Studies Faculty.  Topics 
include professional development planning, 
leadership behavior, group/team processes, 
communications skills, strategic management, and 
ethical/political management. 

After the personal 
feedback session I. One 
session each one and one-
half months 

Leadership Development 
Planning 

Development of a personal leadership plan to guide 
the participant’s learning throughout the Academy 
and beyond the Academy Program. 

Begins during the first 
Booster Session. A draft 
should be completed 
within three months of the 
personal feedback session 
I. 

Encore Sessions Opportunities for Academy participants to attend 
keynote presentations by recognized experts in the 
field of leadership 

Occur periodically and are 
open to participants of 
current and previous 
cohorts  

Mentoring On-going discussions with a mentor who has been 
identified as an outstanding educational 
administrator.  The mentors engage participants in 
discussions about problems and opportunities faced 
by educational leaders.  They also assist participants 
with the implementation of their leadership 
development plans. 

Begins after the personal 
feedback session I.  
Continues through the 
commencement of the 
Academy experience. 
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Component Description Approximate Time-
frame 

Reflective Journals Participants are asked to make journal entries about 
issues they encounter with their mentors.  This 
provides participants with an opportunity to step back 
and reflect on their leadership development.  

Begins after the personal 
feedback session I.  
Continues through the 
commencement of the 
Academy experience. 

Peer Learning Groups Academy participants are linked in groups of 3 to 5 
members for booster session activities and for on-
going discussions using “web board” technology. 

Begins during the first 
booster session and 
continues through 
commencement of the 
Academy experience. 

Post Program Assessment A half-day post program assessment session in which 
participants engage in activities that parallel those of 
the initial Assessment Center. 

After all of the booster 
sessions have been 
completed. Eight to nine 
months after the 
Assessment Center 
Activities have been 
completed. 

Personal Feedback 
Session II 

A one-hour, one on one session with an Academy 
assessor during which results of the initial 
Assessment Center and the Post Program Assessment 
are compared and discussed. 

Two to Three weeks after 
completion of the Post 
Program Assessment. 

Graduate Course Option A graduate course designed to extend the learning 
opportunities for Academy participants. 

Offered during summer 
semesters. 

 
     The Academy was designed to increase 
participants’ knowledge of educational 
leadership theory leadership theory and practice 
and their interest in school leadership positions.  
Furthermore, as a result of participation in the 
Academy experiences, the Academy designers 
assumed that participants would be able to 
demonstrate an increase in their use of leader 
behaviors in simulated educational leadership 
settings.  The purpose of this study is to test 
these assumptions and to determine if a 
leadership formation experience, such as that 
offered by the Southern Tier Leadership 
Academy, can increase “high potential” 

teachers’ leadership competencies and their 
interest in educational leadership. 

 
Method 

Sample 
Table 2 provides basic information about 

Academy participants.  The Academy was 
designed to serve a maximum of twenty-four 
participants in each eight-month program.   This 
study addressed the experiences of the first three 
cohorts, or groups, of participants who 
completed the program. 

 
Table 2 

Study Sample 
 
 
 

Cohort 

 
 

Number of 
Females 

 
 

Number of Males 

 
Average Years of 

Teaching 
Experience 

Number In 
Administrative 
Certification 

Program 
 
I 

 
17 

 
6 

 
12.6 

 
9 

 
II 

 
4 

 
6 

 
11.6 

 
7 

 
III 

 
19 

 
3 

 
11.9 

 
12 
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Research Design 
 

We used a mixed methods research design, 
employing both quantitative and qualitative 
measures.  To ensure that the study was a 
comprehensive evaluation, we categorized our 
measures using Kirkpatrick’s (1998) model of 
assessing training program effectiveness.  
Kirkpatrick’s four-level framework is the best-
known and most widely used model for the 
evaluation of training programs (Fisher, 
Schoenfeldt, & Shaw, 1999). We analyzed 
program outcomes at all four levels of 

Kirkpatrick’s framework; reaction, learning, 
behavior, and results.  

 
Measures 

The quantitative measures used in this 
study included two reaction surveys, a measure 
for role-play assessments, a measure for the 
assessment of in-basket scenarios, the 14 Item 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, and a 
questionnaire on educational and career plans.  
Each measure is described in Table 3 and the 
level of assessment from Kirkpatrick’s 
framework is identified.  

 
 

Table 3 
Summary of Quantitative Measures 

 
Measure 

 
Description 

 
Source 

 
Scale 

Kirkpatrick’s 
Level 

Participants Reaction 
Survey 

A 30-item survey designed to 
measure reaction to Leadership 
Academy experiences.  It 
consists of 21 items that require 
a scale score response and 9 
items that require narrative 
responses.  

Developed for use 
in this study.  
Items selected to 
reflect purposes 
identified in the 
handbook for each 
component of the 
Leadership 
Academy.  

A five item scale as follows: 
0= Strongly disagree 
1= Disagree 
2= Neither agree or disagree 
3= Agree 
4= Strongly agree 
Scale scores are reported in terms 
of mean responses ranging from 
0.0 to 4.0. 

Reaction  

Superintendents and 
Mentors Reaction 
Survey 

A 10-item survey designed to 
measure reaction to the 
Leadership Academy 
experiences with which mentors 
and superintendents had direct 
contact and reaction to the 
general effectiveness of the 
Academy as a whole. 

Developed for use 
in this study.  
Items selected to 
reflect purposes 
identified in the 
handbook for each 
components of the 
Leadership 
Academy.  

A five item scale as follows: 
0= Strongly disagree 
1= Disagree 
2= Neither agree or disagree 
3= Agree 
4= Strongly agree 
Scale scores are reported in terms 
of mean responses ranging from 
0.0 to 4.0. 

Reaction 

Evaluation Measure 
for Role-Plays 

This measure consists of four 
items on each of the three 
transformational leadership 
competencies and four items on 
transactional leadership 
competency.  The measure is 
used to assess participants’ 
behavior in two role-plays of the 
pre-assessment and one role-
play of the post-assessment. 
Academy assessors use the 
measure to rate behaviors of 
participants in videotaped role-
plays.  

Adapted from the 
Multifactor 
Leadership 
Questionnaire 
(MLQ) developed 
by Avolio and 
Bass (1993). 

a) 1 to 3 for each item resulting in 
a total scale of 4 to 12. 
 
b) Total scores converted to a 
scale of 1 to 10 

Learning and 
Behavior 

Evaluation Measure 
for In-basket 
Scenarios  

This measure was used by the 
assessors to rate responses of 
participants to the in-basket 
memos.  Each in-basket memo is 
scored on specific leadership 
competencies.  For example, 
memo number two was scored 
for data analysis, decisiveness, 
empowerment, judgment and 
leadership-intellectual 
stimulation.  When 
competencies are measured by 
more than one memo, the scores 
were averaged. 

Adapted from 
Model Developed 
by the Center for 
Leadership Studies 
at Binghamton 
University. 

Each competency was scored on a 
scale of 1 to 3, with 1 indicating a 
low score and 3 indicating a high 
score on the competency.   
Average scores were converted to 
a scale of 1 to 10. 

Learning and 
Behavior 
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Measure 

 
Description 

 
Source 

 
Scale 

Kirkpatrick’s 
Level 

14-Item Multifactor 
Leadership 
Questionnaire 

A 14-item measure, which is a 
shortened version of the original 
36- item Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire developed by 
Avolio and Bass in 1993 as a 
tool to provide 3600 assessments 
of individual leaders. The scales 
measure transformational, 
transactional and laissez-faire 
leadership.  Respondents 
indicate how frequently they 
have observed specific behaviors 
by the leader.    

Bass and Avolio 
(1995) 

A five-item scale as follows: 
0= Not at all 
1=Once in a while 
2= Sometimes 
3= Fairly often 
4= Frequently, if not always.  
Scale scores are reported in terms 
of mean responses ranging from 
0.0 to 4.0. 

Learning and 
Behavior 

Questionnaire on 
Educational and 
Career Plans 

A 10-items questionnaire 
designed to measure the 
educational and career plans of 
the participants and the impact 
of the Academy on those plans.  

Developed for use 
in this study. 

A three item scale as follows: 
1=Yes 
2=No 
3=Not Applicable 

Results 

 
The role-plays and in-basket simulations 

were administered during the pre- and post-
program assessments.  The in-basket activities 
consisted of memos containing scenarios 
typically encountered by school administrators.  
The memos were provided to participants on 
computers using Microsoft Word and responses 
were typed into the same software program.  The 
role-plays were one-on-one simulations 
performed with a member of the Academy staff.  
These role-plays were videotaped.  Responses to 
the in-basket and role-play scenarios were 
assessed at a later date. 

Qualitative data were collected using 
narrative response items on the reaction surveys.  
In addition, summaries of participants’ 
leadership potential, which mentors and 
superintendents wrote at the conclusion of the 
Academy experiences, provided qualitative data.  
Participant journals were used to collect data 
specific to the mentoring program.  Discussion 
of the journal data is not included in this article. 

 
Findings 

The major findings at each level of 
Kirkpatrick’s framework are summarized below.  
In Kirkpatrick’s framework, “learning” and 
“behavior” are usually assessed separately 
because the training occurs before there are 
opportunities for participants to demonstrate 
behavioral change.  In the case of the Leadership 
Academy, however, the training continues over 
an eight-month period, and participants are 
given opportunities during that period to 
demonstrate learning and behavioral change.  
For this reason, learning and behavior are 

addressed simultaneously in this study.  The 
study did not include measures of behavioral 
change beyond the eight-month training period. 

 
Reaction 

Post-program reaction data was collected 
using the Participants Reaction Survey and the 
Mentors and Superintendents Reaction Survey 
(see Table 3).  Quantitative and qualitative 
reaction data was collected on each survey.  
Analyses of this data presented below 
demonstrate positive perceptions of participants, 
mentors and superintendents regarding the 
usefulness of the Academy activities.   

Table 4 displays the mean reaction scores 
for participants in all three Academy cohorts for 
each activity.  A one-sample t-test was used to 
compare the mean reaction scores to the positive 
reaction value of greater than 2.00.  This 
comparison is also displayed on the table.  

As shown in Table 2, the mean scores or all 
activities were positive and significant at the 
.001 or .05 level for all activities except the peer 
learning groups.  The mean score for this 
activity was significantly below the neutral 
value.   

Participants’ narrative responses supported 
the quantitative response data.  For example all 
of the fourteen comments submitted about the 
personal feedback session were positive, while 
eighteen of the twenty-two comments submitted 
about the peer learning groups were critical.  
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Table 4 

One-Sample t tests of Participants’ Mean Reaction Scores (N=39)   
 

Activity 
 

Mean 
 

t – value 
 

p – value 
Assessment Center 3.09 8.370 < .001 
Feedback Report 2.95 7.394 < .001 
Personal Feedback Session 3.42 14.255 < .001 
Leadership Development Plan 2.36 2.852    < .05 
Booster Sessions 2.91 7.161 < .001 
Mentoring 2.92 5.324 < .001 
Mtgs. With the Superintendent 2.78 4.508 < .001 
Reflective Journals 2.40 2.517    < .05 
Peer Learning Groups 1.88 -8.84 < .001 
Scale:  0=Strongly Disagree, 1= Disagree, 2 Neither Agree or Disagree, 3= Agree, 4= 
Strongly Agree 

 
The largest number of narrative comments dealt 
with the mentoring portion of the Academy.  
Two-thirds of these comments mentioned that 
the mentors had been helpful.  Specifically, 
participants said their mentors helped them: 
• “translate theory into practice.” 
• “develop my leadership portfolio.” 
• “understand what it takes to be a       

leader.” 
• “by being my role model.” 
• “by providing support in my efforts to 

develop leadership skills and 
knowledge. 

A recurring theme in the participant’s 
narrative responses is their desire for more time 
and commitment from Academy personnel.  
This is evident in comments on:  
• the value of one-on one attention in the 

personal feedback session, 
• the need for additional assistance with 

leadership development plans, 
• the need for additional or longer booster 

sessions, and                                 
• the lack of commitment on the part of 

some mentors and superintendents. 
The data collected from superintendents 

and mentors demonstrated a positive reaction to 
the Academy.  On the ten items requiring a scale 
score response, all of the mean reaction scores of 
the mentors and superintendents were positive 
and significant 
at the .001 level.   
 

 
 

Learning and Behavior 
 

Learning and behavior change was assessed 
using pre- and post-program quantitative data 
collected in the role-play and in-basket activities 
of the Assessment Center.  Additional 
quantitative data was collected using the 14-Item 
MLQ (Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire).   

Multiple methods were used to measure 
learning and behavior change for three 
transformational competencies (idealized 
influence & inspirational motivation, intellectual 
stimulation, and individualized consideration) 
and one transactional competency (contingent 
reward) of Bass and Avoilo’s (1993) leadership 
model.  Participants’ leadership behaviors were 
measured using Assessment Center pre- and 
post- program in-basket and role-play 
techniques. Each item in the Assessment Center 
was rated on a scale of 1 (Low) to 3 (High).  
Each role-play was assessed using a measure 
consisting of four items on each 
transformational and transactional competency.  
The number of items varied in the in-basket 
measures from a low of two items for 
inspirational motivation and idealized influence 
to twelve items for decisiveness. The scores 
reported were mean scores for each competency.    

The 14-item MLQ was also used to 
measure transformational and transactional 
competencies.  On this measure respondents 
indicate how often they have observed specific 
behaviors exhibited by the participants on a five-
item scale from 0 (Not at All) to 4 (Frequently).  
This was utilized with Cohort 3 participants 
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(N=19) as a pre- and post-program self-
assessment measure and with Cohort 1 and 2 
participants (N=18) as a post-program self-
assessment measure. It was also utilized as a 
post program measure of participants’ leadership 

behaviors, as observed by mentors and 
superintendents. 

Table 5 displays the results obtained for 
one of the four leadership constructs, contingent  

 
Table 5 

Results Obtained From Measures of Contingent Reward 
 
 
Competency 

 
 

Measure 

 
 
N 

 
α  pre 

 
α  
post 

_ 
X 

   Pre 

_ 
X 

Post 

 
 
t-test 

 
 

 
t 

 
 
p 

 
Role-Play 

 
35 

 
.7323 

 
.7592 

 
1.5857 

 
1.8333 

Paired 
Sample 

 
2.740 

 
<.02 

 
In-basket 

 
34 

 
.5011 

 
.2677 

 
1.7868 

 
2.0882 

Paired 
Sample 

 
4.843 

 
<.001 

Self MLQ 
Cohort 3 

Pre & Post 

 
 
19 

 
 
.0000 

 
 
.0848 

 
 
3.1111 

 
 
3.1667 

 
Paired 
Sample 

 
 
.416 

 
 
=.682 

 
Self MLQ  

Cohorts 1+2 
Post 

 
 
18 

  
 
.5950 

  
 
2.7500 

_ 
X>2, One 
Sample 

 
 
3.373 

 
 
<.005 

 
MLQ,  Supt. 

Cohorts 1+2+3 
Post 

 
 
40 

  
 
.7699 

  
 
2.8250 

_ 
X>2, One 
Sample 

 
 
6.239 

 
 
<.001 

4 
Contingent  
Reward 

 
MLQ, Mentors 

Cohorts 1+2+3 
Post 

 
 
35 

  
 
.4725 

  
 
3.0714 

_ 
X>2, One 
Sample 

 
 
9.682 

 
 
<.001 

Scales:  Role-play and In-basket measures – 1 (Low), 2 (Moderate), 3 (High) 
              14-Item MLQ – 0 (Not at all), 1 (Once in a while), 2 (Sometimes), 3 (Fairly often), 4 (Frequently, if   not 

always).  
 
reward.  These results exemplify the findings 
associated with transformational and 
transactional competencies. 

Most of the mean score results indicate 
positive growth in participants’ ratings on the 
transformational and transactional competencies 
and the t-tests show significant (p < .02) results 
across multiple methods and multiple raters.  

The results pertaining to the 
transformational leadership competencies of 
individualized consideration and intellectual 
stimulation differ according to the measure 
utilized.  In both cases, the in-basket and MLQ 
evaluations demonstrated growth on the part of 
the participants and the role-play evaluations did 
not demonstrate this growth.  This seems to 
support research findings of Sacket and Dreher 
(1982) who concluded that assessment center 
techniques have not proven to accurately 
measure cross-situational abilities.  However, 
Neidig and Neidig (1984) pointed out that 
properly designed situational exercises 

purposely place assessees in a variety of job-
related contexts, and therefore, stable 
performance across exercises is not necessarily 
expected.  Accordingly, a leader may 
demonstrate high levels of a competence in one 
job-related context, but not in another.   

With some exceptions, the alpha values 
cause concern regarding the reliability of the 
measures in measuring the identified constructs.  
To some extent, these results are not surprising 
or particularly alarming.  The scales utilized in 
the role-play and in-basket activities were newly 
created and had not previously been tested 
empirically.  The developers of the Academy 
experiences, like those of many other 
Assessment Centers (Neidig & Neidig, 1984), 
have relied upon content validity to support the 
validity of the constructs measured.  While the 
significance levels of the results suggest that 
individual items were valid, it is clear that the 
Academy measures need further development to 
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ensure that the constructs being measured are 
accurately identified. 

The low reliability scores of the 14-Item 
MLQ measures are concerning. This is a 
shortened version of the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire (Form 5X), which consists of 
thirty-six items to measure leadership 
components of Bass and Avolio’s (1993) model 
of transformational and transactional leadership. 
The 14-item version was used due to time 
constraints faced by Academy participants, 
mentors, and superintendents. This version has 

previously had limited use as a research 
instrument. 

One method was used to measure other 
basic leadership competencies addressed in the 
Academy.  Participants’ leadership behaviors 
were measured using Assessment Center pre- 
and post- program in-basket techniques. Each 
item in the in-basket evaluation was rated on a 
scale of 1 (Low) to 3 (High).  The scores 
reported were mean scores for each competency.  
Table 6 displays the results obtained for each 
competency.  

 
Table 6 

Results Obtained From Measures of Selected Leader Competencies 

 
 

Competency 

 
 

Measure 

 
 
N 

 
α  pre 

 
α  

post 

_ 
X 

Pre 

_ 
X 

Post 

 
 
t 

 
 

p 
5a 

Data Analysis (Making 
Connections) 

 
 
In-basket 

 
 
34 

 
 
.5826 

 
 
.9070 

 
 

1.4676 

 
 

2.4510 

 
 

7.689 

 
 

< .001 
5b 

Data Analysis (Seeking 
Information) 

 
 
In-basket 

 
 
34 

 
 
.4777 

 
 
.3278 

 
 

2.1008 

 
 

2.3607 

 
 

3.473 

 
 

= .001 
6 

Coaching 
 
In-basket 

 
34 

 
.4051 

One 
Item 

 
2.4706 

 
2.6765 

 
2.298 

 
< .05 

7 
Decisiveness 

 
In-basket 

 
34 

 
.4347 

 
.3547 

 
2.6382 

 
2.8059 

 
3.947 

 
< .001 

8 
Judgment 

 
In-basket 

 
34 

 
.4632 

 
.4307 

 
2.3693 

 
2.5147 

 
2.516 

 
< .05 

Scale: 1 (low), 2(Moderate), 3 (High) 
 

All of the mean score results indicate 
positive growth in participants’ ratings on the 
competencies measured.  The t-values indicate 
that the results are significant.  

As was the case with the measurement of 
transformational and transactional leadership 
competencies, the in-basket measures of these 
competencies demonstrated low reliability.  One 
possible reason for this is that too many ability-
related behaviors are being judged in one 
exercise. Bycio, Alvares, and Hahn (1987, 
p.473) pointed out that, “even if exercises were 
developed so that a large number of ability-
relevant behaviors were reliably elicited, we 
cannot assume that assessors could observe, 
record, and aggregate them all.” 

 
Results 

 
Using the Educational and Career Plans 

Survey, we collected post-program data about 
the impact of the Academy on participants’ 

educational and career plans.  The following 
items of the survey were used to collect data 
regarding participants’ interest in pursuing 
certification in educational administration: 

Item 1 – Were you enrolled in an 
educational administration certification program 
prior to your participation in the Leadership 
Academy? 

 
Item 3 – Did your experiences in the 

Leadership Academy influence you in such a 
way that it increased the likelihood that you 
would pursue, or continue to pursue certification 
as a school administrator? 

 
A total of thirty-five participants responded 

to these items on the survey.  Fifteen of them 
reported on Item 1 that they were not enrolled in 
a certification program prior to their Leadership 
Academy experiences.  Of those fifteen, eleven 
indicated on Item 3 that the Academy increased 
the likelihood that they would pursue 
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certification.  In total, twenty-eight of the thirty-
five respondents to Item 3 reported that the 
Leadership Academy experiences had increased 
their likelihood of pursuing, or continuing to 
pursue certification.  

We calculated a Chi-Square to test these 
results against the null hypothesis that the results 
were random. Table 7 illustrates the results of 
this analysis.  

 
Table 7 

Chi-Square Analysis of Data Regarding Interest in Certification 
N Expected N χ2 Value Significance 

Y – 28 
N-    7 

                 35 

17.5 
17.5 

12.6 p< .001 

 
As shown above, the null hypothesis is 

rejected and the results from the participants’ 
responses are significant at the .001 level. 

The following items were used to collect 
data on the willingness of participants’ to take 
on additional leadership responsibilities: 

Item 8:  Have you taken on additional 
leadership tasks during or after your 
participation in the Leadership Academy? 

 
Item 9:  If you have taken on additional 

leadership tasks during and/or after your 
participation in the Leadership Academy, were 
your decisions to take on theses tasks in whole, 
or in part due to your participation in the 
Academy?   

 
A total of thirty-four participants responded 

to Item 8, twenty-three reporting that they had 
taken on additional leadership responsibilities 
and eleven reporting that they had not.  Of the 
twenty-three who reported that they had taken 
on additional responsibilities, nineteen of them 
indicated on Item 9 that their decisions to do so 
were due, at least in part, to their participation in 
the Academy.         

We calculated a Chi-Square to test these 
results against the null hypothesis that the results 
were random. Table 8 illustrates the results of 
this analysis.  

Table 8 
Chi-Square Analysis of Data Regarding Acceptance of Additional Leadership Responsibilities 

N Expected N χ2 Value Significance 
Y – 19 
 N -_4_ 

                  23 

11.5 
11.5 

9.783 p< .005 

 
As shown above, the null hypothesis is 

rejected and the results from the participants’ 
responses are significant at the .005 level. 

Some qualitative data also provided 
information pertaining to the effectiveness of the 
Academy at Kirkpatrick’s Level Four (Results). 
At the conclusion of the Academy experiences, 
mentors and superintendents were asked to write 
a short summary of their participants’ leadership 
potential.  We analyzed the summaries and 
found a total of thirty-eight comments regarding 
the effectiveness of the Academy.   

Of these thirty-eight comments, sixteen 
specifically addressed the impact of the 
Academy on participants’ decisions about 
pursuing certification as school administrators.  
Ten of the comments indicated that mentors and 
superintendents believed the Academy 

experiences had influenced some individuals to 
pursue certification.  The following is an 
example of these comments. 

• “_____ has taken the Academy 
experience very seriously and has become a 
student of leadership.  He is now interested in 
beginning a certification course.” 

 
The other six comments indicated that 

mentors and superintendents believe the 
Academy experiences convinced some 
individuals that they should not pursue 
administrative certification or careers at this 
time.  The following is an example of these 
comments. 

• “At the beginning, she was somewhat 
naïve when it came to understanding what 
administrators do.  I think the Academy 
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experience has led her to postpone entering the 
field until later in life.” 

 
These comments suggest that the Academy 

experience was useful in helping some 
individuals determine that they are not suited for 
leadership positions, or that they weren’t ready 
to pursue leadership.  This is a valuable effect of 
the Academy. 

 
 

Discussion 
 

There are several implications of the 
current study for the Southern Tier Leadership 
Academy and other leadership development 
efforts.  Theoretically, the study provides 
support for the use of Daresh and Playko’s 
(1992) tridimensional model of leadership 
development.  In particular, the study 
demonstrated that professional formation 
activities can be useful in the pre-service 
education of school administrators.  This was 
evident in significant positive results obtained 
on almost all measures.  For example, the 
reaction data was highly significant and 
demonstrated strongly positive perceptions of 
participants, mentors and superintendents 
regarding the usefulness of the activities.  The 
data associated with learning and behavior 
change indicated that participants had improved 
their performance of tasks related to the roles of 
school administrators.  Further work is required 
to determine if formation activities are most 
useful as stand-alone opportunities for 
individuals who want to obtain a greater 
understanding of the field or as an essential 
component of school leadership preparation 
programs.  

Methodologically, there are general 
implications associated with the multimethod 
research approach and implications that are 
specific to assessment center techniques.  While 
it is important to note that the use of multiple 
methods makes it impossible to determine the 
effectiveness of one particular method, future 
inclusion of both quantitative and qualitative 
research measures in a single study shows great 
promise.  Researchers can no longer rely solely 
on one method for all measurements (Dinger, 
2001).  Of particular interest in this study are the 
measures of participants’ interest in pursuing 

administrative certification.  Quantitative results 
indicated that the Academy experiences had 
increased the likelihood that many participants 
would pursue education leading to certifications.  
Qualitative results provided further information 
indicating that the Academy activities had also 
led some individuals to decide that they would 
not pursue administrative certification or careers 
at this time.  Both results demonstrate positive 
impacts of the Academy on participants.  
Multimethod research techniques helped bring 
these results to light.     

The value of multimethod research was also 
demonstrated by the results associated with the 
participants’ reactions to specific Academy 
activities.  The quantitative results demonstrated 
positive reactions to most of the activities and 
the qualitative results provided more specific 
information about why participants felt the 
activities were useful.  In addition, the 
qualitative results identified specific aspects of 
the activities to which participants reacted 
negatively and specific suggestions for 
improvement.  

Implications specific to assessment center 
techniques relate to the reliability of the 
measures.  The convergence of positive results 
from multiple measures of leadership 
competencies seems to support the notion that 
the individuals had improved in their handling of 
job-related tasks.  Accordingly, this supports the 
contention of Neidig and Neidig (1984) that the 
value of assessment centers lies in content 
validity resulting from thorough job analyses 
and careful exercise design.  However, the low 
reliability of the measures supports the 
contention of Sackett and Dreher (1982) that, 
“no published research has shown that the trait 
ratings produced in managerial assessment 
centers accurately reflect the complex traits 
users purport to measure”(p.402).  

From their study of three assessment 
centers, Bycio, Alvares, and Hahn (1987) 
concluded that the reliability of assessment 
centers could be improved by reducing the 
number of constructs that were typically 
measured and increasing the number of items 
used to measure each construct.  The results of 
this study support this conclusion.  The most 
reliable measure was the pre-program role-play 
measure.  This measure was limited to four 
constructs and included items in two, one-hour 
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simulations.  The post-program measure, which 
was less reliable, measured the same four 
constructs with fewer items in one, one-hour 
simulation.  The in-basket measures, which also 
were less reliable, were used to measure eight 
different constructs using a small number of 
items on each construct.  Further research is 
required to determine if the use of fewer 
constructs and more items will result in greater 
reliability both within and across assessment 
center exercises. 

There are also several practical implications 
from the current study.  First, the study provides 
evidence to support the use of formation 
activities from a practical perspective as well as 
from the theoretical perspective discussed 
earlier.  The results  indicated that the program 
increased the likelihood that participants would 
pursue certification as school administrators, 
potentially increasing the pool of qualified 
candidates.  In addition, the results demonstrated 
that formation activities may have an immediate 
positive effect on schools in that participants 
reported that they had accepted additional 
leadership responsibilities.  Positive scores from 
the Assessment Center suggest that participants 
have improved their abilities to address tasks 
associated with these responsibilities.  Overall, 
the results suggest that formation activities can 
be useful in helping prospective leaders to learn 
about leadership theory and practice and to 
identify and develop competencies necessary to 
address leadership challenges and opportunities 
found in current school environments.           

The results also demonstrated that the 
formation activities convinced some participants 
that they should not pursue certification.  
Accordingly, some individuals may be less 
likely to spend time, effort and financial 
resources to obtain a certificate they never use.  
Schools would also be likely to save resources 
since they often provide financial assistance in 
the form of tuition payments, educational salary 
credits, and paid internships to those seeking 
administrative certification. 

 
Summary 

 
This study is an effort to investigate the 

effectiveness of one leadership development 
initiative, which is designed to provide 
professional formation activities to prospective 

school leaders.  The data suggest that the 
program was effective at all levels of 
Kirkpatrick’s framework for assessing training 
program effectiveness.  It also suggests that 
formation activities can be useful in addressing 
issues related to the quantity and quality of 
candidates for school leadership positions.  The 
findings may be useful in the development, 
implementation, and evaluation of other 
leadership development endeavors.  

 
References 

 
Achilles, C. M. & Price, W. J. (2001). What’s 

missing in the current debate about 
educational administration standards! The 
AASA Professor, 24(20), 8-14. 

Adams, H.T. (2002, September). Administrators’ 
salaries lack monetary incentive for the job.  
On Board 3 (16), 5. 

Bass, B.M., & Avolio,B. J., (1993). 
Transformational leadership: A response to 
critiques.  In M.M. Chemmer and R. Ayman 
(Eds.) Leadership theory and research: 
Perspectives and directions (pp. 49-88). San 
Diego: Academic Press. 

Bess, J. L. & Goldman, P. (2001). Leadership 
ambiguity in universities and K-12 schools 
and the limits of contemporary leadership 
theory. The Leadership Quarterly, 12, 419-
450. 

Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (1994). Looking for 
leadership: Another search party’s report. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 30(1), 
77-96. 

Bycio, P., Alvares, I. & Hahn, J. (1987).  
Situational specificity in assessment center 
ratings: A confirmatory analysis.  Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 72, 474-483. 

Daresh, J. C. (1996). Mentoring of beginning 
school principals and teachers: Solution to a 
dilemma.  Paper presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the Educational Association of 
South Africa.  1-20. ED392137. 

Daresh, J. C., & Playko M. A. (1992). The 
professional development of school 
administrators. Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Deal, T. E. & Peterson, K. D. (1990).  The 
principal’s role in shaping culture. 
Washington, D. C.: Department of Education, 
Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement.  

 



108  Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies Busch, O'Brien, & Spangler 

Dinger, S. L. (2001). Teams in context: A 
longitudinal , multi-method field 
investigation of team effectiveness in 
intercollegiate men’s hockey. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Binghamton University, 
Binghamton, New York. 

Fisher, C. D., Schoenfeldt, L. F., & Shaw, J. B. 
(1999). Human resource management. New 
York: Houghton Mifflin Company. 

Glass, T. E. (2000). The shrinking applicant pool. 
Education Week., On-line publication, 
November, 8, 2000, 1 - 4. 

 Glassman, N. S., & Glassman L. D. (1997). 
Connecting the preparation of school leaders 
to the practice of school leadership. Peabody 
Journal of Education. 72 (2), 3-20. 

Hoyle, J. R. (1987). The AASA model for 
preparing school leaders. In J. Murphy & P. 
Hallinger (Eds.), Approaches to 
administrative training in education. Albany, 
N.Y.: State University of New York Press. 

Hoyle, J. R. (1993). Professional standards for the 
superintendency. AASA issues and insights. 
Available at 
www.aasa.org/issues_and_insights/prof_dev/s
tandards. 

Keller, B. (1998). Principals’ shoes are hard to fill. 
Education Week, 17, 27, 1-2. 

Kirkpatrick, D. L. (1998). Evaluating training 
programs: The four levels. San Francisco, 
CA.: Berrett-Koehler Publishers. 

Lashway, L. (2001). Trends and issues: Training of 
school administrators/ recruitment and hiring.  
Educational Resources Information Center: 
Clearinghouse on Educational Management. 
College of Education, University of Oregon, 
on-line publication. 

Leithwood, K., Jantzl, D., & Cattin, G. (1995). 
Preparing school leaders: What works? 
Connections! 3 (3), 1-9. ED384963. 

Marsh, D. D. (1997). Educational leadership for 
the 21st century: Integrating three emerging 
perspectives.  Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association (Chicago, March 24-28, 
1997) 1-26. ED408699. 

McEwen, D. W. (1995). Preparation for 
educational leadership: A collaborative model 
emerging in Indiana.  Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Association 
of School Administrators, (New Orleans, 
February 11, 1995), 1-30. ED379800. 

 
 
 

Millward, R. E. (1998). Mastering the art of 
throwing darts. The School Administrator 
Web Edition. June, 1998.  Available at 
www.aasa.org. 

Milstein, M. M., & Krueger, J. (1997). Improving 
educational administration preparation 
programs: What we have learned over the 
past decade. Peabody Journal of Education. 
72(2), 100-116. 

Murphy, J. (1992). The landscape of leadership 
preparation. Newbury Park, CA: Corwin 
Press, Inc. 

Murphy, J. (2002). How the ISLLC standards are 
reshaping the principalship.  Principal, 82 (1), 
22-26. 

National Association of Secondary School 
Principals (2000). Statement on leadership 
development for school administrators (May, 
6, 2000). Available at www.nassp.org. 

Neidig, R. D., & Neidig, P. J. (1984).  Short Notes: 
Multiple assessment center exercises and job 
relatedness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
69 (1), 182-186 

Petzko, V. N., & Scearcy, L. R. (2001). The 
recruitment of aspiring principals: A two-year 
follow-up study. Connections, 3, On-line 
publication, April 18, 2001. 

Restine, N. (1997). Learning and development in 
the context of leadership preparation. 
Peabody Journal of Education, 72 (2), 117-
130. 

Sharp, W. L., Walter, J. K., & Sharp, H. M. 
(1998). Case studies for school leaders: 
Implementing the ISLLC Standards. 
Lancaster. PA.: Technomic Publishing 
Company, Inc. 

United States Department of Education. (1999). 
Effective leaders for today’s schools: 
Synthesis of a policy forum on educational 
leadership. Education Publications Center, 
Jessup, MD. 

Volp, F. P., (2001). Snapshot of the 
superintendency 2000: A study of school 
superintendents in New York State. Albany, 
N.Y.: New York State Council of School 
Superintendents. 

Westerhoff, J. (1987). Formation, education, and 
instruction. Religious Education, 82(4), 578-
591. 






