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INTRODUCTION
Rationale
The importance of clearly defining what successful learning or performance looks like has
become increasingly evident during the past decade. Without a doubt, the better one understands
what excellence looks like, the greater one’s chances are for achieving – or surpassing - that
standard. Ensuring effective school leadership begins with the following questions:
o What do our P-12 students need to know, understand, and do?
o What do our teachers and related staff need to know, understand, and do to
increase student learning?
o What do our school building leaders need to know, understand, and do to support
teachers and building-level personnel to increase student learning?
Effective use of leadership preparation standards requires multiple, high integrated and highly
interdependent variables and assessments. The foundation of accountability is educators’
understanding of the learning standards and a deep understanding of what mastery looks like.
The potential value of analyzing and disaggregating student performance data is only as good as
one’s understanding of the learning that data represents. Furthermore, while we yearn to assume
alignment among standards, assessment, and instruction – in addition to policy, programs, and
courses - its tremendous importance and potential impact demand ongoing attention. School
leadership standards are no exception.

History
With the approval of the Educational Leadership Policy Standards: ISLLC 2008 (Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium), the NPBEA (National Policy Board for Educational
Administration) approved an ELCC (Educational Leadership Constituent Council) plan to revise
the ELCC Standards for presentation to NCATE (National Council for the Accreditation of
Teacher Education) in the fall of 2010. Two groups, a Technical Advisory Committee and a
Steering Committee, facilitated comprehensive research, revisions, and field review of the
proposed changes prior to submitting them to NPBEA and NCATE.

Assumptions
The following assumptions are embedded within the ELCC school building-level leadership
preparation standards:
1. Improving student achievement is the central responsibility of school leadership.
2. The standards represent the fundamental knowledge, skills, and practices intrinsic to
building leadership that improve student learning.
3. The overall leadership standards conceptually apply to a range of common school
leadership positions. They are intended to define what a building-level administrator
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should know and be able to do. While specific content and application details will vary
depending upon the leadership role, the fundamental, enduring tenets are the same.
4. While there is a purposeful emphasis on leading student learning, an understanding and
acceptance of school leaders’ responsibility for managing the “business” of the school is
also embedded.
5. The practice of school leadership is well-established as its own research-based body of
knowledge.
6. The preparation of school leaders requires overt connections and bridging experiences
between research and practice.
7. The preparation of school leaders requires comprehensive, field-based practice in and
feedback from the field over an extended period time in powerful clinical learning
experiences.
8. School leadership preparation programs must provide ongoing experiences for candidates
to examine, refine and strengthen the ethical platform that guides their decisions –
especially during difficult times.
9. While school leadership programs are ultimately an institutional responsibility, the
strength of the design, delivery and effectiveness of these programs will parallel the
degree to which higher education invites P-12 participation and feedback.
10. Performance-based measures are most effective in evaluating candidate outcomes.

Implementation
Improving student achievement depends on the successful and simultaneous orchestration of
multiple, yet individual, variables within the context of an overall school. Given the
interdependency between the execution of specific school leadership skills and the overall
educational environment, universities are expected to provide candidates with school leadership
experiences that connect, embed and transcend explicit leadership skills within the context of a
meaningful whole.
Candidates need multiple bridging experiences between course content and the school. While
life in a university is compartmentalized for the convenience of instruction, life as a school
leader requires the use of specialized skills within the context of often ambiguous, demanding,
and interconnected events. Relentless connections to, and emphasis on, real or simulated school
experiences in regard to resources, methods and assessments will greatly facilitate graduate’s
ultimate success as a school leader.
Leadership preparation programs must include three dimensions:
1. Awareness – acquiring concepts, information, definitions and procedures
2. Understanding – interpreting, integrating and using knowledge and skills
3. Application – apply knowledge and skills to new or specific opportunities or problems
The overall program should represent a synthesis of key content and high impact field-based
experiences extended over time that result in the school leader candidates’ demonstration of the
professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions articulated in the ELCC standards, and, most
importantly, candidates’ success in improving student achievement following graduation.
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ELCC BUILDING LEVEL STANDARDS
ELCC Standard 1.0: A building-level education leader applies knowledge that promotes
the success of every student by collaboratively facilitating the development, articulation,
implementation, and stewardship of a shared school vision of learning through the
collection and use of data to identify school goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and
implement school plans to achieve school goals; promotion of continual and sustainable
school improvement; and evaluation of school progress and revision of school plans
supported by school-based stakeholders.
ELCC STANDARD ELEMENTS:
ELCC 1.1: Candidates understand and can collaboratively develop, articulate, implement,
and steward a shared vision of learning for a school.
ELCC 1.2: Candidates understand and can collect and use data to identify school goals,
assess organizational effectiveness, and implement plans to achieve school goals.
ELCC 1.3: Candidates understand and can promote continual and sustainable school
improvement.
ELCC 1.4: Candidates understand and can evaluate school progress and revise school
plans supported by school stakeholders.
RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR ELCC STANDARD 1.0:
Research evidence in Appendix 2 presented in support of Standard 1 confirms that a buildinglevel education leader must have the knowledge to promote the success of every student through
understanding principles for developing, articulating, implementing, and stewarding a school
vision of learning. This includes knowledge of the importance of shared school vision, mission,
and goals for student success that is documented in the effective schools literature and school
improvement literature. It includes the knowledge that when vision, mission, and goals are
widely shared, student achievement usually increases.
The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence supporting Standard 1 was recognized in
the reviews of scholarship informing the development of the Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC) 2008 Policy Standards that highlighted the importance of knowledge
facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of
learning that is shared and supported by all stakeholders. Formation of the ISLLC 2008
Standards was also based on considering the importance of knowing the theoretical foundations
for leadership practice. Some reviews of scholarship highlighted the importance of knowing how
to collaboratively develop and implement a shared vision and mission. The importance of
knowing how to use evidence in decision making was highlighted in reports informing the
formation of the ISLLC 2008 Standards. Other reports confirmed the importance of knowing
how to create and implement plans to achieve goals.
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Acceptable Candidate Performance for
ELCC Building Level Leadership Standard 1.0
ELCC Standard Element 1.1: Candidates understand and can collaboratively develop,
articulate, implement, and steward a shared vision of learning for a school.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ collaborative school visioning;
♦ theories relevant to building,
articulating, implementing, and
stewarding a school vision;
♦ methods for involving school
stakeholders in the visioning process.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ design and support a collaborative
process for developing and
implementing a school vision;
♦ articulate a school vision of learning
characterized by a respect for students
and their families and community
partnerships;
♦ develop a comprehensive plan for
communicating the school vision to
appropriate school constituencies;
♦ formulate plans to steward school vision
statements.

ELCC Standard Element 1.2: Candidates understand and can collect and use data to
identify school goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and create and implement
plans to achieve school goals.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ the design and use of assessment data
for learning;
♦ organizational effectiveness and
learning strategies;
♦ tactical and strategic program planning;
♦ implementation and evaluation of
school improvement processes;
♦ variables that affect student
achievement.
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Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ develop and use evidence-centered
research strategies and strategic planning
processes;
♦ create school-based strategic and tactical
goals;
♦ collaboratively develop implementation
plans to achieve those goals;
♦ develop a school improvement plan that
aligns to district improvement plans.

ELCC Standard Element 1.3: Candidates understand and can promote continual and
sustainable school improvement.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ continual and sustained improvement
models and processes;
♦ school change processes for continual
and sustainable improvement;
♦ role of professional learning in
continual and sustainable school
improvement.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ identify strategies or practices to build
organizational capacity that promote
continuous and sustainable school
improvement;
♦ design a transformational change plan at
the school-building-level;
♦ design a comprehensive, building-level
professional development program.

ELCC Standard Element 1.4: Candidates understand and can evaluate school progress
and revise school plans supported by school stakeholders.
Content Knowledge
Professional Leadership Skills
(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ effective strategies for monitoring the
implementation, revision of plans to
achieve school improvement goals, and
program evaluation models.

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ develop a school plan to monitor
program development and
implementation of school goals;
♦ construct an evaluation process to assess
the effectiveness of school plans and
programs;
♦ interpret information and communicate
progress toward achievement of school
vision and goals for educators in the
community and other stakeholders.

ELCC Standard 2.0: A building-level education leader applies knowledge that promotes
the success of every student by sustaining a school culture and instructional program
conducive to student learning through collaboration, trust, and a personalized learning
environment with high expectations for students; creating and evaluating a comprehensive,
rigorous and coherent curricular and instructional school program; developing and
supervising the instructional and leadership capacity of school staff; and promoting the
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most effective and appropriate technologies to support teaching and learning within a
school environment.
ELCC STANDARD ELEMENTS:
ELCC 2.1: Candidates understand and can sustain a school culture and instructional
program conducive to student learning through collaboration, trust, and a personalized
learning environment with high expectations for students.
ELCC 2.2: Candidates understand and can create and evaluate a comprehensive, rigorous,
and coherent curricular and instructional school program.
ELCC 2.3: Candidates understand and can develop and supervise the instructional and
leadership capacity of school staff.
ELCC 2.4: Candidates understand and can promote the most effective and appropriate
technologies to support teaching and learning in a school environment.
RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR ELCC STANDARD 2.0:
Evidence presented in Appendix 2 in support of Standard 2 confirms that a building-level
education leader must know principles for sustaining a school culture and instructional program
conducive to student learning and staff professional growth. This includes knowing the elements
of school culture and ways it can be influenced to ensure student success; human development
theories; proven learning and motivational theories; how diversity influences the learning
process; effective leadership practices, including those characterized as instructional leadership,
transformational leadership, or leading learning; and models of change processes.
The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence supporting Standard 2 was recognized in
the empirical evidence, craft knowledge and theoretical writings that supported the development
of ISLLC 2008 Standard 2 promoting the success of every student by advocating, nurturing, and
sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff
professional growth.
Classic theories of motivation, social control, and goals are foundational sources of knowledge
for education leaders seeking to nurture a culture of trust and to motivate faculty and students.
Theories of human development and evidence found in case studies of how improvements in
teaching and learning can be achieved confirm that both are essential to effective school
leadership. A review of literature on learning-centered leadership concluded that instructionally
focused leadership paired with leadership processes are required for high-performing schools.
Earlier reviews found strong evidence that knowledge of leadership approaches to developing
school culture and climate is critically important. Evidence of the importance of applied
knowledge of how to create a culture of trust, learning and high expectations was found in
scholarship on the effect that leaders have on building learning communities. Knowledge of the
nature and practices of distributive leadership was identified as essential in a number of scholarly
works consulted. Other reviews highlighted the importance of knowing curriculum planning and
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how to develop motivating student learning environments. Infusing technology into leadership
practices has become a recognized domain of practical knowledge essential to effective
instructional leadership.
Acceptable Candidate Performance for
ELCC Building Level Leadership Standard 2.0
ELCC Standard Element 2.1: Candidates understand and can sustain a school culture
and instructional program conducive to student learning through collaboration, trust, and
a personalized learning environment with high expectations for students.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ theories on human development
behavior, personalized learning
environment, and motivation;
♦ school culture and ways it can be
influenced to ensure student success.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ collaborate with others to accomplish
school improvement goals;
♦ incorporate cultural competence in
development of programs, curriculum,
and instructional practices;
♦ monitor school programs and activities
to ensure personalized learning
opportunities;
♦ recognize, celebrate, and incorporate
diversity in programs, curriculum, and
instructional practices;
♦ facilitate the use of appropriate contentbased learning materials and learning
strategies;
♦ promote trust, equity, fairness, and
respect among students, parents, and
school staff.

ELCC Standard Element 2.2: Candidates understand and can create and evaluate a
comprehensive, rigorous, and coherent curricular and instructional school program.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ curriculum development and
instructional delivery theories;
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Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ collaborate with faculty to plan,

♦ measures of teacher performance;
♦ multiple methods of evaluation,
accountability systems, data collection,
and analysis of evidence;
♦ school technology and information
systems to support and monitor student
learning.

implement, and evaluate a coordinated,
aligned, and articulated curriculum;
♦ use evidence-centered research in
making curricular and instructional
decisions;
♦ interpret information and communicate
progress toward achievement;
♦ design evaluation systems and make
school plans based on multiple measures
of teacher performance and student
outcomes, and provide feedback based
on evidence.

ELCC Standard Element 2.3: Candidates understand and can develop and supervise
the instructional and leadership capacity of school staff.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ high-quality professional development
for school staff and leaders;
♦ instructional leadership practices;
♦ leadership theory, change processes,
and evaluation;
♦ standards for high-quality teacher,
principal, and district practice.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ work collaboratively with school staff to
improve teaching and learning;
♦ design the use of differentiated
instructional strategies, curriculum
materials, and technologies to maximize
high-quality instruction;
♦ design professional growth plans to
increase the capacity of school staff and
leaders that reflect national professional
development standards.

ELCC Standard Element 2.4: Candidates understand and can promote the most
effective and appropriate technologies to support teaching and learning in a school-level
environment.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ technology and its uses for instruction
within the school;
♦ infrastructures for the ongoing support,
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Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ use technologies for improved
classroom instruction, student

review, and planning of instructional
technology.

achievement, and continuous school
improvement;
♦ monitor instructional practices within
the school and provide assistance to
teachers;
♦ use technology and performance
management systems to monitor,
analyze, and evaluate school assessment
data results for accountability reporting.

ELCC Standard 3.0: A building-level education leader applies knowledge that promotes
the success of every student by ensuring the management of the school organization,
operation, and resources through monitoring and evaluating the school management and
operational systems; efficiently using human, fiscal, and technological resources in a school
environment; promoting and protecting the welfare and safety of school students and staff;
developing school capacity for distributed leadership; and ensuring that teacher and
organizational time is focused to support high-quality instruction and student learning.
ELCC STANDARD ELEMENTS:
ELCC 3.1: Candidates understand and can monitor and evaluate school management and
operational systems.
ELCC 3.2: Candidates understand and can efficiently use human, fiscal, and technological
resources to manage school operations.
ELCC 3.3: Candidates understand and can promote school-based policies and procedures
that protect the welfare and safety of students and staff within the school.
ELCC 3.4: Candidates understand and can develop school capacity for distributed
leadership.
ELCC 3.5: Candidates understand and can ensure teacher and organizational time focuses
on supporting high-quality school instruction and student learning.
RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR ELCC STANDARD 3.0:
Evidence presented in Appendix 2 support of Standard 3 confirms that a building-level education
leader must have knowledge of best practices regarding management of a school organization,
operations, and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment. This includes
knowledge of effective management and effective leadership that are associated with improved
school conditions and subsequent school outcomes. It also includes knowledge of human
resource issues such as educator work redesign; educator recruitment and selection; educator
induction, mentoring, and professional development; educator appraisal, supervision, and
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evaluation; and educator compensation. The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence
supporting Standard 3 was recognized in research informing the formation of the ISLLC 2008
Standards which also found an understanding distributed leadership to be essential. More
recently, researchers have found in their investigation of links to student achievement that
distribution of leadership to include teachers, parents, and district staff is needed in order to
improve student achievement.
Acceptable Candidate Performance for
ELCC Building Level Leadership Standard 3.0
ELCC Standard Element 3.1: Candidates understand and can monitor and evaluate
school management and operational systems.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ school management of organizational,
operational, and legal resources;
♦ school management of marketing and
public relations functions.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ analyze school processes and operations
to identify and prioritize strategic and
tactical challenges for the school;
♦ develop school operational policies and
procedures;
♦ develop plans to implement and manage
long-range plans for the school.

ELCC Standard Element 3.2: Candidates understand and can efficiently use human,
fiscal, and technological resources to manage school operations.
Content Knowledge

Professional Skills (Assessments 3, 4, 5, 6)

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to

♦ develop multi-year fiscal plans and
♦ methods and procedures for managing
annual budgets aligned to the school’s
school resources, including the
priorities and goals;
strategic management of human capital, ♦ analyze a school’s budget and financial
school operations, and school facilities;
status;
♦ alignment of resources to building
♦ develop facility and space utilization
priorities and forecasting resource
plans for a school;
requirements for the school;
♦ project long-term resource needs of a
♦ technology and management systems.
school;
♦ use technology to manage school
operational systems.
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ELCC Standard Element 3.3: Candidates understand and can promote school-based
policies and procedures that protect the welfare and safety of students and staff.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ school strategies supporting safe and
secure learning environments including
prevention, crisis management, and
public relations;
♦ school strategies supporting student
development of self-management, civic
literacy, and positive leadership skills;
♦ school-based discipline management
policies and plans.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ develop a comprehensive plan for
providing school staff, students, and
visitors with a safe and secure school
building environment;
♦ plan an aligned building discipline
management policies and plan;
♦
evaluate and implement discipline
management plans.

ELCC Standard Element 3.4: Candidates understand and can develop school capacity
for distributed leadership.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ the meaning of distributed leadership
in a school environment and how to
create and sustain it.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ identify leadership capabilities of staff;
♦ model distributed leadership skills;
♦ involve school staff in decision making
processes.

ELCC Standard Element 3.5: Candidates understand and can ensure that teacher and
organizational time focuses on supporting high-quality school instruction and student
learning.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ supervision strategies that ensure that
teachers maximize time spent on highPage | 15

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ develop school policies that protect time

quality instruction and student
learning;
♦ management theories on effective
school time, priorities, and schedules.

and schedules to maximize teacher
instructional time and student learning;
♦ develop a school master schedule.

ELCC Standard 4.0: A building-level education leader applies knowledge that promotes
the success of every student by collaborating with faculty and community members,
responding to diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources
on behalf of the school by collecting and analyzing information pertinent to improvement
of the school’s educational environment; promoting an understanding, appreciation, and
use of the diverse cultural, social, and intellectual resources within the school community;
building and sustaining positive school relationships with families and caregivers; and
cultivating productive school relationships with community partners.
ELCC STANDARD ELEMENTS:
ELCC 4.1: Candidates understand and can collaborate with faculty and community
members by collecting and analyzing information pertinent to the improvement of the
school’s educational environment.
ELCC 4.2: Candidates understand and can mobilize community resources by promoting
an understanding, appreciation, and use of diverse cultural, social, and intellectual
resources within the school community.
ELCC 4.3: Candidates understand and can respond to community interests and needs by
building and sustaining positive school relationships with families and caregivers.
ELCC 4.4: Candidates understand and can respond to community interests and needs by
building and sustaining productive school relationships with community partners.
RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR ELCC STANDARD 4.0:
Evidence presented in Appendix 2 in support of Standard 4 confirms that a building-level
education leader must know strategies for collaborating with faculty and community members;
diverse community interests and needs; and best practices for mobilizing community resources.
This includes knowing how to collect and analyze information pertinent to the school
educational environment, and understanding the needs of students, parents, and caregivers in
order to develop collaboration strategies. The importance of the knowledge presented in the
evidence supporting ISLLC 2008 Standard 4 was recognized in research showing that education
leaders require such knowledge when collaborating with faculty and community members and
when responding to diverse community interests and needs and mobilizing community support
used to support ISLLC 2008 Standard 4. Reports on practices using multiple types of evidence to
inform decision making and highlights the importance of knowledge of strategies for evidencecentered decision making.
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Acceptable Candidate Performance for
ELCC Building Level Leadership Standard 4.0
ELCC Standard Element 4.1: Candidates understand and can collaborate with faculty
and community members by collecting and analyzing information pertinent to the
improvement of the school’s educational environment.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ collaboration and communication
techniques to improve the school’s
educational environment;
♦ information pertinent to the school’s
educational environment.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ use collaboration strategies to collect,
analyze, and interpret school, student,
faculty, and community information;
♦ communicate information about the
school within the community.

ELCC Standard Element 4.2: Candidates understand and can mobilize community
resources by promoting an understanding, appreciation, and use of the diverse cultural,
social, and intellectual resources within the school community.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ identify and mobilize effective
community resources;
♦ school-based cultural competence;
♦ diverse cultural, social, and intellectual
community resources.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ identify and use diverse community
resources to improve school programs.

ELCC Standard Element 4.3: Candidates understand and can respond to community
interests and needs by building and sustaining positive school relationships with families
and caregivers.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to

♦ the needs of students, parents or

♦ conduct needs assessments of families
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caregivers;
♦ school organizational culture that
promotes open communication with
families and caregivers;
♦ school strategies for effective oral and
written communication with families
and caregivers;
♦ approaches to collaboration with
families and caregivers.

and caregivers;
♦ develop collaboration strategies for
effective relationships with families and
caregivers;
♦ involve families and caregivers in the
decision-making processes at the
school.

ELCC Standard Element 4.4: Candidates understand and can respond to community
interests and needs by building and sustaining productive school relationships with
community partners.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ the needs of school community
partners;
♦ school organizational culture that
promotes open communication with
community partners;
♦ school strategies for effective oral and
written communication with
community partners;
♦ collaboration methods to develop and
sustain productive relationships with
community partners.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ conduct needs assessment of community
partners;
♦ develop effective relationships with a
variety of community partners;
♦ involve community partners in the
decision-making processes at the school;

ELCC Standard 5.0: A building-level education leader applies knowledge that promotes
the success of every student by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner to
ensure a school system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success by
modeling school principles of self-awareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical
behavior as related to their roles within the school; safeguarding the values of democracy,
equity, and diversity within the school; evaluating the potential moral and legal
consequences of decision making in the school; and promoting social justice within the
school to ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects of schooling.
ELCC STANDARD ELEMENTS:
ELCC 5.1: Candidates understand and can act with integrity and fairness to ensure a
school system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success.
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ELCC 5.2: Candidates understand and can model principles of self-awareness, reflective
practice, transparency, and ethical behavior as related to their roles within the school.
ELCC 5.3: Candidates understand and can safeguard the values of democracy, equity, and
diversity within the school.
ELCC 5.4: Candidates understand and can evaluate the potential moral and legal
consequences of decision making in the school.
ELCC 5.5: Candidates understand and can promote social justice within the school to
ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects of schooling.
RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR ELCC STANDARD 5.0:
Evidence presented in Appendix 2 in support of Standard 5 confirms that a building-level
education leader must know how to act with integrity, fairness, and engage in ethical practice.
This includes understanding democratic values, equity, and diversity; knowing about current
ethical and moral issues facing education, government, and business; and understanding the
relationship between social justice, school culture, and student achievement.
The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence supporting Standard 5 was recognized in
research on practices that promote social justice identified as important in the ISLLC 2008
Standards. Support for the importance of this knowledge was informed by scholarship on
practices of inclusive leadership, and leadership for diversity. Observations by education experts
affirm the central role that knowledge of reflective practices has for education leaders if they are
to model principles of self-awareness and ethical behavior. A number of theoretical and practicefocused commentaries have noted the critical need for education leaders to have knowledge of
the moral and legal consequences of decision making.
Acceptable Candidate Performance for
ELCC Building Level Leadership Standard 5.0
ELCC Standard Element 5.1: Candidates understand and can act with integrity and
fairness to ensure that schools are accountable for every student’s academic and social
success.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to

♦ practices demonstrating principles of
♦ act with integrity and fairness in
integrity and fairness;
supporting school policies and staff
♦ federal, state, and local legal and policy
practices that ensure every students’
guidelines that creates operational
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definitions of accountability, equity,
and social justice.

academic and social success;
♦ create an infrastructure that helps to
monitor and ensure equitable practices.

ELCC Standard Element 5.2: Candidates understand and can model principles of selfawareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical behavior as related to their roles
within the school.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ the basic principles of ethical behavior
established by legal and professional
organizations;
♦ the relationship between ethical
behavior, school culture, and student
achievement;
♦ the effect of ethical behavior on one’s
own leadership.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ formulate a school-level leadership
platform grounded in ethical standards
and practices;
♦ analyze leadership decisions in terms of
established ethical practices.

ELCC Standard Element 5.3: Candidates understand and can safeguard the values of
democracy, equity, and diversity.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ democratic values, equity, and diversity.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ develop, implement, and evaluate
school policies and procedures that
support democratic values, equity, and
diversity issues;
♦ develop appropriate communication
skills to advocate for democracy, equity,
and diversity.

ELCC Standard Element 5.4: Candidates understand and can evaluate the potential
moral and legal consequences of decision making in the school.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)
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Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ moral and legal consequences of
decision making in schools;
♦ strategies to prevent difficulties related
to moral and legal issues.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ formulate sound school strategies to
educational dilemmas;
♦ evaluate school strategies to prevent
difficulties related to moral and legal
issues.

ELCC Standard Element 5.5: Candidates understand and can promote social justice
within a school to ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects of schooling.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ the relationship between social justice,
school culture, and student
achievement;
♦ theories of efficacy.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ review and critique school policies,
programs, and practices to ensure that
student needs inform all aspects of
schooling, including social justice,
equity, confidentiality, acceptance, and
respect between and among students
and faculty within the school;
♦ develop the resiliency to uphold core
values and persist in the face of
adversity.

ELCC Standard 6.0: A building-level education leader applies knowledge that promotes
the success of every student by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger
political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context through advocating for school
students, families, and caregivers; acting to influence local, district, state, and national
decisions affecting student learning in a school environment; and anticipating and assessing
emerging trends and initiatives in order to adapt school-based leadership strategies.
ELCC STANDARD ELEMENTS:
ELCC 6.1: Candidates understand and can advocate for school students, families, and
caregivers.
ELCC 6.2: Candidates understand and can act to influence local, district, state, and
national decisions affecting student learning in a school environment.
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ELCC 6.3: Candidates understand and can anticipate and assess emerging trends and
initiatives in order to adapt school-based leadership strategies.
RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR ELCC STANDARD 6.0:
Evidence presented in Appendix 2 in support of Standard 6 confirms that a building-level
education leader must know how to respond to and influence the political, social, economic,
legal, and cultural context within a school and district. This includes knowing policies, laws, and
regulations enacted by state, local and federal authorities; knowing how to improve the social
opportunities of students, particularly in contexts where issues of student marginalization
demand proactive leadership; and understanding how culturally responsive educational
leadership can positively influence academic achievement and student engagement.
The widespread recognition in the practice and policy community that education leaders must be
prepared to understand, respond to, and influence the political, social, economic, legal and
cultural context of education provided an important impetus for the formation of this domain of
the ISLLC 2008 Standards. A recognition of the importance of mindful practices and studying
how people solve difficult problems influenced the formation of the ISLLC 2008 standards.
Acceptable Candidate Performance for
ELCC Building Level Leadership Standard 6.0
ELCC Standard Element 6.1: Candidates understand and can advocate for school
students, families, and caregivers.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ policies, laws, and regulations enacted
by state, local, and federal authorities
that affect schools;
♦ the effect that poverty, disadvantages,
and resources have on families,
caregivers, communities, students, and
learning.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to:
♦ analyze how law and policy is applied
consistently, fairly and ethically within
the school;
♦ advocate based on an analysis of the
complex causes of poverty and other
disadvantages;
♦ serve as a respectful spokesperson for
students and families within the school.

ELCC Standard Element 6.2: Candidates understand and can act to influence local,
district, state, and national decisions affecting student learning in a school environment.
Content Knowledge
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Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ the larger political, social, economic,
legal, and cultural context;
♦ ways that power and political skills can
influence local, state, or federal
decisions.

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ advocate for school policies and
programs that promote equitable
learning opportunities and student
success;
♦ communicate policies, laws, regulations,
and procedures to appropriate school
stakeholders.

ELCC Standard Element 6.3: Candidates understand and can anticipate and assess
emerging trends and initiatives in order to adapt school-based leadership strategies.
Content Knowledge

Professional Leadership Skills

(Mostly likely to be met in Assessments #1, #2)

(Most likely to be met in Assessments #3, #4, #5,
#6)

Programs provide evidence of candidate
knowledge of
♦ future issues and trends that can affect
schools (e.g., entrepreneurial
approaches);
♦ contemporary and emerging leadership
strategies to address trends.

Programs provide evidence that candidates
demonstrate skills required to
♦ identify and anticipate emerging trends
and issues likely to affect the school;
♦ adapt leadership strategies and practice
to address emerging school issues.

ELCC Standard 7.0: A building-level education leader applies knowledge that promotes
the success of every student through a substantial and sustained educational leadership
internship experience that has school-based field experiences and clinical internship
practice within a school setting and is monitored by a qualified, on-site mentor.
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ELCC STANDARD ELEMENTS:
ELCC 7.1: Substantial Field and Clinical Internship Experience: The program provides
significant field experiences and clinical internship practice for candidates within a school
environment to synthesize and apply the content knowledge and develop professional skills
identified in the other Educational Leadership Building-Level Program Standards through
authentic, school-based leadership experiences.
ELCC 7.2: Sustained Internship Experience: Candidates are provided a six-month,
concentrated (9–12 hours per week) internship that includes field experiences within a
school-based environment.
ELCC 7.3: Qualified On-Site Mentor: An on-site school mentor who has demonstrated
experience as an educational leader within a school and is selected collaboratively by the
intern and program faculty with training by the supervising institution.
RESEARCH SUPPORT FOR ELCC STANDARD 7.0:
Evidence presented in Appendix 2 support of Standard 7 confirms the importance of a substantial
and sustained educational leadership internship experience that has school-based field
experiences and clinical internship practice within a school setting, monitored by a qualified, onsite mentor. The theory and research on the importance of an internship and the nature of highly
effective internships dates back to the early work on experiential learning and its promotion as a
highly effective means of adult learning. Internships are widely used in professional education.
More current work in the field stresses the full-time, job-embedded internship as the ideal. Much
of the research on internships has focused on what typically occurs. This is mixed with casestudy research on innovative models and conceptualizations of more robust approaches. Limited
research has compared the effects of conventional and exemplary preparation, but the results
suggest that principals either report or demonstrate better leadership practices when they have
had longer, more full-time internships. Many of the internship elements and descriptors in
Standard 7 parallel the research findings from Danforth Foundation–funded innovations in
leadership preparation in the early 1990s. Comparative case study analyses yielded strong
conclusions about the nature of high-quality internships. They concluded that the critical
components of field experience that have the greatest value and potential influence are
•

Sufficient time on task (frequency and regularity of work across school year and day;
exposure to and engagement in relevant and realistic range of site responsibilities;
support of effective mentor practitioners)

•

Relationship with mentors who have demonstrated skills and have been trained as
mentors; focus on appropriate modeling and reflection

•

Multiple and alternative internship experiences to support diverse clinical training (e.g.,
medical rotation model)

•

Reflective seminars to support interns' analysis and integration of learning

•

Field supervision—typically not given much consideration or focus within the larger
internship process
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•

Program coordination by educators who can link district and university programs and
model professional development and learning

APPENDIX 1
ELCC Program Evaluation Policies
for Building-Level Standards
Introduction
Under NCATE policies adopted in 2004, five assessments are defined for program report templates. For
ELCC program submission under Option A, institutions are required to submit six assessments outlined
as follows: Assessment #1: a state licensure assessment, or other content-based assessment; Assessment
#2: a content-based assessment; Assessment #3: a professional skills-based assessment of candidate’s
leadership ability to conduct instructional leadership; Assessment #4: a professional skills-based
assessment conducted in an internship setting designed to demonstrate candidate’s leadership skills;
Assessment #5: a professional skills-based assessment of candidate’s leadership skills in supporting an
effective P-12 student learning environment; and Assessment #6: a professional skills-based assessment
of candidate’s leadership skills in the areas of organizational management and community relations.
Institutions may, at their discretion, submit a seventh or eighth assessment if they believe it will further
strengthen their demonstration that the ELCC standard elements are met.
ELCC Assessments focus on Content Knowledge and Professional Leadership Skills
Content Knowledge Assessments include
Professional Leadership Skill Assessments include
ELCC Assessment 1:
ELCC Assessment 3:
A state licensure assessment or other
Demonstration of candidate application of building
assessment of candidate content knowledge of level leadership skills in instructional leadership.
the ELCC building-level standards.
ELCC Assessment 2:
ELCC Assessment 4:
Another assessment of candidate content
Demonstration of candidate application of building
knowledge of the ELCC building-level
level leadership skills in a school level
standards.
internship/clinical practice setting(s).
ELCC Assessment 5:
Demonstration of candidate application of building
level leadership skills that support an effective P-12
student learning environment
ELCC Assessment 6:
Demonstration of candidate application of building
level leadership skills in organizational management
and community relations.
ELCC reviewers will use the ELCC Standard Evaluation Rubrics to make qualitative judgments about
whether a standard is “met,” “met with conditions,” or “not met” as outlined in Section B of NCATE’s
National Recognition Report. Through application of this rubric, the ELCC hopes to establish a viable
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and reliable evaluation system across education leadership program reviews while simultaneously
creating standards that are also flexible and sensitive to a program’s localized contexts.
ELCC STANDARDS 1.0-6.0: ELCC REVIEWER EVALUATION RUBRIC: The
following rubric should be used by program reviewers in making qualitative judgments about the
quality of assessment evidence presented in the program report for ELCC standards 1.0, 2.0, 3.0,
4.0, 5.0, and 6.0:
MET
Assessment(s) are aligned
to the standards and the
depth and breadth of
assessment tasks as
outlined in the assessment
description(s), scoring
guide(s), and data table(s)
is of sufficient quality to
determine candidate
mastery of essential
content knowledge
concepts and leadership
skills across a
preponderance of standard
element areas.

MET W/CONDITIONS
Assessment(s) are
somewhat aligned to the
standards, but the depth and
breadth of assessment tasks
as outlined in the
assessment description(s),
scoring guide(s), and data
table(s) is incomplete and
only provides some
evidence of candidate
mastery of essential content
knowledge concepts and
leadership skills across a
preponderance of standard
element areas.

NOT MET
Assessment(s) are not
aligned to the standards and
the depth and breadth of the
assessment tasks as outlined
in the assessment
description(s), scoring
guide(s), and data table(s) is
insufficient to determine
any candidate mastery of
essential content knowledge
concepts and leadership
skills across a
preponderance of standard
element areas.

ELCC STANDARD 7.0: ELCC REVIEWER EVALUATION RUBRIC: The following
rubric should be used by program reviewers in making qualitative judgments about the quality of
ELCC standard 7.0. This standard outlines elements of a high-quality internship/clinical field
experiences that are the signature for programs preparing entry-level candidates for school
building leadership positions. With the exception of ELCC 7.2, program report evidence
addressing these signature elements is described in a one-page narrative document that describes
how the internship/clinical field experiences is designed within the program. ELCC 7.2 will most
likely be found described in Assessment #4. Program reviewers should use the following rubric
to evaluate the degree of alignment of the program report evidence:
MET
Field and Clinical
Internship Program
The field and clinical
internship program is
described in a comprehensive
manner and is of sufficient
quality to demonstrate
alignment across a
preponderance of standard
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MET W/CONDITIONS
Field and Clinical Internship
Program
The field and clinical
internship program description
is incomplete and only
provides limited evidence of
alignment across a
preponderance of standard
element areas (e.g, 7.1, 7.2,

NOT MET
Field and Clinical Internship
Program
The field and clinical
internship program description
is incomplete and lacks
evidence of any alignment
across a preponderance of
standard element areas (e.g,
7.1, 7.2, 7.3).

element areas (e.g, 7.1, 7.2,
7.3).
7.3).
ELCC 7.1: Substantial Field and Clinical Internship Experience: The program provides
significant field experiences and clinical internship practice for candidates within a school
environment to synthesize and apply the content knowledge and develop professional skills
identified in the other Educational Leadership Building-Level Program Standards through
authentic, school-based leadership experiences.
♦ Field experiences and
♦ Field experiences and
♦ Field experiences and
clinical internship
clinical internship
clinical internship do not
demonstrate a wide range
demonstrates one
demonstrate any
of opportunities for
opportunity for candidate
opportunities for candidate
candidate responsibility in
responsibility in leading,
responsibility in leading,
leading, facilitating, and
facilitating, and making
facilitating, and making
making decisions typical of
decisions typical of those
decisions typical of those
those made by educational
made by educational leaders
made by educational leaders
leaders within a school
within a school
within a school
environment;
environment;
environment;
♦ Field experiences and
♦ Field experiences and
♦ Field experiences and
clinical internship involve
clinical internship involve
clinical internship do not
candidates in many direct
candidates in a few direct
involve candidates in direct
interactions with school
leadership interactions with
leadership interactions with
staff, students, parents, and
school staff, students,
school staff, students,
school community leaders;
parents, and school
parents, and school
♦ Candidates are provided
community leaders;
community leaders;
with opportunities to gain ♦ Candidates are provided
♦ Candidates are not provided
experiences in two or more
with an opportunity to gain
with an opportunity to gain
types of school settings
experience in one different
experience in any different
(e.g. elementary, middle,
type of school setting (e.g.
types of school settings (e.g.
high, urban, suburban,
elementary, middle, high,
elementary, middle, high,
rural, virtual, and
urban, suburban, rural,
urban, suburban, rural,
alternative schools) to
virtual, and alternative
virtual, and alternative
practice a wide range of
schools) to practice relevant,
schools) to practice relevant,
relevant, school-based
school-based knowledge
school-based knowledge
knowledge and leadership
and leadership skills;
and leadership skills;
skills;
♦ Candidates are provided
♦ Candidates are not provided
♦ Candidates are provided
with one opportunity to
with any opportunities to
with many opportunities to
interact with a community
interact with a community
interact with a variety of
organization, (e.g.,
organization, (e.g.,
community organizations,
community and business
community and business
(e.g., community and
groups, community and
groups, community and
business groups,
social service agencies, or
social service agencies, or
community and social
parent groups);
parent groups);
service agencies, and
♦ Candidates are able to
♦ Candidates are not able to
parent groups);
demonstrate some
demonstrate leadership
♦ Candidates are able to take
leadership skills by taking a
skills by taking a leadership
a leadership role in more
leadership role in one
role in any capstone
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than one capstone
leadership activity (as
identified in the other
ELCC Building-Level
Standards) with supervised
assistance from an On-Site
Mentor that maximizes
their leadership practice
and refines their schoollevel leadership skills.

capstone leadership activity
(as identified in the other
ELCC Building-Level
Standards) with supervised
assistance from an On-Site
Mentor that maximizes their
leadership practice and
refines their school-level
leadership skills.

leadership activities (as
identified in the other ELCC
Building-Level Standards)
even with supervised
assistance from an On-Site
Mentor.

ELCC 7.2: Sustained Internship Experience: Candidates are provided a six-month
concentrated (9–12 hours per week) internship that includes field experiences within a school
environment.
♦ Evidence is found that
♦ Evidence is found that
♦ No evidence is found that
shows how candidates are
shows how candidates are
shows how candidates are
provided a sustained
provided a sustained school
provided a sustained school
school internship with field
internship with field
internship with field
experiences over an
experiences over an
experiences over an
extended period of time
extended period of time
extended period of time
(6 months, 9–12 hours per
(less than 6 months, less
week).
than 9 hours per week).
(Explanatory Note: The
(Explanatory Note: The
internship experience need
internship experience need not
not be consecutive and may
be consecutive and may
include field experiences of
include field experiences of
different lengths. This
different lengths. This
experience may include two
experience may include two
noncontiguous clinical
clinical internships of three
internships of six months
months each, or one foureach, or two four-month
month clinical internship and
clinical internships with four two months of field
months of field experiences,
experiences, or another
or another equivalent
equivalent combination.)
combination.)
ELCC 7.3: Qualified On-Site Mentor: An on-site school mentor who has demonstrated
experience as an educational leader within a school is selected collaboratively by the intern and
program faculty with training by the supervising institution.
♦ Verbal or written
instructions by the
supervising institution are
well-rounded and
comprehensive in
providing on-site mentors
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♦ Verbal or written
instructions by the
supervising institution are
vague or limited in
providing on-site mentors
with guidance in their

♦ No verbal or written
instructions are provided by
the supervising institution
for on-site mentors to guide
their ongoing supervision
and evaluation of intern

with guidance in their
ongoing supervision and
candidates;
ongoing supervision and
evaluation of intern
♦ The program fails to provide
evaluation of intern
candidates;
any explanation of
candidates;
♦ The program provides a
qualifications for on-site
♦ The program provides a
vague explanation with little
mentors, or the evidence
comprehensive explanation
information for how they
does not support how onof strategies for ensuring
plan to ensure that on-site
site mentors are qualified as
that on-site mentors are
mentors are qualified as
school-based educational
qualified as school-based
school-based educational
leaders;
educational leaders;
leaders;
♦ No evidence is found that
♦ Both the internship and
♦ Some evidence is found that
the internship or field
field experiences within
either the internship or the
experiences within the
the courses are offered for
field experiences within the
courses are offered to
credit to candidates
courses are offered for
candidates for credit.
according to the policies of
credit to candidates
the program.
according to the policies of
the program.

MAKING ELCC PROGRAM REPORT RECOGNITION POLICIE. Based on a careful review of
the program report evidence and a qualitative judgment about the extent of alignment of the evidence to
the ELCC standards (please see standard evaluation rubrics criteria – noted above), program reviewers
and ELCC Audit Committee members will use the following guidelines/policies for granting program
recognition status.
ELCC program reviewers and Audit Committee members will evaluate the “preponderance of evidence”
presented in the program report to determine whether to grant “National Recognition,” “National
Recognition with Conditions,” or “Further Development Required/Recognized with Probation.”
“Preponderance of evidence” means an overall confirmation of candidate performance on the standards
in the strength, weight, or quality of evidence. Programs are required to submit two applications of data
on all assessments for each standard. They may disaggregate data by elements to better make their case,
but that is not required. This means that a standard could be met, even though evidence related to one or
more elements presented in the six to eight possible assessments is weak. Program reviewers will weigh
the evidence presented in the ELCC program reports, and when there is a greater weight of evidence in
favor, they will conclude that a standard is met or that a program is recognized.
Program Report Decision Choices for a Program Not Previously Recognized
Programs that are going through review for the first time will have several opportunities to
submit reports before a final recognition decision is applied. This will allow new programs the
opportunity to receive feedback and make changes in their programs without being penalized
with a “not recognized” decision. It will also allow the program review process to be more
collaborative between the ELCC and the program faculty. The following decision choices would
also apply to programs at continuing institutions that may have been recognized in the past but
are not recognized one year prior to the state visit. A program that is being evaluated for the first
time will receive one of the following three ELCC program report decisions:
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a. National Recognition contingent upon unit accreditation
• The program substantially meets all ELCC standards 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 6.0, and
7.0;
• No further submission required; program will receive full National Recognition when
the unit receives accreditation;
• Program will be listed on the NCATE website as Nationally Recognized if the unit is
already accredited. If the unit is not accredited, then the program will be listed as
Nationally Recognized pending unit accreditation.
b. National Recognition with Conditions contingent upon unit accreditation
• The program substantially meets some but not all ELCC standards; therefore, a
“Response to Conditions” report must be submitted within 18 months to remove the
conditions. Conditions could include one or more of the following:
o Insufficient amount of data to determine if ELCC standards are met;
o Insufficient alignment among ELCC standards or assessments or scoring
guides or data (see ELCC Standard Evaluation Rubric);
o Lack of quality in some assessments or scoring guides;
o The NCATE requirement for an 80 percent pass rate on state licensure tests is
not met
• The program has two opportunities within 18 months after the decision to remove
the conditions. If the program is unsuccessful after two attempts, then the program
status will be changed to Not Recognized.
• The program is listed on the NCATE website as Nationally Recognized with
Conditions until it achieves National Recognition. If its status is changed to Not
Recognized, then the program will be removed from the list on the website.
c. Further Development Required:
• The program does not substantially meet all ELCC standards and the ELCC standards
that are not met are critical to a high-quality program and more than a few in number,
or are few in number but so fundamentally important that recognition is not
appropriate;
• The program will have two opportunities within 12 to 14 months after the first
decision to attain National Recognition or National Recognition with Conditions. If
the program is unsuccessful after two attempts, then the program status will be
changed to Not Recognized.
A program could receive a decision of Not Nationally Recognized only after two submissions
within the 12 to 14 month period (from the first decision) were unsuccessful in achieving
National Recognition or National Recognition with Conditions.
Program Report Decision Choices for a Currently Recognized Program
Program reports that were previously approved by the ELCC during a previous review cycle will
not be in jeopardy of losing their recognition status immediately after their first review in a
review cycle. These programs will receive one of the following ELCC program report decisions:
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a. Continued National Recognition
• The program substantially meets all ELCC standards 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 6.0, and
7.0;
• No further submission required;
• Program is listed on the NCATE website as Nationally Recognized
b. Continued National Recognition with Conditions
• The program generally meets some but not all ELCC standards; therefore, a
“Response to Conditions” report must be submitted within 18 months to remove the
conditions. Conditions could include one or more of the following:
o Insufficient amount of assessment data to determine if ELCC standards are met;
o Insufficient alignment among ELCC standards or assessments or scoring guides
or data (see ELCC Standard Evaluation Rubric);
o Lack of quality in some assessments or scoring guides;
o The NCATE requirement for an 80 percent pass rate on state licensure tests is
not met
• The program will have two opportunities within 18 months after the first decision to
attain National Recognition. If the program is unsuccessful after two attempts, then
the program status will be changed to Not Recognized.
• The program is listed on the NCATE website as Nationally Recognized (based on its
prior review) until the UAB makes an accreditation decision for the unit. At that
point, if the program has not achieved National Recognition with Conditions or
National Recognition, its status is changed to Not Recognized and the program’s
name will be removed from the website.
c. Continued National Recognition with Probation
• The program does not substantially meet all ELCC standards and the ELCC standards
that are not met are critical to a high-quality program and more than a few in number,
or are few in number but so fundamentally important that recognition is not
appropriate. To remove probation, the unit may submit a revised program report
addressing unmet standards within 12 to 14 months, or the unit may submit a new
program report for national recognition within 12 to 14 months;
• The program will have two opportunities within 12 to 14 months after the first
decision to attain National Recognition or National Recognition with Conditions. If
the program is unsuccessful after two attempts, then the program status will be
changed to Not Recognized;
• The program is listed on the NCATE website as Nationally Recognized (based on its
prior review) until the UAB makes an accreditation decision for the unit. At that
point, if the program is still Recognized with Probation, its status is changed to Not
Recognized and the program’s name will be removed from the website.
Program could receive a decision of Not Nationally Recognized only after two submissions
within the 12 to 14 month period (from the first decision) were unsuccessful in reaching either
National Recognition or Continued National Recognition with Conditions.
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APPENDIX 2: Alignment of ELCC Program
Standards with NCATE Standard Principles
NCATE Standard Principles
PRINCIPLE 1.
CONTENT KNOWLEDGE

ELCC Program Standards
ELCC Standard 1.0
ELCC Standard 2.0
ELCC Standard 3.0
ELCC Standard 4.0
ELCC Standard 5.0
ELCC Standard 6.0

PRINCIPLE 2. CONTENT PEDAGOGY

ELCC Standard 1.0
ELCC Standard 2.0

PRINCIPLE 3.
LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

ELCC Standard 3.0
ELCC Standard 5.0

PRINCIPLE 4. PROFESSIONAL
KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS

ELCC Standard 4.0
ELCC Standard 6.0
ELCC Standard 7.0

APPENDIX 3: Building-Level Standards
Commentary and Research Support
The research commentaries in Appendix 3 report on scholarly research and craft knowledge
supporting elements for each of the seven ELCC standards guiding programs preparing
candidates for school building level leadership. The commentaries were developed in an effort
to provide guidance in specifying the knowledge and skills associated with best practice in
school building leadership. They are intended to support programmatic efforts to ensure that
candidates to gain knowledge of best practice as a specific approach method or procedure
derived from research and/or professional consensus. The commentaries are grounded in an
understanding that much of school administrative knowledge is built on the “development of
skills built up through practice” and “involve[s] an…element of critical judgment as opposed to
routinized competencies” (Blumberg, 1989, p. 28). As such the commentaries highlight research
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informing craft knowledge that is derived from a foundation of “doing” school administration. It
is knowledge gained from application and systematic practice.
Research Support for ELCC Standard 1.0:
Introduction
Evidence presented in support of Standard 1 confirms that a building-level education leader must
have knowledge of how to promote the success of students by understanding principles for the
development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a school vision of learning.
Stewardship is a concept of leadership as a servant-leader advanced by Robert Greenleaf, who
believed that the best way to lead was by serving. Stewardship involves using foresight;
employing power ethically; seeking consensus in group decisions where possible; and,
envisioning leadership as employing persuasion and building relationships based on trust (Frick,
2004, pp. 338-345). Education leaders seeking to develop a school vision of learning are aware
that a school culture supporting this vision is constructed of a set of “behavioral norms that
exemplify the best that a school stands for. It means building an institution in which people
believe strongly, with which they identify personally, and to which they gladly render their
loyalty” (Razik &. Swanson, 2010, p. 123). Education leaders recognize that schools do not
have a culture, they are a culture “constructed through aesthetic means and taking aesthetic
form” (Samier, 2011, p. 277). The culture of a school consists of thought, language, the use of
symbols and images and such other aspects as visions, missions, logos, trophies, rituals, legends,
and important celebrations and ceremonies.
To construct a school culture requires knowledge of the importance of shared school vision,
mission, and goals for student success that is documented in the effective schools literature
(Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Rosenholtz,
1985; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, & Ouston, 1979), and subsequently in the school
improvement literature (Chrispeels, 1992; Fullan & Miles, 1992; Kurland, Peretz, & HertzLazarowitz, 2010; Lambert, 1998; Leithwood, Begley, & Cousins, 1994; Leithwood & Jantzi,
1999; Murphy Elliott, Goldring, & Porter, 2007; Powell, Higgins, Aram, & Freed, 2009; Short &
Greer, 1997; Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 2002; Tillman, 2004). A school vision is a public
statement that contains four elements: (a) is anchored in a future condition or state; (b) identifies
a clear set of conditions which pertain; (c) is devoid of means, methods and “how-to’s but is
focused on tangible results; (d) projects hope, energy, and destination” Kaufman, Herman &.
Watters, 1996, p. 49). The mission of a school is a general statement of the purpose of a school,
which usually indicates a desired condition or destination towards which the school or personnel
in the school strive to realize or attain through their collective and individualized actions. When
vision, mission, and goals are widely shared, student achievement usually increases (Chrispeels,
1992; Harris, 2002; Printy & Marks, 2006; Rutter et al., 1979). This requires conditions of
organizational transparency. The concept means that one can “see through” the actions, beliefs,
values, and motivations of leaders. It implies being open and forthright about who is proposing
what, for what purposes and to what ends. It means that leaders have no “hidden agendas” and
that it is clear in their actions who benefits and who does not from change. Furthermore, it means
that school leaders take actions to make sure meetings are open, agendas are announced in
advance, participation is invited, and comments and recommendations from all seriously
considered.
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The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence supporting Standard 1 was recognized in
the reviews of scholarship informing the development of the ISLLC 2008 standards highlighting
the importance of knowledge “facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and
stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by all stakeholders” (Murphy,
1990). Formation of the ISLLC 2008 Policy Standards also was based on consideration of the
importance of knowledge of the theoretical foundations for leadership practice (for example,
Blanchard et al., 2007; Ulrich, Zenger & Smallwood, 1999). Some reviews of scholarship
highlighted the importance of knowledge of how to collaboratively develop and implement a
shared vision and mission (Clark, Lotto & Astuto, 1984). The importance of knowledge about
how to use evidence and data in decision making was highlighted in reports informing the
formation of the ISLLC 2008 Standards (Creighton, 2007; Knapp, Copland, Plecki, Portin, 2006;
Van Houten, 2003). Other reports confirmed the importance of knowledge of creating and
implementing plans to achieve goals of developing quality programs (Clark, Lotto & Astuto,
1984). Education leaders know that “quality begins with intent” (Deming, 1986, p. 5) and “must
be built in at the design stage” (p. 49). A quality program is a well-designed plan to attain
ambitious but realistic goals for a school that are pursued in a timely, prudent and concerted
effort over a sustained period of time resulting in the realization of those goals.
ELCC 1.1: Commentary and Research Support:
The importance of shared school vision, mission, and goals for student success is well
documented in the effective schools literature (Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984; Hallinger &
Murphy, 1986; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Rosenholtz, 1985; Rutter et al., 1979) and
subsequently in the school improvement literature (Chrispeels, 1992; Fullan & Miles, 1992;
Kurland, Peretz, & Hertz-Lazarowitz, 2010; Lambert, 1998; Leithwood et al., 1994;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999 a, b; Murphy et al., 2007; Powell et al., 2009; Short & Greer,
1997; Silins et al., 2002; Tillman, 2004). When vision, mission, and goals are widely shared,
student achievement is most likely to increase (Chrispeels, 1992; Harris, 2002; Printy &
Marks, 2006; Rutter et al., 1979).
Vision and mission statements vary. Some include a social as well as an academic focus
(Chrispeels, 1992; Lightfoot, 1986; Short & Greer, 1997; Silins et al., 2002); some refer to
student learning as well as or instead of achievement-test scores (Firestone & Gonzáles,
2007; Harris, 2002; Marks & Printy, 2003). Trust extended to students (Printy & Marks,
2006; Rutter et al., 1979; Short & Greer, 1997; Silins & Mulford, 2004; Silins et al., 2002)
and to teachers (Harris, 2002; Short & Greer, 1997; Silins et al., 2002; Tschannen-Moran,
2009) is reported to be important in moving toward ideals captured in vision and mission
statements. Use of various techniques for involving stakeholders in the visioning process is
explored in the research (Chrispeels, 1992; Chance, Copeland, Farris, & Allen, 1994; Short
& Greer, 1997). Developing a shared vision and mission requires consensus-building
strategies with teachers in particular, but also with other school-based personnel and external
stakeholders (Chance et al., 1994; Marks & Printy, 2003; McPike, 1987; Purkey & Smith,
1983; Short & Greer, 1997; Silins & Mulford, 2004; Silins et al., 2002). Sustaining
commitment to the vision and mission is enhanced when principals and others communicate
them often and sometimes strategically (Short & Greer, 1997) to the appropriate
constituencies (Silins & Mulford, 2004; Silins et al., 2002).
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Schools are attended by students whose families come from a variety of Western and nonWestern cultures. Culture is one of many types of diversity. Diversity also includes
socioeconomic status, race and ethnicity, language differences, and various learning styles.
Responding positively to diversity and proactively to students’ learning needs enables
schools to improve student learning and achievement (Casner-Lotto, 1988; Clark et al., 1984;
Delpit, 1992; Gerstl-Pepin, 2006; Kohl, 2007; Rutter et al., 1979; Stedman, 1985; Tillman,
2004). Embracing diversity subsumes understanding schools as interactive social and cultural
systems and necessitates cultural competence for school leaders (Aspiazu, Bauer, & Spillett,
1998; Bustamante, Nelson, & Onwuegbuzie, 2009; Institute for Educational Leadership,
2005). Several studies have noted that establishing a school culture that applauds diversity
entails creating a caring community (Gerstl-Pepin, 2006; Harris, 2002; Lightfoot, 1986;
Murphy, 2005; Silins & Mulford, 2004; Tschannen-Moran, 2009).
ELCC 1.2: Commentary and Research Support:
Data-driven decision making has become a staple in education and educational leadership
(Bowers, 2009; Knapp, Copland, & Swinnerton, 2007; Luo, 2008; Moss & Piety, 2007). The
importance of collecting and using relevant evidence on which to base decisions that impact
student learning has been documented in the effective schools and school improvement
research (Chrispeels, 1992; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Kurland et al., 2010; Purkey &
Smith, 1983). Evidence must come from multiple sources if it is to be useful for decision
making with respect to identifying goals, assessing organizational effectiveness, creating and
implementing plans to achieve goals, and promoting organizational learning. Such sources
should include standardized tests results (Firestone & Gonzáles, 2007; Moss & Piety, 2007);
grades from classroom assessments (Bowers, 2009; Firestone & Gonzáles, 2007; Guskey,
2007); observations of teaching (Halverson, Grigg, Prichett, & Thomas, 2005; Moss & Piety,
2007); critical examination by teachers of their practice (Silins et al., 2002); video,
instructional artifacts, and student work samples (Moss & Piety, 2007); diagnostic
assessments (Firestone & Gonzáles, 2007); survey results (Firestone & Gonzáles, 2007;
Halverson et al., 2005); and performances and portfolios (Firestone & Gonzáles, 2007;
Guskey, 2007).
School improvement is dependent on organizational learning and necessarily involves
collaborative, sustained effort (Cardano, 2002). To reap results, this effort must be informed
by evidence (Kurland et al., 2010; Silins et al., 2002). Organizational learning depends on a
culture of trust in which problems can be discussed openly and effective solutions can be
shared with and accepted by others (Taylor, 2009). A natural feedback loop is created by
organizational learning practices as problems are identified, data are collected, solutions are
implemented and evaluated through action research, and the results are disseminated (Taylor,
2009).
ELCC 1.3: Commentary and Research Support:
The 20th-century history of school reform is checkered. Most reforms failed to bring about
substantial change, and most withered, notwithstanding a brief period of initial success
(Tharp, 2008). Some of the failure occurred because professional development needed for
implementation success was lacking (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1990). The nature of
professional development changed in the last part of the last century. Research on both adult
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learning (Knowles, 1984; Mezirow, 1991) and the effectiveness of staff development
contributed to the development of standards that are now available to guide providers in use
of effective practices (see the National Staff Development Council website: www.nsdc.org).
As a result, professional development has become a vital element of school improvement and
sustained change (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Lambert, 1998).
A comprehensive, coherently scaffolded program of professional development that offers
quality learning experiences is a building block of successful improvement efforts (DarlingHammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, & Orr, 2007; Harris, 2002; Fullan & Pomfret, as cited in
Levine & Stark, 1981; Purkey & Smith, 1983). Professional development takes many forms,
including the collaborative work of professional learning communities within schools (Hall
& Hord, 2006); networking with communities external to the school (Spillane & Thompson,
1997); and similar structures, each of which focuses on improving pedagogy and thereby
student learning. These heretofore nontraditional forms of professional development have
gained stature, again due in part to effective schools research (Casner-Lotto, 1988; Clark et
al., 1984; Levine & Stark, 1981; Little, 1982; Maeroff, 1988; L. Miller, 1988; Purkey &
Smith, 1983; Sickler, 1988; Wimpelberg, Teddlie, & Stringfield, 1989; Witte & Walsh,
1990).
Effective schools research explicitly described building teachers’ capacity in the context of
improved instruction and implicitly described building teachers’ leadership capacity. As
teacher leadership became a topic of research interest in the 1990s more researchers (Harris,
2002; Muijs & Harris, 2006; Lambert, 1998, 2003; Printy & Marks, 2006; Silins & Mulford,
2004) examined it as a variable contributing to school improvement and organizational
learning. Building teacher leadership capacity is foundational to sustained improvement.
Noted in the improvement literature (Lambert, 1998; McLaughlin & March, 1990) is the
vulnerability of seemingly successful change efforts to the loss of a few key personnel,
especially a supportive principal. Where improvement efforts have become institutionalized
and teachers’ leadership capacity has been built, reforms are more likely to survive the loss
of key individuals (Davidson & Taylor, 1999; Lambert, 1998).
As noted, professional development is essential to successful school change. Models of
change processes abound (see Kidron & Darwin, 2007, for a review), many substantiated by
research. While the model selected should be consistent with the vision and mission
established for the school, successful change is less dependent on which model is used than it
is on the commitment of the principal and teachers to change and the provision of
professional development related to the model (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1990). Sustaining the
school vision, mission, and improvement efforts is dependent on people as the critical
resource (Murphy et al., 2007). School leaders who manage human capital well contribute
substantially to the success of improvement efforts (Clark et al., 1984; Stedman, 1985).
ELCC 1.4: Commentary and Research Support:
Much is presented above about using data to monitor and evaluate school improvement and
its implementation. Multiple sources and types of data allow for a more comprehensive
understanding of the effects, strengths, and weaknesses of improvement plans. Periodic
formative evaluations are needed to monitor and revise improvement plans to maintain
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congruence with the vision and mission (Levine & Stark, 1981). To be useful, a culture of
trust should be established and the evaluative data used collaboratively and supportively
rather than punitively (Fullan, Miles, & Taylor, as cited in Levine & Stark, 1981).
Research Support for ELCC Standard 2.0:
Introduction
Evidence presented in support of Standard 2 confirms that a building-level education leader must
have knowledge of principles for advocating, nurturing and sustaining a school culture and
instructional programs conducive to student learning and staff professional growth. This
includes knowledge of the elements of school culture and ways it can be influenced to ensure
student success and human development theories, proven learning and motivational theories and
knowledge of how diversity influences the learning process (Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, La
Pointe, & Orr, 2009; Leithwood, Jantzi, Coffin, & Wilson, 1996). It also includes knowledge of
effective leadership practices including those characterized as instructional leadership,
transformational leadership or leading learning, and knowledge of models of change processes
(Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Heck & Hallinger, 2005; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Leithwood,
Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008; Waters, Marzano, &
McNulty, 2003). Transformational leaders are interested in empowering others to transcend
organizational constraints and imagine a different future. In contrast, transactional leaders work
within system boundaries and stay within the organized hierarchies of subordination designated
within the school or school system.
Standard 2 is informed by research highlighting the importance of knowledge of how to develop
motivating student learning environments (Cotton & Savard, 1980; Murphy & Alexander, 2006).
Infusing technology into leadership practices has become a recognized domain of practical
knowledge essential to effective instructional leadership (Brooks-Young, 2002, 2004). Standard
2 is also informed by research underscoring the importance of knowledge of curriculum
planning. This requires that education leaders be familiar with theories of curriculum.
Curriculum theories are narratives that attempt to answer the age-old question, “which
knowledge is of most worth?” According to Wraga (2006) there are three broad types of
curriculum theories: (a) philosophical-prescriptive; (b) professional-instrumental; and (c)
exegetic-academic (p. 251). The philosophical-prescriptive approach seeks to determine the most
important knowledge by denoting the nature of educational purposes. The most obvious example
is the traditional-academic curriculum as described by Mortimer Adler. In the second type of
curriculum theory the approach is to focus on the processes or methods to make decisions about
curriculum. The most famous example is that created by Ralph Tyler. The exegetic-academic is
not aimed at improving curriculum practice, but rather is a way of thinking about academic texts
or theoretical lenses in viewing curriculum. Education leaders draw from curriculum theories to
develop a rigorous and coherent curriculum. They recognize that a curriculum, as an expression
of ordered content, should be constructed or developed following an explicit design rather than
simply throwing disparate elements together and hoping they fit somehow at the end. It means
curriculum construction with forethought to obtain well considered outcomes where the whole is
greater than the parts and not simply the parts clumped together. Education leaders support the
expectation that the curriculum will contain the highest or most difficult elements to consider or
to acquire in learning by all students.
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The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence supporting Standard 2 was recognized in
the empirical evidence, craft knowledge and theoretical writings that supported the development
of ISLLC’s Standard 2 (ISLLC, 2008, p. 18): “promoting the success of every student by
advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to
student learning and staff professional growth” (Murphy, 1990). Classic theories of motivation
(Bandura, 1986; Herzberg, Mauser & Snyderman, 2004, Maslow, 1954; McClelland, 1961;
Vroom, 1964; Weiner, 1986), social control (Glasser, 1986), and goals (Ames, 1992) are
foundational sources of knowledge for education leaders seeking to nurture a culture of trust and
to motivate faculty and students. There are three levels of educational trust according to Schmidt
(2010). The first level of trust is predictability where individuals can rely on established and
predictable behavior. The second level of trust is related to individuals such as leaders who are
perceived as being trustworthy when they exhibit predictable behavior and are responsive to the
needs of staff, parents and stakeholders. The third level of trust is faith, which consists of
emotional security where there is the expectation that leaders and institutions will keep their
promises.
Theories of human development (Armstrong, 2007) and evidence found in case studies of how
improvements in teaching and learning can be achieved (Schmoker, 2006) confirm that both are
essential to effective school leadership. A review of literature by Murphy et al. (2007) on
learning centered leadership concluded that instructionally-focused leadership paired with
leadership processes are required for high performing schools. Earlier reviews found strong
evidence that knowledge of leadership approaches to developing school culture and climate is
critically important (Anderson, 1982). Climate has been compared to the personality of an
individual or how a school “feels” when it is experienced holistically. The differing types of
climate were invented as opposed to discovered (Halpin, 1966, p. 131, 138). More recently
Conley defined climate as “the conditions and shared perceptions of organizational variables
thought to affect organizational functioning, such as teacher morale and principal leadership
style” (2006, p. 153). Evidence of the importance of applied knowledge of how to create a
culture of trust, learning and high expectations was found in scholarship on the impact that
leaders have on building learning communities (Boyd & Hord, 1994). Knowledge of the nature
and practices of distributive leadership was identified as essential in a number of scholarly works
(Bennett, Wise, Woods & Harvey, 2003; Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom & Anderson, 2010).
Education leaders strive to create a culture of continuous improvement recognizing that the quest
for improvement should not end with any particular state of accomplishment, but rather involves
continuing efforts to attain new or higher levels of attainment with renewed effort.
ELCC 2.1: Commentary and Research Support:
This element stresses the role of school leaders in developing an effective school culture.
Candidates should have knowledge of the elements of school culture and ways it can be
influenced to ensure student success and human development theories, proven learning and
motivational theories, and knowledge of how diversity influences the learning process
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Leithwood et al., 1996). This dimension of leadership has
been widely researched over the past 30 years through case study and survey research. An
extensive body of research beginning with early effective schools research (Edmonds, 1979)
continually with the most recent large-scale, multi school research study (Leithwood &
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Jantzi, 2008; Louis et al., 2010; Wahlstrom & Seashore-Louis, 2008) sought to capture the
leader actions that contribute most to a culture that positively influences student learning..
Much of the research focused either specifically on culture influencing actions or on those
actions among other effective leadership practices. Research has described the importance of
leaders setting high expectations (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999a, b;
Leithwood et al., 2004; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005), and creating a culture of
collaboration and trust among staff and the larger community (Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith,
2002; Hoy, Tarter, & Bliss, 1990; Podsokoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990; Silins
et al., 2002; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, 2003; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
1998). Various terms have been used to signify school or organizational culture, including
fostering organizational health (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993), and creating a culture of care
(Hayes, Christie, Mills, & Lingard, 2004). Findings reported in various reviews of research
and large-scale multivariate analyses confirm that leaders strongly influence student learning
by creating and sustaining a culture that sets high expectations and enables teachers and
students to learn and work productively. A few studies have tried to differentiate leader
practices by comparing similarly challenged schools that have different student outcomes
(Brown, Anfara, & Roney, 2004; Watts, Campell, Gau, Jacobs, Rex, & Hess, 2006). Results
of these studies similarly underscored the leaders’ influence on building a supportive culture
around high expectations.
ELCC 2.2: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge of the development of quality curriculum including (a) using
principles/theories of learning; (b) using appropriate instructional techniques; (c) monitoring
and evaluating instruction; (d) using data and technology to improve instruction; and (d)
allocating resources (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Torrence, 2002; Waters et al., 2003;
Weber, 2006); multiple methods of evaluation, accountability systems, data collection, and
analysis of data; and program evaluation (Smith, 1999; Waters et al., 2003). Candidates are
able to design comprehensive curriculum development plans; analyze instructional lessons;
collaborate with faculty to plan, implement, and evaluate a coordinated and articulated
curriculum (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Robinson et al., 2008); use technology to design,
monitor and/or evaluate instructional programs (Waters et al., 2003; Weber, 2006); use
standards-based accountability data to improve the quality of teaching and learning; provide
feedback using data, assessments, and evaluation methods to improve practice and student
achievement (Torrence, 2002); design evaluation systems, make plans based on assessment
data, and provide feedback based on data; design, develop, and utilize school assessments for
instruction and reporting; interpret information and communicate progress toward vision and
goals for educators, the school community, and other stakeholders; use disaggregated data to
improve instructional programs (Waters et al., 2003); use effective technology and
performance management systems where appropriate to improve classroom instruction; and
use technology to monitor, analyze, and evaluate assessment results for accountability
reporting and to guide continuous school improvement (Robinson et al., 2008; Spillane,
Halverson, & Diamond, 2004; Waters et al., 2003).
This element combines two primary knowledge and skill areas—knowledge of curriculum
and instruction and capacity to work with teachers to improve these, and capacity to use data
to evaluate to inform how to improve these. Many of the measures of leadership practices
combine these under a more general rubric of focus on instruction or instructional leadership
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(Leithwood et al., 2004; Robinson et al., 2008; Supovitz, Siridides, & May, 2010; Waters et
al., 2003). For example, in an effort to unpack effective leadership practices, Robinson and
others (2008) undertook a meta-analysis of leadership dimensions across 27 studies and
found a moderate impact (80 indictors across nine studies) from leadership practices of
planning, coordinating and evaluating teaching and the curriculum on student achievement.
Waters et al. (2003) identified the correlations in their meta-analyses, finding modest
association with measures on knowledge of, participation in and practice of monitoring and
evaluation curriculum, instruction and assessment.
ELCC 2.3: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge of supervision strategies that ensure teachers are demonstrating
research-based professional practices; individual professional development plans and
continuous progress; principles of quality professional development; effective instructional
techniques; evaluation of professional development; and systems that promote efficient
practices in the management of people, processes, and resources (Darling-Hammond et al.,
2009). Candidates are able to provide feedback to improve teaching and learning (Wildy &
Dimmock, 1993); work collaboratively at the building level to improve practice for teaching
and learning (Goddard, Goddard, & Tschannen-Moran, 2007); monitor individual
professional development and continuous improvement; participate in activities that apply
principles of effective instruction to improve instructional practices and curricular materials;
design building-level professional growth plans that reflect national professional
development standards; use a variety of approaches to improve staff performance (Youngs,
2007; Youngs & King, 2002); and provide and monitor the use of differentiated strategies,
materials, and technologies to maximize instructional time (Leithwood et al., 2004; Marzano
et al., 2005).
This element combines the development of individual capacity with collective organizational
capacity to improve instruction. While the element frames this in terms of time on
instruction, the descriptors of practice focus more broadly on effective instructional practices
that have been shown to have moderate to strong meditating effects on student learning
(Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Leithwood et al., 2004; Robinson et al.,
2008; Waters et al., 2003).
ELCC 2.4: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge about technology as pedagogical and administrative tools
(Reale-Foley, 2003; Weber, 2006). Candidates are able to support initiatives that utilize
technologies for improved teaching and student achievement and use technology for school
improvement (Anderson & Dexter, 2005; Flanagan & Jacobson, 2003; Halverson et al.,
2005; Isabelle & Lapointe, 2003; Weber, 2006).
Research Support for ELCC Standard 3.0:
Introduction
Evidence presented in support of Standard 3 confirms that a building-level education leader must
have knowledge of best practices regarding management of a school organization, operations,
and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment. This includes knowledge
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of effective practices of management and leadership that are associated with improved school
conditions and subsequent school outcomes (Earthman & Lemasters, 2004; Leithwood & Riehl,
2005; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Louis et al., 2010; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005;
Murphy et al. 2007; Portin, Alejano, Knapp, & Marzolf, 2006). School outcomes are the results
that accrue from decisions or actions from those responsible for leading a school. The results can
be expressed in terms of student learning measures (achievement test scores) or student
categorizations such as dropouts, promotions, graduation rates, etc.
Standard 3 was informed by research confirming the importance of knowledge of human
resource issues, including educator work redesign (e.g. Conley, Fauske, & Pounder, 2004; Crow
& Pounder, 2000; Gerber, Finn, Achilles, & Boyd-Zaharias, 2001; Pounder, 1998; Pounder,
1999), educator recruitment-selection (Pounder, 1989; Pounder, Galvin, & Shepard, 2003;
Pounder & Merrill, 2001; Pounder, King, & Hausman, 2005), educator induction-mentoringprofessional development (Crow & Matthews, 1998), educator appraisal-supervision-evaluation
(Stronge, & Tucker, 2003; Tucker & Stronge, 2005), and educator compensation (Odden &
Kelley, 2002; Pounder, 1988). The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence
supporting Standard 3 was recognized in research informing the formation of the ISLLC 2008
standards, which also found knowledge of the nature of distributed leadership to be essential
(Goleman, Boyatzis & Mckee, 2002). More recently Louis et al. (2010) found that distribution
of leadership to include teachers, parents and district staff is needed in order to improve student
achievement. Distributive leadership is based on the idea that there is a social distribution of
tasks associated with leadership in a school, specifically that leadership tasks are spread over a
group of people in schools beyond the singular administrator in charge. Distributed leadership
approaches do not remove the need for an effective singular leader, nor do they necessarily
reduce the work of the leader. Although there are many similarities with democratic leadership,
distributed leadership is different from democratic leadership as it accepts power differentials in
roles within the schools even as leadership tasks are dispersed (Woods, 2005, pp. 33-45).
ELCC 3.1: Commentary and Research Support:
Much of the early research in the field of educational administration (1960s and 1970s)
focused on management functions and operational systems of schools and other educational
organizations. Since the 1980s much more of the literature has focused on instructional
leadership functions and leadership for school improvement. Most recently, this leadership
(vs. management) focus has narrowed to focus more specifically on leadership behaviors and
functions associated with improved student outcomes, most notably student learning. In spite
of this transition in educational administration scholarship, effective management of schools
is still considered a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for effective schooling, as
established in the 1980s effective schools research (Purkey & Smith, 1983). Recent empirical
studies, meta-analyses of empirical studies, and reviews of leadership literature have
suggested that both effective management and effective leadership are associated with
improved school conditions and subsequent school outcomes (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005;
Leithwood & Riehl, 2005; Marzano et al., 2005; Murphy et al., 2007; Portin et al., 2006).
Louis et al. (2010) concluded that successful school-level leadership involves significant
attention to classroom instructional practices and to other issues critical to the health and
welfare of schools.
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ELCC 3.2: Commentary and Research Support:
There is a considerable body of empirical literature devoted to issues of resource
administration in schools or other educational organizations. These empirical studies are
often highly specialized to focus on specific human resource issues, including educator work
redesign (e.g., Conley et al., 2004; Crow & Pounder, 2000; Gerber et al., 2001; Pounder,
1998, 1999); educator recruitment and selection (Pounder, 1989; Pounder et al., 2003;
Pounder et al., 2005; Pounder & Merrill, 2001); educator induction, mentoring, and
professional development (Crow & Matthews, 1998); educator appraisal, supervision, and
evaluation (Stronge & Tucker, 2003; Tucker & Stronge, 2005); and educator compensation
(Odden & Kelley, 2002; Pounder, 1988). Issues of fiscal resource administration are often
focused on equity (Card & Payne, 2002; Wenglinsky, 1998), adequacy (Baker & Green,
2008; Grubb, 2007) or productivity issues (Greenwald, Hedges & Laine, 1996; Monk, 1992).
Technological resource research often focuses on better technology utilization, including
stronger preparation and development of educators to utilize technology to improve student
learning (Collins & Halverson, 2009; Halverson & Collins, 2006; McLeod, 2008). As a result
of this diverse array of resource issues, it is difficult to identify literature reviews or metaanalyses that succinctly summarize findings on educational resource administration in
general. Literature cited above is but a small sample of literature on resource administration
in schools.
ELCC 3.3: Commentary and Research Support:
Much of the support for Standard 3.3 is grounded in the law and case law precedent rather
than from empirical research. However, the effective schools research of the 1980s
emphasized the creation of an orderly school environment as one of the critical components
of effective schools—a necessary but not sufficient condition for student learning (Purkey &
Smith, 1983). Similarly, research by Browne-Ferrigno, Hunt, Allan, and Rowe (2006) found
that successful schools have a culture of leadership that supports a safe, orderly environment.
ELCC 3.4: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge about the meaning of distributed leadership and how to create
and sustain it (Day & Leithwood, 2007; Firestone & Martinez, 2009; Gronn, 2002; Harris,
2009; Leithwood, Mascall, & Strauss, 2009; Spillane, 2006; Spillane, Halverson, &
Diamond, 2001). Evidence on effective principals demonstrates the importance of
understanding and practicing leadership as a network of relationships rather than “control
over processes or outcomes” (Leithwood et al., 2009, p. 7). Research has demonstrated that
the principal’s practice of distributed leadership can take various forms depending on school
characteristics, specific leadership activities, the school’s stage of development, resources,
and the leader’s personal preferences (Leithwood, Mascall, Strauss, Sacks, Memon, &
Yashkina., 2007; Portin, 2003; Portin, Knapp, Dareff, Feldman, Russell, Samuelson, &
Yeh, 2009; Spillane et al., 2001). Although research findings are mixed in terms of the
effects of distributed leadership on student learning, evidence exists to support the claim that
principals’ use of distributed leadership contributes to school change, student achievement,
and organizational learning (Day & Leithwood, 2007; Leithwood et al., 2009; Seashore
Louis & Marks, 1998; Stoll & Seashore Louis, 2007; Wahlstrom & Seashore Louis, 2008;
York-Barr & Duke, 2004). Louis et al., (2010) concluded that leaders should, as a matter of
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policy and practice, extend significant influence to others in the school community as a
foundation for their efforts to improve student achievement.
Candidates are able to identify leadership capabilities of staff at various levels of the school,
including teacher leaders and assistant principals (Copland, 2003; Firestone & Martinez,
2009; Gronn, 2002; Leithwood et al., 2009). In addition, effective principals model
collaboration skills and are able to authentically involve faculty and staff in decision-making
processes (Copland, 2003; Silins et al., 2002; Wahlstrom & Seashore Louis, 2008). Research
on principal leadership has demonstrated an indirect, but significant, effect on student
learning via the principal’s support of teacher collaboration and communication (Supovitz et
al., 2010).
ELCC 3.5: Commentary and Research Support:
Until recently, most of the research on principals’ use of time has consisted of ethnographic
studies of a few individuals or self-report studies. A recent study of principal time use
(Horng, Klasik, & Loeb, 2010), using methods that blend the strengths of both, found that for
most principals almost half of their time was spent in administration or organization
management and only 13% on instructional responsibilities. This study also found that
increased time spent on organization management (hiring and managing staff and managing
budgets) was related to positive school outcomes, including student test performance, as well
as teacher and parent satisfaction.
These findings suggest that the time spent on organizational management tasks relates to
instructional leadership. Managing and protecting time, setting priorities through the ethical
use of power and political skills, and creating schedules contribute to school order, which is
necessary for successful teaching and learning (Marzano et al., 2005; Supovitz, 2002).
Research has demonstrated that the principal’s ability to use time effectively and to provide
time as a resource for teachers is critical to quality instruction and student learning
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood & Riehl, 2005; Morrissey, 2000; Spillane & Seashore
Louis, 2002). Effective principals are also able to use power and political skills in ethical
ways both inside the school and with external constituents (Crow & Weindling, 2010;
Owens, 2006). To exercise power principals must have the capacity to change their
environment in some way, or have the capacity to work with and through others to change an
organization or a society in specific way(s) to attain desired goals or outcomes.
Research Support for ELCC Standard 4.0:
Introduction
Evidence presented in support of Standard 4 confirms that a building-level education leader must
have knowledge of strategies for collaboration with faculty and community members,
understanding of diverse community interests and needs, and best practices for mobilizing
community resources. In order to develop strategies for collaboration (Anderson, Christenson, &
Sinclair, 2004; Barnyak, & McNelly, 2009; Blue-Banning, Summers, Frankland, Nelson, &
Beegle, 2004; Coalition for Community Schools, & Institute for Educational Leadership, 2003;
Epstein & Sanders, 2006; Harris & Chapman, 2002; Harry, 1992), principals must have
knowledge about the collection and analysis of evidence pertinent to the school educational
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environment (Bustamante, Nelson, & Onwuegbuzie, 2009; Epstein, 2005; Halverson, 2010;
Knapp, Swinnerton, Copland, & Monpas-Huber, 2006; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006), and
knowledge of the needs of students, parents or caregivers (Catsambis, 2002; Christenson, 2004;
Fuerstein, 2000; Harris & Chapman, 2002; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005; Landsman, 2006;
Louis & Miles, 1990; Patrikakou, & Weissberg, 2000; Reid, Reid, & Peterson, 2005; Ryan &
Martin, 2000). Candidates understand that conducting a needs assessment requires gathering
information through a process of discovery. This process might involve considering what the
community wants the school to do. Needs assessments also involve processes of noting
discrepancies between a current state of affairs and a desired state of affairs, as in, ‘our current
levels of reading achievement are not what we want them to be.’ What actions must we take to
reach the desired levels?
Research evidence used to support the ISLLC 2008, Standard 4 (p. 18) confirmed that education
leaders require such knowledge when collaborating with faculty and community members, and
when responding to diverse community interests and needs and mobilizing community support...
Reports on practices in using evidence to inform decision making highlight the importance
knowledge of strategies for data- based decision making (Creighton, 2007).
ELCC 4.1: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge about the collection and analysis of data and evidence pertinent
to the school educational environment (Bustamante et al., 2009; Epstein, 2005; Halverson,
2010; Knapp, Swinnerton et al., 2006; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006). The central role of
evidence in the assessment and improvement of learning for students has been well
documented in the research on effective schools and in subsequent studies on school
improvement and school reform (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Hallinger & Heck, 1998;
Leithwood et al., 2004; Lezotte & Jacoby, 1992). Although the emphasis has been on use of
data within schools to create formative feedback systems for improving instruction and
student engagement (Halverson, 2010), evidence has also been used to facilitate the
understandings that underpin relationships with families and communities. These purposes
include identifying goals for partnerships with families and gauging constructs such as
cultural competence (Bustamante et al., 2009; Epstein & Salinas, 2004; Epstein & Sheldon,
2002; Landsman, 2006; Sanders & Epstein, 2000). Descriptive literature (Epstein et al.,
2002; Landsman, 2006) has offered strategies for collection of evidence through regular
phone calls to parents, neighborhood bus tours, and home visits. Research on the ways that
evidence can be used to enhance the educational environment for constituencies within
schools and the communities they serve is limited. However, more targeted studies, for
example, on the impact of parent involvement on reading skills (Adler & Fisher, 2001;
Edwards, 2003; Fiala & Sheridan, 2003), offer guidance on more targeted ways to engage
parents in specific ways to enhance schooling.
Candidates are able to use the appropriate strategies to collect, analyze and interpret data and
evidence pertinent to the school environment and communicate information about the school
to the community (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Halverson, 2010; Knapp, Swinnerton, et al.,
2006; Leithwood et al. 2004; Lezotte & Jacoby, 1992; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006).
Substantial research supports the importance of data driven decision making in all aspects of
school leadership. How evidence is used to inform the development of partnerships with
families and communities is best captured by the strategies used by the National Network of
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Partnership Schools, which was established in 1996 and has been guided by the work of
researchers at Johns Hopkins (Epstein, 2005; Epstein & Sanders, 2006; Sanders & Epstein,
2000; Sheldon, 2005).
ELCC 4.2: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates must possess cultural competence and have a basic knowledge of the
communities they serve to understand, appreciate, and use the community’s diverse cultural,
social, and intellectual community resources (Aspiazu et al., 1998; Bustamante et al., 2009;
Flanagan, Cumsille, Gill, & Gallay, 2007; Franke, Isken, & Parra, 2003; Gaitan, 2004; Harry,
1992; C. M. Tucker & Herman, 2002). Given the growing diversity of students, their
families, and communities, cultural competence across a broad spectrum of constituents is
viewed as critical to building a welcoming environment for learning in schools and at home.
Cultural competence refers to the ability of a leader to understand his/her own cultural
background and values and work successfully with individuals of different cultures without
engaging in deficit categorization of them. This capacity is sometimes referred to as engaging
in leadership with cross-cultural skills. Limited research suggests that programs can enhance
culturally competent practice and that the climate and culture within a school is related to
school-wide cultural competence. Increased understanding and appreciation of cultural
differences, as well as commonalities, serve as the foundation for “cultural relationships,”
which are necessary for reciprocity and collaboration within schools and with community
entities (Bustamante et al., 2009; Evans, 2007; Gaitan, 2004; Harry, 1992; Nazinga-Johnson,
Baker, & Aupperlee, 2009; Tucker & Herman, 2002). The importance of candidates being
able to identify and match diverse community resources to meet the needs of all students has
been highlighted by a number of studies looking at outreach with specific student populations
(Blue-Banning et al., 2004; Christenson, 2004; Epstein & Sanders, 2006; Gaitan, 2004;
Leistyna, 2002; Tucker & Herman, 2002; Zirkel, 2008).
ELCC 4.3: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge of the needs of students, parents, or caregivers (Catsambis,
2002; Christenson, 2004; Fuerstein, 2000; Harris & Chapman, 2002; Hoover-Dempsey et al.,
2005; Landsman, 2006; Patrikakou, & Weissberg, 2000; Reid et al., 2005; Ryan & Martin,
2000; Seashore Louis & Miles, 1990). To build trusting relationships with parents and key
community members, school leaders must first understand the challenges and pressing issues
in the lives of their students and their communities. Based on this knowledge, responsive
outreach efforts can be undertaken that build relationships of consequence for caretakers (A.
R. Anderson et al., 2004; Blank, Melaville, & Shah, 2003; Barnyak, & McNelly, 2009; BlueBanning et al., 2004; Epstein & Sanders, 2006; Harris & Chapman, 2002; Harry, 1992). The
research has described a wide range of strategies that bring parents into the school for
meaningful engagement and dialogue or create events in the community, such as potluck
dinners and sporting events, that create a sense of connectedness (e.g., Colombo, 2004).
Efforts to engage family members in the learning environment for children and youth have
been found to be related to stronger cognitive and emotional outcomes in many research
studies, some of which offer compelling longitudinal evidence of impact (Catsambis, 2002;
Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Fan & Chen, 2001; Fantuzzo, McWayne, Perry, & Childs, 2004;
Jeynes, 2005; Mathematica Policy Research & the Center for Children, Youth, and Families,
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2001; Reynolds, 1999; Reynolds, Temple, Robertson, & Mann, 2002; Xu, Kushner Benson,
Mudrey-Camino, & Steiner, 2010).
To be effective in building positive relationships with families and caregivers, the candidate
understands how to build the organizational culture that promotes open communication with
families and caregivers (Levin & Fullan, 2008; Miretzky, 2004). Research has indicated that
cultural competence is both an individual and organizational skill and must be developed at
the building level to influence how students and families respond to engagement efforts
(Benson & Martin, 2003; Bustamante et al., 2009; Epstein & Sanders, 2006; Griffith, 2001;
Pena, 2000; Scheurich & Skrla, 2003; Steinberg, 1992).
Research has identified factors that help schools develop meaningful partnerships with
schools, which include strategies for effective oral and written communication and
collaboration with families and caregivers (Berger, 2003; Cairney, 2000; Gordon & Seashore
Louis, 2009; Lawson, 2003; McIntyre, Kyle, Miller, & Moore, 2002; Miretsky, 2004; Pena,
2000; Porterfield & Carnes, 2008; Smrekar & Cohen-Vogal, 2001). These partnerships are
related to higher levels of family involvement in student learning at home and school (Durlak
et al., 2007; Epstein, 2005; Sheldon, 2005; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004; Taylor & Pearson,
2004).
Candidates are able to assess the needs of students, parents, or caregivers; articulate a vision
of school leadership characterized by respect for children and their families; apply oral and
written communication and collaboration strategies to develop school relationships with
families and caregivers; and involve families and caregivers in decision making about their
children’s education (Epstein, 2005; Gordon & Seashore Louis, 2009; Jacobson, Brooks,
Giles, Johnson, & Ylimaki, 2007; Miretzky, 2004). The research on the National Network of
Partnership Schools provides the best evidence of how these elements work together to
ensure better learning outcomes for students (Epstein, 2005; Epstein & Sanders, 2006;
Sanders & Epstein, 2000; Sheldon, 2005).
ELCC 4.4: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge of the needs of school community partners, the school
organizational culture that promotes open communication with community partners, and
school strategies for effective oral and written communication and collaboration to develop
and sustain productive relations with community partners (Cairney, 2000; Dryfoos &
Maguire, 2002; Hiatt-Michael, 2006; Institute for Educational Leadership, 2002a, 2002b;
Leistyna, 2002; Levin & Fullan, 2008; Miretzky, 2004; H. B. Price, 2008; Sanders, 2001,
2009; Sanders & Harvey, 2002; Sheldon, 2005; Sheldon, Epstein, & Galindo, 2010;
Sommerville & McDonald, 2002; Warren, Hong, Rubin, & Uy, 2009). As educators
recognize the broader set of variables that influence student success in schools, there is a
greater interest in collaborating with community partners to serve a wide range of medical,
emotional, and social needs of students, sometimes within full-service community schools
(Dryfoos & Maguire, 2002; Institute for Educational Leadership, 2002a, 2002b; Trivette &
Thompson-Drew, 2003). In addition, after-school programs are opportunities for
collaboration with community resources (Cairney, 2000; Leistyna, 2002; Price, 2008).
Finally, candidates are able to assess the needs of school community partners, articulate a
vision of school leadership characterized by respect for community partners, and apply oral
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and written communication and collaboration strategies to develop school relationships with
community partners (Dryfoos & Maguire, 2002; Institute for Educational Leadership, 2002a,
2002b; Levin & Fullan, 2008; Warren et al., 2009).
Research Support for ELCC Standard 5.0:
Introduction
Evidence presented in support of Standard 5 confirms that a building-level education leader must
have knowledge of how to act with integrity, fairness, and engage in ethical practice. Ethnical
practice refers to the concept that the implementation of leadership actions must not only
conform to adherence to the laws of the state and regulations concerning fidelity to the spirit of
such laws, but must also rest on moral principles of justice and fairness. Ethical practice rests on
the moral principles of building goodness and community grounded in a collective commitment
to the pursuit of truth and truthfulness in operations and personal interactions with others.
Education leaders engaging in ethical practice have knowledge of democratic values, equity, and
diversity (Hess, 1993; Gross & Shapiro, 2004; Lopez, 2006; Papa & Fortune, 2002; Rollow &
Bryk, 1993; Theoharris, 2001; Rusch, 1998; Scheurich & Skrla, 2003).
Candidates knowledge of diversity is based on: a) the recognition that schools in a democracy
serve a broad range of goals and purposes and that these are sometimes at cross-purposes; b) the
recognition that the children coming to school do not all have the same family, ethnic, racial or
religious upbringing or perceptions; c) the valuing of cultural, ethnic and racial difference as
opposed to insisting that the values of some are promoted while differences in other are negated,
undervalued or devalued. While a celebration of difference is often recognized in schools, the
concept of diversity is more complicated and complex than mere recognition. It also means
confronting the privileges some children have compared to others who are different and working
to creating understanding and ways to confront the inequities involved (Lopez, 2006, pp. 297300).
Standard 5 was informed by research confirming that education leaders must have knowledge
about current ethical and moral issues facing education, government, and business and their
consequences (Beck, 1994; Brennan & Brennan, 1988; Evers, 1985; Englert, 1993; Grundy,
1993; Lakomski, 1987; Militello, Schimmel & Eberwein, 2009; Nevin, 1979; Smith & Blase,
1991), and knowledge about the relationship between social justice, school culture, and student
achievement (Aspiazu et al., 1998; Bustamante, Nelson, & Onwuegbuzie, 2009; Flanagan et al.,
2007; Franke, Isken, & Parra, 2003; Gaitan, 2004; Harry, 1992; Papa & Fortune, 2002;
Scheurich & Skrla, 2003; Theoharris, 2001; C. M. Tucker & Herman, 2002; Zirkel, 2008).
Fundamentally social justice means fairness, and it represents a perspective in regard to how
“fundamental rights and duties are assigned and on the economic opportunities and social
conditions” which are established “in various sectors of society,” including but not limited to
schools (Rawls, 1971, p. 7).
The importance of the knowledge presented in evidence supporting Standard 5 was recognized in
research on practices that promote social justice identified as important in the 2008 ISLLC
Policy Standards. Support for the importance of this knowledge was informed by scholarship on
practices of inclusive leadership (Ryan, 2006) and leadership for diversity (Tillman, 2004). If
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candidates are to model principles of self-awareness and ethical behavior they must be aware of
the importance of reflective practice (Sparks, 2005). Reflective practice is the means by which
practitioners gain a greater sense of self-awareness and perception regarding their beliefs, values,
motivations and actions in relationship to desired goals or administrative decisions, which
subsequently define their performance and serve as the focus for improvement over time. A
number of theoretical and practice focused commentaries have also noted the critical need for
candidates to have knowledge of the moral and legal consequences of decision- making
(Chouhoud & Zirkel, 2008; Gavin & Zirkel, 2008; Holler & Zirkel, 2008; Lupini & Zirkel, 2003;
Mawhinney, 2003; Cambron, McCarthy, Thomas, 2004; Papalwis, 2004; Stefkovich, 2006
Zirkel, 1997; Zirkel & Clark, 2008; Zirkel & D'Angelo, 2002; Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008)
ELCC 5.1: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge of federal, state, and local legal/policy guidance to create
operational definitions of accountability, equity, and social justice (Leithwood, Steinbach, &
Jantzi, 2002; Scheurich & Skrla, 2003). The leaders’ knowledge of policy is also connected
their capacity to facilitate teachers’ understanding of policy and its connection to equity and
social justice (Burch, Theoharis & Rauscher, 2010; Marks & Nance, 2007; Prawat, 1991;
Reitzug, 1994), as well as their ability to effectively implement the policy (Burch & Spillane,
2003; Spillane, 2004). Candidates are able to plan, implement, and evaluate policies,
procedures, and practices within the school that support students’ academic and social
successes (Burch et al., 2010; Bustamante et al., 2009; Chouhoud & Zirkel, 2008; Gavin &
Zirkel, 2008; Halverson, 2010; Holler & Zirkel, 2008; Knapp, Copland, et al., 2006;
Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Lord & Maher, 1993; Lupini & Zirkel, 2003; Portin, Schneider,
DeArmond, & Gundlach, 2003; Reitzug, 1994; Scheurich & Skrla, 2003; Theoharis, 2007;
Wayman & Stringfield, 2006; Zirkel, 1997; Zirkel & Clark, 2008; Zirkel & D’Angelo, 2002;
Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008). The importance of a leader’s ability to use multiple sources of data
in the assessment of student learning and the planning, implementation, and evaluation of
school programs and policies has been well documented in the research on effective schools
and in subsequent studies on school improvement and school reform (Brookover & Lezotte,
1979; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2004; Lezotte & Jacoby, 1992; Spillane et
al., 2001).
ELCC 5.2: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge of the legal and professional organizations’ information to
understand the basic tenets of ethical behavior; the relationship between ethical behavior,
building culture, and student achievement; and the effect of ethical behavior on one’s own
leadership (Beckner, 2004; Begley, 2006; Brennan & Brennan, 1988; Bustamante et al.,
2009; Chouhoud & Zirkel, 2008; Gavin & Zirkel, 2008; Holler & Zirkel, 2008; Lupini &
Zirkel, 2003; McGough, 2003; Webster, 1994; Zirkel, 1997; Zirkel & Clark, 2008; Zirkel &
D’Angelo, 2002; Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008). Although the research literature does not
specifically refer to information provided by professional organizations, it does emphasize
the importance of understanding and having a set of ethical principles (Beckner, 2004;
Begley, 2006; Brennan & Brennan, 1988). Candidates are able to formulate a school-level
leadership platform grounded in ethical standards and practices and analyze decisions in
terms of established ethical standards (Browne-Ferrigno, 2003; Bush, 2008; Huefner, 1994;
Stöcklin, 2010; Walker & Shuangye, 2007; Wegenke, 2000). The empirical basis for
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developing a leadership platform grounded in ethical standards is underdeveloped. Moreover,
the majority of studies that specifically stress the importance of having a leadership platform
are from outside of the United States (e.g., Bush, 2008; Huefner, 1994; Stöcklin, 2010; A.
Walker & Shuangye, 2007). However, research that emphasizes the importance of
formulating a vision or plan for the school that is grounded in a leader’s ethical principals is
more common in the United States and is linked to literature on building school capacity and
leading change (Beck, 1994; Beckner, 2004; Begley, 2006; Browne-Ferrigno, 2003).
ELCC 5.3: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge of democratic values, equity, and diversity (Gross & Shapiro,
2004; Hess, 1993; Papa & Fortune, 2002; Rollow & Bryk, 1993; Rusch, 1998; Scheurich &
Skrla, 2003; Theoharis, 2007). Moreover, school leaders play a pivotal role in shaping
meaning; fostering understanding; and promoting the values of democracy, equity and
diversity in their organizations through communication, symbols, structures, and routines (R.
Cooper, 1996; Meyer, 1984; Strike, 1993). Candidates are able to develop, implement, and
evaluate a professional development plan for a school that clearly addresses democratic
values, equity, and diversity (Burch et al., 2010; Theoharis, 2007; Webster, 1994). Although
much of the research on the leader’s role vis-à-vis professional development (e.g.,
Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Murphy & Seashore Louis, 1994) casts it as
supportive, the leader is considered critical in the development of professional learning
communities that support teacher growth (Fine, 1994; Seashore Louis & Kruse, 1995;
Seashore Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996; Talbert, 1996). Furthermore, research has indicated
that leaders who model democratic values and equity can develop such values and
educational practice that serve the needs of diverse students among their staff members
(Corson, 1995; Perry & Fraser, 1993; Rusch, 1998).
ELCC 5.4: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge about current ethical and moral issues facing education,
government, and business and their consequences (Beck, 1994; Brennan & Brennan, 1988;
Englert, 1993; Evers, 1985; Grundy, 1993; Lakomski, 1987; Militello et al., 2009; Nevin,
1979; Smith & Blase, 1991). Of the various moral and legal issues used as the focus of
research in this area, special education was most common (e.g., Brennan & Brennan, 1988;
Harry, 1992; Nevin, 1979; Rebore, 1979; Van Horn, Burrello, & DeClue, 1992; Zirkel, 1997;
Zirkel & D’Angelo, 2002; Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008). Candidates are able to formulate sound
solutions to educational dilemmas across a range of content areas in educational leadership
(Duke & Salmonowicz, 2010; Gross & Shapiro, 2004; Kaplan & Owings, 2001; Leithwood
& Steinbach, 1992; Militello et al., 2009; Portin et al., 2003; Rebore, 1979; Roche, 1999).
While the majority of research on decision making emphasizes the importance of leaders
using multiple data sources (e.g., Leithwood & Steinbach, 1992), a large body of research
also emphasizes the importance of considering the potential consequences of different
strategies and actions. Within this literature, it has been argued that principals understand the
ethics and fairness of issues involved and the costly consequences for falling short even as
they support raising academic standards (Duke & Salmonowicz, 2010; Gross & Shapiro,
2004; Kaplan & Owings, 2001; Leithwood & Steinbach, 1992; Militello et al., 2009; Portin
et al., 2003; Roche, 1999).

Page | 49

ELCC 5.5: Commentary and Research Support:
Candidates have knowledge about the relationship between social justice, school culture, and
student achievement (Aspiazu et al., 1998; Bustamante et al., 2009; Flanagan et al., 2007;
Franke et al., 2003; Gaitan, 2004; Harry, 1992; Papa & Fortune, 2002; Scheurich & Skrla,
2003; Theoharis, 2007; Tucker & Herman, 2002; Zirkel, 2008). Given the growing diversity
of students, their families, and communities, the ability to understand the relationship
between social justice, school culture, and student achievement and to practice inclusive
leadership is critical (Baptiste, 1999; Deering, 1996; Katz, 1999; Miron, 1997; Reed, 1978;
Sather, 1999; Shakeshaft, 1993; E. W. Walker, 1999; Winfield, Johnson, & Manning, 1993).
Increased understanding and appreciation of cultural differences, as well as commonalities,
serve as the foundation for reciprocity and collaboration (Bustamante et al., 2009; Evans,
2007; Gaitan, 2004; Harry, 1992; Nazinga-Johnson et al., 2009; Tucker & Herman, 2002).
Candidates are able to develop and evaluate school policies, programs, and practices that
ensure social justice, equity, confidentiality, acceptance, and respect between and among
students and faculty and that support student achievement (Burch et al., 2010; Nevin, 1979;
Papa & Fortune, 2002; Scheurich & Skrla, 2003). Research has demonstrated that principals
play essential roles in creating organizational and policy conditions that influence how
teachers teach and are supported when adopting new practices (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979;
Burch & Spillane, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2004; Lezotte & Jacoby,
1992) as well as in providing teacher learning opportunities, the use of physical and human
resources, and the design of instructional systems in improving instruction for underserved
populations (Stainback, Stainback, & Forest, 1989; Theoharis, 2007; Van Horn et al., 1992).
The literature also emphasized the importance of leaders promoting such ability among their
teaching staff (Reitzug, 1994).
Research Support for ELCC Standard 6.0:
Introduction
Evidence presented in support of Standard 6 confirms that a building-level education leader must
have knowledge of how to respond to and influence the political, social, economic, legal, and
cultural context within a school and district. This includes knowledge of policies, laws, and
regulations enacted by state, local, and federal authorities (Chouhoud & Zirkel, 2008; Cooper,
Fusarelli & Randall, 2004; Cunningham & Corderio, 2009; Fowler, 2000; Hanson, 2003; Heck,
2004; Gavin & Zirkel, 2008; Holler & Zirkel, 2008; Hoy & Miskel, 2004; Hoyle, English &
Steffy, 1998; Leithwood, 1999; Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2007; Lupini & Zirkel, 2003; Murphy,
1990; Murphy et al., 2007; Murphy, Martin & Murth, 1997; Razik & Swanson, 2001; Zirkel,
1997; Zirkel & Clark, 2008; Zirkel & D'Angelo, 2002; Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008); knowledge of
how to improve the social opportunities of students, particularly in contexts where issues of
student marginalization demand proactive leadership (Murphy & Datnow, 2003; Brown, 2004;
Frattura & Capper, 2007; Brooks, Jean-Marie, Normore, & Hodgins, 2007; Larson & Murtadha,
2002; Marshall & Oliva, 2006; McKenzie et al., 2008; Theoharis, 2007); and knowledge of how
culturally responsive educational leadership can positively influence academic achievement and
student engagement (Banks & McGee-Banks, 2004; Johnson, 2003, 2006; Juettner, 2003;
Klingner et al., 2005; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Riehl, 2000; Skrla, Scheurich, Garcia, & Nolly,
2004). The widespread recognition in the practice and policy community that education leaders
must be prepared to understand, respond to, and influence the political, social, economic, legal
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and cultural context of education provided an important impetus for the formation of this domain
of the ISLLC standards (see for example, Hoyle’s (2007) description of leadership practices in
visioning). An important focus on mindful practices influenced the formation of the ISLLC 2008
standards. The focus is reflected in craft and practice scholarship on knowledge of “habits of the
mind” that are “characteristics of what intelligent people do when they are confronted with
problems, the resolutions to which are not immediately apparent” (Costa & Kallick, 2008)
Standard 6 was informed by scholarship that called attention to the need for education leaders at
both district and school levels to know about and respond to the social, political, and economic
contexts of schooling (see Murphy, 2005). It was also informed by evidence from empirical and
analytic scholarship and accounts of best practice. The analysis of these sources led to the
identification of three important domains of knowledge and associated skills of leadership that
must be developed by school and district leaders if they are to effectively address the socioeconomic and political challenges of leading 21st century schools: a) skills in advocacy for
children, families and caregivers to improve social opportunities; b) skills in influencing local,
district, state, and national decisions affecting student learning; and c) skills in the assessment,
analysis, and anticipation of emerging trends and initiatives in order to adapt leadership
strategies. All three skill domains reflect a new focus on the importance of proactive leadership
of schools and districts. This proactive turn in both school and district leadership is informed by
empirical research, and craft knowledge confirming the importance of proactive leadership
skills, commitment to exercising influence, and engaging in advocacy in furthering educational
change and reform.
ELCC 6.1: Commentary and Research Support:
That principals must have knowledge of policies, laws, and regulations enacted by state,
local, and federal authorities has been a foundational principle in defining the responsibilities
of the role (Chouhoud & Zirkel, 2008; B. S. Cooper et al., 2004; Cunningham & Corderio,
2009; Fowler, 2000; Gavin & Zirkel, 2008; Hanson, 2003; Heck, 2004; Holler & Zirkel,
2008; Hoy & Miskel, 2004; Hoyle et al., 1998; Leithwood, 1999; Lunenburg & Ornstein,
2007; Lupini & Zirkel, 2003; Murphy et al., 1997; Murphy, 1990; Murphy et al., 2007; Razik
& Swanson, 2001; Zirkel, 1997; Zirkel & Clark, 2008; Zirkel & D’Angelo, 2002; Zirkel &
Gischlar, 2008). In this context candidates must be knowledgeable about students’ civil
liberties (Torres & Stefkovich, 2009).
In recent years scholars of policy have argued that “the logic of standards-based reform has
become a fundamental part of the architecture of policy and governance in American
education” in ways that “represent a fundamental shift in the relationship between policy and
institutional practice” (Elmore, 2000, p. 4; see also Desimone, 2006, Forte, 2010). The
importance of this shift became evident in findings of studies that examined principals’
experiences in implementing state responses to the No Child Left Behind Act (McQuillan, &
Salomon-Fernandez, 2008; Murphy, Beck, Knapp & Portin, 2003; Powell et al., 2009). After
the passage of the legislation, state departments of education across the United States began
creating or modifying school accountability systems to meet NCLB guidelines. Given the
NCLB provisions and the growing number of schools not meeting performance targets, the
number of state interventions in low-performing schools increased, and researchers found
that principals of those schools had to develop detailed understanding of the state policies,
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while also struggling to address frustration and the erosion of trust among teachers (Blasé,
2002; Conley & Glasman, 2008; Malen, Croninger, Muncey, & Redmond-Jones, 2002;
Malen & Rice, 2004; McQuillan, & Salomon-Fernandez, 2008; Mintrop, 2004; Rice &
Malen, 2003; Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008; Timperley & Robinson, 1998). In this context
researchers found that preoccupation with meeting student assessment targets and raising test
scores was an important influence on principals of rural schools in terms of their educational
vision for the future and the need for professional development (Powell et al., 2009; see also
Cooper, Ehrensal, & Bromme, 2005; Hochberg & Desimone, 2010; Marks & Nance, 2007).
These studies suggest that candidates must have detailed knowledge of how accountability
policies and regulations guide efforts to improve educational opportunities for students
(Daly, 2009; Datnow & Castellano, 2001; Kirst, 2009; Lee & Wong, 2004; Mintrop &
MacLellan, 2002; Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009; Mintrop & Trujillo, 2007).
There is also empirical evidence that principals are critically important in efforts at education
reform that seek to improve the social opportunities of students, particularly in contexts
where issues of student marginalization demand proactive leadership (J. S. Brooks et al.,
2007; Brown, 2004; Frattura & Capper, 2007; Larson & Murtadha, 2002; Marshall & Oliva,
2006; McKenzie et al., 2008; Murphy & Datnow, 2003; Theoharis, 2007). In a series of
articles reporting on a study of schools where traditionally marginalized students are thriving,
Theoharis (2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2009, 2010) found that principals’ daily practices of
advocacy for children were informed by their analyses of the complex causes of
marginalization. Like other researchers (Lyman & Villani, 2002; Riester, Pursch, & Skrla,
2002; Scheurich, 1998; Scheurich & Skrla, 2003; Skrla et al., 2004), Theorharis (2010) found
that principals’ advocacy practices were informed by analyses of student demographic and
accountability data, awareness of complex causes of marginalization, and concern for equity.
These and other researchers found that principals enacted their advocacy for marginalized
families by purposefully reaching out to involve families and by creating partnerships with
community agencies (Mitra, Movit, & Frick, 2008; Scheurich, 1998; Theorharis, 2010;
Wagstaff & Gallagher, 1990). Similarly research revealed the importance of proactive
support for students and their families by principals in the success of implementing high
school and college collaborative programs that provide traditionally underserved high school
students with opportunities to receive college credit (White-Smith & White, 2009). Principals
who practice an expanded approach to advocacy take into account the differences in the
schooling experiences of marginalized students (Ares & Buendia, 2007) and create
opportunities for discussions of those differences (Shields, 2004; Shields, Larocque, &
Oberg, 2002). Research also suggests that engaging in advocacy to address issues of equity
and marginalization requires that principals challenge traditional managerial-oriented views
of the role and the various resistances and barriers to equity-oriented reforms (Bogotch,
2002; Brown, 2004; Dantley, 2002; Dantley & Tillman, 2006; Furman & Gruenewald, 2004;
R. G. Johnson, 2009; Larson & Murtadha, 2002; Marshall & Ward, 2004; Rapp, 2002;
Theoharis, 2008a).
ELCC 6.2: Commentary and Research Support:
Commentaries on the context of schooling confirm that administrators must assume different
mindsets if public schools are to remain viable and functional (Crow & Weindling, 2010).
They must be aware of that federal and state courts hand down decisions that have the
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potential to affect schools and school districts (Cooper et al., 2004; Cunningham & Corderio,
2009; Fowler, 2000; Lunenburg & Orienstein, 2007; Seyfarth, 2008; Smith, 2009).
Candidates should have an understanding of the U.S. Constitution and the Bills of Rights as
well as state constitutions and statutes. They should understand the legal rights of teachers
and students, and should be aware of current legal issues and their potential impact on
schools (Cambron et al. 2004; Chouhoud & Zirkel, 2008; Gavin & Zirkel, 2008; Holler &
Zirkel, 2008; Lupini & Zirkel, 2003; Stefkovich, 2006; Zirkel, 1997; Zirkel & Clark, 2008;
P. Zirkel & D’Angelo, 2002; Zirkel & Gischlar, 2008).
Changing demographics resulting in heterogeneous communities, the diversity of community
values, and the finite resources available to meet the infinite desires of a demanding
constituency have created the necessity for political acumen on the part of local educational
leaders (Cooper, 2009; Murphy, 2000; Owen, 2006; Piltch & Fredericks, 2005; Searby &
Williams, 2007). Empirical studies have confirmed that activist principals use knowledge of
social, political, and economic contexts to develop political clarity, political capacity,
political collaboration, and an ethic of risk (Feuerstein, 2001; Hoffman, 2009). Practiceinformed case studies developed to support school leadership preparation confirmed the
importance of such knowledge (Gause, 2008). In this paradoxical, unstable, and ethically
polarized era such case studies must help candidates develop capacities for ethical leadership
(Mawhinney, 2003; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2005; Tooms, 2004).
There is broad support in scholarship and research that principals play a critical role in
creating schools that are responsive to the growing heterogeneity of students, and more
inclusive and responsive to the diverse needs of all students. Most broadly a growing body of
research and scholarship provides evidence that culturally responsive educational leadership
positively influences academic achievement and students’ engagement with the school
environment (Banks & McGee-Banks, 2004; Johnson, 2003, 2006; Juettner, 2003; Klingner
et al., 2005; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Riehl, 2000; Skrla et al., 2004). More specifically,
research has shown that principals supporting inclusion of students with disabilities are
committed to the principles of diversity, social justice, and equity (K. Brooks, Adams, &
Morita-Mullaney, 2010; Mayrowetz & Weinstein, 1999; Reitzug, 1994; Riehl, 2000;
Salisbury, 2006; Salisbury & McGregor, 2002). Principals’ commitments to these principles
influence orientations to advocacy to promote equitable learning opportunities and success
for students with disabilities requiring action beyond compliance with less restrictive
environment provisions of the 1997 Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (Salisbury, 2006). Researchers have reported similar commitments are
important influences on principals’ support for effective supports for English language
learners (Brooks et al., 2010). Research suggested that candidates must develop skills in
public policy advocacy, networking, organizing, community development, and scholarship
(Hoffman, 2009).
ELCC 6.3: Commentary and Research Support:
There is widespread recognition that school building leaders must be prepared to anticipate
future trends that can affect schools (Copland, 2000; Hodgkinson, 2003, Johnson & Fauske,
2000; Mawhinney, 2010; Mitchell & Boyd, 1998). It is now well recognized that
technological developments demand the attention of principals (Anderson & Dexter, 2005;
Brooks-Young, 2002, 2004; Gooden, 2005; Nance; 2003). Some trends are predictable and
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can be addressed using modes of strategic planning (Smith, 2009). For example, some
researchers suggest that as part of their approach to strategic human resources planning,
principals must engage in external scanning, considering national demographic trends,
populations projections, ethnic diversity, issues associated with provisions for special
education, responses that may be required to violence, and to school choice (Evans, 2007;
Smith, 2009). Strategic planning has been called “practical dreaming” (Kaufman, Herman &
Watters, 1996, p. 49). Strategic planning is a formalized process in which, among other
considerations, strategy delineation should be controlled and become a conscious process of
thought; strategies should be unique and the most appropriate ones selected by a process of
creative design; and strategies must be made explicit and accountability delineated in the
process for implementation (see Mintzberg, 1994, pp. 36-90).
Researchers also point out that anticipating future issues arising from the complexities
associated with what many view as an unstable era of war, terrorism, natural disasters, and
other conditions of turbulence raises ethical dilemmas that require candidates to have
knowledge of ethical descriptors of practice associated with principles of justice, critique,
and care (Begley & Johansson, 2003; Shapiro & Gross, 2008).
Although scholars have long recognized that principals must know about leadership theories
(Nystrand, 1981), it is only recently that knowledge of three contemporary theoretical
perspectives (transactional, transformational, and distributed) have been perceived as
essential (Marsh, 2000). It is agreed that principals should understand the strengths and
limitations of transactional approaches (English, 2003, Shields, 2005) and transformational
models (Brown, 2006; Freidman, 2004; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006, Leithwood & Sun, 2009;
Somech, 2005), and the challenges of distributive approaches (Bennett et al., 2003; Gronn,
2000; Harris, 2004, 2007; MacBeath, 2005; Maxcy & Nguyen, 2006; Mayrowetz , 2008;
Murphy, Smylie, Mayorowetz & Louis, 2009; Printy & Marks, 2004; Scribner, Sawyer,
Watson & Myers, 2007; Spillane, 2006). Many scholars now argue that in order to address
complex environments candidates must have knowledge of emerging leadership theories
(Marks & Printy, 2003; Moolenaar, Daly, & Sleegers, 2010; Shields, 2010; Tooms, Lugg &
Bogotch, 2010; Ylimaki, 2006). For example, a mounting body of research suggests that
culturally responsive educational leadership positively influences academic achievement and
students’ engagement with the school environment (Banks & McGee-Banks, 2004; Johnson,
2003, 2006; Juettner, 2003; Klingner et al., 2005; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Riehl, 2000;
Shields, 2005; Skrla et al., 2004).
Recent scholarship on educational change supports the critical importance for candidates to
have knowledge of how to anticipate trends (Fullan, 2001, 2002; Hargreaves & Goodson,
2006; Hoyle, 2007; Huber, 2004). Based on his extensive study of change leadership, Fullan
(2002) concluded “Only principals who are equipped to handle a complex, rapidly changing
environment can implement the reforms that lead to sustained improvement in student
achievement” (p. 16). Other researchers have found that the current landscape of change,
requires leaders to be flexible, skilled, and ''versed in a variety of approaches to address
unique problems inherent in the multiple contexts in which school leadership finds itself'
(Friedman, 2004, p. 206). In this context, there is widespread understanding informed by
practice that candidates must learn “how to conscientiously and accurately keep a finger on
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the pulse of the community to discern the changing tides of favor and disfavor, the covert
criticisms, and the coalescing groups with a single agenda” (Owen, 2007, p. 47). The realities
of 21st century global interdependence require that schools effectively and appropriately
respond to diverse groups in schools and communities while preparing students for positive
interactions with people who are culturally different (Banks, 2008, 2009; Brooks & Normore,
2010; Foster, 2004; Mawhinney, 2008, 2009, 2010).
Research Support for ELCC Standard 7.0:
Introduction
Evidence presented in Appendix 1 support of Standard 7 confirms the importance of a substantial
and sustained educational leadership internship experience that has school-based field
experiences and clinical internship practice within a school setting, monitored by a qualified onsite mentor. The theory and research on the importance of an internship and the nature of highly
effective internships dates back to the early work on experiential learning (Dewey, 1986) and its
promotion as a highly effective means of adult learning (Kolb, 1984; Mezirow, 1991).
Internships are widely used in professional education generally (LaPlant, 1988). More current
work in the field stresses the full-time, job-embedded internship as the ideal (Barnett, Copland,
& Shoho, 2009).
Much of the research on internships has focused on what typically occurs (Barnett et al., 2009;
Copeland, 2004; McKerrow, 1998). This is mixed with case study research on innovative models
(Cordeiro & Sloan, 1996; Ellis, 2002; Jones, 1999; Mercado, 2002; Milstein & Kruger, 1997)
and conceptualizations of more robust approaches (Frye, Bottoms, & O'Neill, 2005; Milstein,
Bobroff, & Restine, 1991; Straut & Calabrese, 1999). Limited research has compared the effects
of conventional and exemplary preparation, but the results suggest that principals either report
(Franklin, 2006; Mercado, 2002) or demonstrate (Orr & Orphanos, 2011) better leadership
practices when they have had longer, more full time internships.
Many of the internship elements and descriptors of practice in Standard 7 parallel the research
findings from Danforth Foundation funded innovations in leadership preparation in the early
1990s. Comparative case study analyses yielded strong conclusions about the nature of high
quality internships (Milstein & Kruger, 1997). They concluded that the critical components of
field experience that have the greatest value and potential impact are:
•

Sufficient time on task (frequency and regularity of work across school year and day;
exposure to and engagement in relevant and realistic range of site responsibilities;
support of effective mentor practitioners);

•

Relationship with mentors who have demonstrated skills and have been trained as
mentors: focus on appropriate modeling and reflection;

•

Multiple and alternative internship experiences to support diverse clinical training (e.g.,
medical rotation model);

•

Reflective seminars to support interns' analysis and integration of learning;

•

Field supervision - typically not given much consideration/focus within larger internship
process; and,
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•

Program coordination by educators who can link district and university programs, model
professional development and learning.

ELCC 7.1: Commentary and Research Support:
Research on the quality of internships has shown that principals prepared in innovative
preparation programs (n = 213) were statistically significantly more likely than those
prepared in conventional programs (n = 446) to have an internship (89% vs. 72%) and to
report that their internship gave them responsibilities for leading, facilitating, and making
decisions typical of an educational leader (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009). The degree of
internship quality was based on three measures: (a) having had responsibilities for leading,
facilitating, and making decisions typical of an educational leader; (b) being able to develop
an educational leader’s perspective on school improvement; and, (c) having an excellent
internship that was a learning experience for becoming a principal. Further analysis of a
subgroup of these principals showed that the degree of internship quality, based on those
three measures, accounted for the extent to which principals learned about leadership, which
in turn influenced their use of effective leadership practices and school improvement (Orr &
Orphanos, 2011). Not directly addressed in the standard elements, but implied in the stress on
complexity and authenticity, is the field’s emphasis on the role of the internship in
socializing the candidate to the principalship (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004) and
transforming their perspectives (Osterman & Fishbein, 2001).
ELCC 7.2: Commentary and Research Support:
Based on reviews of research on internships, educational experts have argued that ideally the
internship is full time and job embedded (Barnett et al., 2009; Carr, Chenoweth, & Ruhl,
2003). Research on the quality of internships showed that principals prepared in innovative
preparation programs (n = 213) were statistically significantly more likely than those
prepared in conventional programs (n = 446) to have longer internships (50% longer on
average), averaging a full year (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009). Other research on program
practices showed that programs vary widely in the length of candidates’ internship
experiences and in whether they are released from teaching (some or all the time) for their
internship work (Orr, 2011). A comparison of 17 programs in 13 institutions showed that
90% of the candidates had internships (ranging from 56–100%), 37% had full or partial
release time for their internship work (ranging from 16–100%), and rated the quality of their
internship as good on average (4.0 on 5-point scale), ranging from mixed to highly effective
(Orr, 2011).
ELCC 7.3: Commentary and Research Support:
Research on the quality of internships showed that principals prepared in innovative
preparation programs (n = 213) were statistically significantly more likely than those
prepared in conventional programs (n = 446) to report that in their internship they were
closely supervised and assisted by knowledgeable school leaders and were regularly
evaluated by program faculty (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009). Other research showed the
importance of high-quality mentoring on participant outcomes in both corporate and
educational settings (Sosik, Lee & Bouquillon, 2005).
There is limited work on mentor training for school leader internships but a common
emphasis on the role of mentors and the importance of training for quality field experience
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(Wallace Foundation, 2007b). There is modest evidence of the importance and influence of
selecting and preparing mentors on internship experience and graduate outcomes (Cordeiro
& Sloan, 1996; Ellis, 2002; Geismer, Morris, & Lieberman, 2000) and on the supervisory
relationship between on-site mentors and supervising faculty for quality internship
experiences (Busch, 2003).
There is no research on the benefits of earning course credit for internship experiences. Yet,
many experts advocate for universities to manage these more rigorously, facilitate greater
connections between coursework and field work, and provide better quality oversight
(Barnett et al., 2009; Milstein et al., 1991; Milstein & Kruger, 1997).
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APPENDIX 4: GLOSSARY
Accreditation. (1) A process for assessing and enhancing academic and educational quality
through voluntary peer review. NCATE accreditation informs the public that an institution has a
professional education unit that has met state, professional, and institutional standards of
educational quality. (2) The decision rendered by NCATE when an institution’s professional
education unit meets NCATE’s standards and requirements.
Accuracy in Assessment. The assurance that key assessments are of the appropriate type and
content such that they measure what they purport to measure. To this end, the assessments
should be aligned with the standards and/or learning proficiencies that they are designed to
measure.
Advanced Programs. Programs at postbaccalaureate levels for (1) the continuing education of
teachers who have previously competed initial preparation or (2) the preparation of other school
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professionals. Advanced programs commonly award graduate credit and include master’s,
specialist, and doctoral degree programs as well as non-degree licensure programs offered at the
postbaccalaureate level. Examples of these programs include those for teachers who are
preparing for a second license at the graduate level in a field different from the field in which
they have their first license; programs for teachers who are seeking a master’s degree in the field
in which they teach; and programs not tied to licensure, such as programs in curriculum and
instruction. In addition, advanced programs include those for other school professionals such as
school counselors, school psychologists, educational administrators, and reading specialists.
Assessment System. A comprehensive and integrated set of evaluation measures that provides
information for use in monitoring candidate performance and managing and improving unit
operations and programs for the preparation of professional educators.
Avoidance of Bias in Assessment. The assurance that the unit has addressed any contextual
distractions and/or problems with key assessment instruments that introduce sources of bias and
thus adversely influence candidate performance. Contextual distractions include inappropriate
noise, poor lighting, discomfort, and the lack of proper equipment. Problems with assessments
include missing or vague instructions, poorly worded questions, and poorly reproduced copies
that make reading difficult.
Benchmark. A description or example of candidate or institutional performance that serves as a
standard of comparison for evaluation or judging quality.
Best Practices. Techniques or methodologies that, through experience and research, have proven
to lead reliably to a desired result.
Board of Examiners (BOE). On-site evaluators who review institutions based on the NCATE
Unit Standards. BOE members are nominated by NCATE member organizations and must
successfully complete the NCATE training.
Board of Examiners Report. The report prepared by the Board of Examiners team that
conducts the on-site accreditation review of a unit. The report describes how the unit meets the
NCATE standards and recommends any areas for improvement in relation to the standards.
Candidate Performance Data. Information derived from assessments of candidate
proficiencies, in areas of leadership knowledge, professional leadership skills, the ability to have
an effect on student learning. Candidate performance data may be derived from a wide variety of
sources, such as projects, essays, or tests demonstrating subject content mastery; employer
evaluations; state licensure tests; and mentoring year “portfolios” as well as assessments,
projects, reflections, clinical observations, and other evidence of pedagogical and professional
leadership proficiencies.
Candidates. Individuals admitted to, or enrolled in, programs for the initial or advanced
preparation of leaders, teachers, teachers continuing their professional development, or other
professional school personnel. Candidates are distinguished from “students” in P-12 schools.
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Certification. The process by which a non-governmental agency or association grants
professional recognition to an individual who has met certain predetermined qualifications
specified by that agency or association. (The National Board for Professional Teacher Standards
grants advanced leadership certification.)
Clinical Practice. Student leadership practice or internships that provide candidates with an
intensive and extensive culminating activity. Candidates are immersed in the learning
community and are provided opportunities to develop and demonstrate competence in the
professional roles for which they are preparing.
Conceptual Framework. An underlying structure in a professional education unit that gives
conceptual meaning to the unit's operations through an articulated rationale and provides
direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance, faculty scholarship and
service, and unit accountability.
Consistency in Assessment. The assurance that key assessments produce dependable results or
results that would remain constant on repeated trials. Institutions can document consistency
through providing training for raters that promote similar scoring patterns, using multiple raters,
conducting simple studies of inter-rater reliability, and/or comparing results to other internal or
external assessments that measure comparable knowledge, skills, and/or professional
dispositions.
Descriptors of Practice. A series of words, phrase, or sentence that describe, identify observable
actions of a person demonstrating a specific knowledge, skill, or attitude.
Dispositions. The values, commitments, and professional ethics that influence behaviors toward
students, families, colleagues, and communities and affect student learning, motivation, and
development as well as the educator’s own professional growth. Dispositions are guided by
beliefs and attitudes related to values such as caring, fairness, honesty, responsibility, and social
justice. For example, they might include a belief that all students can learn, a vision of high and
challenging standards, or a commitment to a safe and supportive learning environment,
Elements of Standards. The major components of each standard that are described and
measured in the rubrics and explanations that accompany the standards. Board of Examiners
teams will look for evidence that the unit and its programs address the elements.
Field Experiences. A variety of early and ongoing field-based leadership opportunities (usually
connected to a classroom assignment) in which candidates may observe, assist, tutor, instruct,
and/or conduct research. Field experiences may occur in off-campus settings and include
interactions with organizations such as community and business groups, community and social
service agencies, parent groups, and school boards.
Institutions. Schools, colleges, or departments of education in a university, or non-university
providers.
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Institutional Report. A report that provides the institutional and unit contexts, a description of
the unit’s conceptual framework, and evidence that the unit is meeting the NCATE unit
standards. The report serves as primary documentation for Board of Examiners teams conducting
on-site visits. (See the NCATE website for details.)
Internship. Generally, the post-licensure and/or graduate clinical practice under the supervision
of clinical faculty; sometimes refers to the pre-service clinical experience.
Internship Length Equivalency: The six-month internship experience need not be consecutive,
and may include experiences of different lengths. However, all programs must include an
extended, capstone experience to maximize the candidate’s leadership opportunities to practice
and refine their leadership skills and knowledge. This culminating experience may be two
noncontiguous internships of three months each, a four month internship and two field
practicum’s of one month each, or another equivalent combination. Full-time experience is
defined as 9-12 hours per week over a six month period of time.
Institutional Standards. Standards set by the institution that reflect its mission and identify
important expectations for candidate learning that may be unique to the institution’s professional
education unit.
INTASC. The Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium, a project of the
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) that has developed model performance-based
standards and assessments for the licensure of teachers.
Knowledge Base. Empirical research, disciplined inquiry, informed theory, and the wisdom of
practice.
Licensure. The official recognition by a state governmental agency that an individual has met
certain qualifications specified by the state and is, therefore, approved to practice in an
occupation as a professional. (Some state agencies call their licenses certificates or credentials.)
National Program Review. The process by which NCATE, in collaboration with the specialized
professional associations (SPAs), assesses the quality of teacher preparation programs offered by
an institution. Institutions are required to submit their programs for review by SPAs as part of the
accreditation process, unless otherwise specified by the state partnership agreement with
NCATE. The following terms are used in the program review process:


a. Continued National Recognition with Probation. This decision is applied to programs
that received National Recognition during the previous review cycle. The decision
denotes that the program has not met SPA criteria for National Recognition or National
Recognition with Conditions. The program will have two opportunities within the 12 to
14 months after the first decision to attain National Recognition or National Recognition
with Conditions. If the program is unsuccessful after two attempts, the program status
will be changed to Not Recognized .
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b. Further Development Required. This decision is applied to programs that are
undergoing program review for the very first time. The decision denotes that the program
has not met SPA criteria for National Recognition or National Recognition with
Conditions. The program will have two opportunities within the 12 to 14 months after the
first decision to attain National Recognition or National Recognition with Conditions. If
the program is unsuccessful after two attempts, the program status will be changed to Not
Recognized.



c. Key Program assessments. The six to eight required assessments used by a program
to demonstrate candidate mastery of the professional standards.



d. National Recognition. The decision made when a program has met professional
standards. A program receiving this decision is recognized for five or seven years
depending on the state’s agreement with NCATE.



e. National Recognition Report. The written findings by a specialized professional
association of an institution’s programs for the preparation of teachers or other school
professionals.



f. National Recognition with Conditions. The decision made when a program has
substantially met the standards of a specialized professional association but there remain
sufficient weaknesses or issues to prevent the program from receiving full national
recognition. A program receiving this decision is considered nationally recognized for the
subsequent 18 months. If the program does not submit acceptable information within the
designated timeframe, the decision reverts to "Not Nationally Recognized."



g. NCATE/SPA Standards. See Professional Standards. See:
www.ncate.org/institutions/process.asp.



h. Not Nationally Recognized. The program has not met SPA criteria for National
Recognition or National Recognition with Conditions within the 18 months following its
first submission. If the program chooses to continue to seek national recognition, it must
submit a completely new report.



i. Program Report. The report prepared by faculty responsible for a program (e.g., math
education, elementary education) responding to specialized professional association
(SPA) standards.



j. Response to Conditions Report. A program’s written response to a specialized
professional association’s review of the teacher preparation programs when the decision
from that review was that the program was “Nationally Recognized with Conditions.”



k. Revised Program Report. A program’s written response to a specialized professional
association’s review of the program when the decision from that review was "Further
Development Required" or "Recognized with Probation."
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l. Scoring Guide. A tool used by faculty to evaluate an assessment such as a rubric,
evaluation form, etc. Scoring guides should differentiate varying levels of proficiency on
performance criteria.

Nationally Recognized Program. A program that has met the standards of a specialized
professional association (SPA) such as the ELCC that is a member organization of NCATE. An
institution’s state-approved program also will be considered a nationally recognized program if
the state program standards and the state's review process have been approved by the appropriate
national association. (Nationally recognized programs are listed on NCATE’s website.)
NBPTS. The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, an organization of teachers
and other school personnel, which has developed both standards and a system for assessing the
performance of experienced teachers and school leaders seeking national board certification.
Other School Professionals. Educators who provide professional services other than teaching in
schools. They include, but are not limited to, principals, reading specialists and supervisors,
school library media specialists, school psychologists, school superintendents, and instructional
technology specialists.
Performance Assessment. A comprehensive assessment through which candidates demonstrate
their proficiencies in leadership content knowledge, professional leadership skills, and
pedagogical knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions, including their abilities to have
positive effects on student learning.
Performance-Based Licensing. Licensing based on a system of multiple assessments that
measure a leadership candidate’s knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions to determine
whether he/she can perform effectively as a school or district leader.
Performance-Based Program. A professional preparation program that systematically gathers,
analyzes, and uses data for self-improvement and candidate advisement, especially data that
demonstrate candidate proficiencies, including positive effects on student learning.
Performance-Based Accreditation System. A practice in accreditation that makes use of
assessment information describing candidate proficiencies or actions of professional education
units as evidence for determining whether professional standards are met. It contrasts with
accreditation decisions based solely on course offerings, program experiences, and other “inputs”
as the evidence for judging attainment of professional standards.
Performance Criteria. Qualities or levels of candidate’s leadership proficiency that are used to
evaluate candidate performance, as specified in scoring guides such as descriptions or rubrics.
Performance Data. Information that describes the qualities and levels of proficiency of
candidates, especially in application of their knowledge to classroom teaching and other
professional situations. Sometimes the phrase is used to indicate the qualities and levels of
institutional practice, for example, in making collaborative arrangements with clinical schools,
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setting faculty professional development policies, or providing leadership through technical
assistance to community schools.
Portfolio. An accumulation of evidence about individual candidate proficiencies, especially in
relation to explicit ELCC standards and rubrics, used in evaluation of competency as a school or
district leader. Contents might include end-of-course evaluations and tasks used for instructional
or clinical experience purposes such as projects, journals, and observations by faculty, videos,
comments by cooperating internship supervisors, and samples of candidate work.
Professional Development. Opportunities for professional education faculty to develop new
knowledge and skills through activities such as inservice education, conference attendance,
sabbatical leave, summer leave, intra- and inter-institutional visitations, fellowships, and work in
P–12 schools.
Professional Dispositions. Professional attitudes, values, and beliefs demonstrated through both
verbal and non-verbal behaviors as educators interact with students, families, colleagues, and
communities. These positive behaviors support student learning and development. NCATE
expects institutions to assess professional dispositions based on observable behaviors in
educational settings. The two professional dispositions that NCATE expects institutions to assess
are fairness and the belief that all students can learn. Based on their mission and conceptual
framework, professional education units can identify, define, and operationalize additional
professional dispositions.
Professional Knowledge. The historical, economic, sociological, philosophical, and
psychological understandings of schooling and education. It also includes knowledge about
learning, diversity, technology, professional ethics, legal and policy issues, pedagogy, and the
roles and responsibilities of the leadership profession.
Professional Standards. Standards set by the specialized professional associations (SPAs) and
adopted by NCATE for use in its accreditation review. Professional standards also refer to
standards set by other recognized national organizations/accrediting agencies that evaluate
professional education programs (e.g., the National Association of Schools of Music).
Proficiencies. Required knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions identified in the
professional, state, or institutional standards.
Program. A planned sequence of courses and experiences for the purpose of preparing teachers,
school, and district leaders to work in pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade settings. Programs
may lead to a degree, a recommendation for a state license, both, or neither.
Program approval. Process by which a state governmental agency reviews a professional
education program to determine if it meets the state’s standards for the preparation of school
personnel.
Program Completers. NCATE uses the Higher Education Act, Title II definition for program
completers. Program completers are persons who have met all the requirements of a statePage | 89

approved teacher preparation program. Program completers include all those who are
documented as having met such requirements. Documentation may take the form of a degree,
institutional certificate, program credential, transcript, or other written proof of having met the
program’s requirements.
Program Review. See National Program Review.
Program Report. The report prepared by faculty responsible for a program (e.g., math
education, elementary education) responding to specialized professional association (SPA)
standards.
Rubrics. Written and shared evaluative criteria for judging candidate performance that indicate
the qualities by which levels of performance can be differentiated, and that anchor judgments
about the degree of success on a candidate assessment. See Performance Criteria and Scoring
Guide.
SASB. Specialty Area Studies Board
Scoring Guide. A tool such as a rubric, evaluation form, etc. used by faculty to evaluate an
assessment. Scoring guides should differentiate varying levels of candidate proficiency on
performance criteria outlined in the SPA standards.
Skills. The ability to apply and use content, professional, and pedagogical leadership knowledge
effectively and readily in diverse leadership settings in a manner that ensures that all students are
learning.
SPAs. Specialized Professional Associations. The national organizations such as the ELCC that
represent teachers, professional education faculty, and other school professionals who teach a
specific subject matter (e.g., mathematics or social studies), teach students at a specific
developmental level (i.e., early childhood, elementary, middle level, or secondary), teach
students with specific needs (e.g., bilingual education or special education), administer schools
(e.g., principals or superintendents), or provide services to students (e.g., school counselors or
school psychologists). Many of these associations are member organizations of NCATE and
have standards for both students in schools and candidates preparing to work in schools.
SPA Program Review. The process by which the specialized professional associations assess
the quality of teacher and leadership preparation programs offered by an institution. (Institutions
are required to submit their programs for review by SPAS as part of the NCATE preconditions
process, unless the state’s program standards have been approved by NCATE’s Specialty Area
Studies Board for the review of the institution’s education programs.
SPA Program Standards. Standards developed by national professional associations that
describe what professionals in the field should know and be able to do. `
State Program Standards Review. The process by which specialized professional associations
evaluate the degree to which a state’s program standards are aligned with the NCATE and SPA
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program standards. (In states where state program standards are judged to be substantially
aligned with SPA standards, the state standards will be approved by NCATE’s Specialty Area
Studies Board, and NCATE will defer to the state’s review of institutions’ teacher education
programs.)
Standards. Written expectations for meeting a specified level of performance. Standards exist
for the content that P-12 students should know at a certain age or grade level.
State Approval. Governmental activity requiring specific professional education programs
within a State to meet standards of quality so that their graduates will be eligible for state
licensure.
State Program Approval Standards. The standards adopted by state agencies responsible for
the approval of programs that prepare teachers and other school personnel. In most states, college
and university programs must meet state standards in order to admit candidates to those
programs.
State Professional Standards Response. A state’s written response to a specialized professional
association’s review of the state’s program review standards.
State Standards. The standards adopted by state agencies responsible for the approval of
programs that prepare teachers and other school personnel. In most state, college and university
programs must meet state Standards in order to admit candidates to those programs.
Students. Children and youth attending P-12 schools as distinguished from candidates enrolled
in leadership preparation programs within higher education institutions.
Structured Field Experiences. Activities designed to introduce candidates to increasingly
greater levels of responsibility in the leadership roles for which they are preparing. These
activities are specifically designed to help candidates attain identified knowledge, skills, and
professional dispositions outlined in ELCC, state, and institutional standards.
Technology, Use of. What candidates must know and understand about information technology
in order to use it in working effectively with students and professional colleagues in (1) the
delivery, development, prescription, and assessment of instruction; (2) problem solving; (3)
school and classroom administration; (4) educational research; (5) electronic information access
and exchange; and (6) personal and professional productivity.
Unit. The college, school, department, or other administrative body in colleges, universities, or
other organizations with the responsibility for managing or coordinating all programs offered for
the initial and advanced preparation of teachers and other school professionals, regardless of
where these programs are administratively housed in an institution. Also known as the
“professional education unit.” The professional education unit must include in its accreditation
review all programs offered by the institution for the purpose of preparing teachers and other
school professionals to work in pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade settings.
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Unit Review. The process by which NCATE applies national standards for the preparation of
school personnel to the unit.
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