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Leadership Preparation: Engine of transformation or social reproduction?
A look back at Baron and Taylor 
The stimulus for this article is William Taylor's chapter entitled 'Issues and Problems in Training the School Administrator' in the 1969 volume he co-edited with George Baron. The article takes inspiration from Taylor, using his analysis as a kind of springboard for reflection on how what he termed administrator training has developed since 1969. It also reflects Baron's (1969: 7) insistence that we see 'educational administration (as) essentially political in nature'. Consequently, the article adopts a critical perspective, exploring the various interests at play. The premise is that administrator training is a locus that offers possibilities to contribute to the reproduction or the transformation of societal structures (Bell Crawford and Mills, 2011; Unger, 1987). The aim is to explore the degree to which it achieves either and thereby to make readers more aware of the nature and significance of such training.
The article begins by sketching in the background, charting the international drivers of growth in administrator training. It considers the aims of preparation programmes and goes on to adopt normative, functionalist and critical perspectives to explore the interests of stakeholders. It argues that there is little evidence to suggest that learners ultimately benefit from such progammes. The article concludes that a process of misrecognition is at play. Administrator training appears to be part of sustaining rather than transforming education, yet it is not generally recognised as such. 
The international background
Different terms are used internationally to denote those who have a school leadership role. Taylor referred to ‘administrators’, a term still current in the US but not used in many other parts of the world. In this article the more universally applicable term ‘leaders’ is used, or the specific role of ‘principal’. Preparation programmes aim to educate or train individuals prior to and sometimes for a limited period after taking up a leadership role, most commonly before becoming a principal. Development programmes offer ongoing learning post-appointment to both senior and middle leaders. This article focuses primarily on preparation programmes as these usually represent the greatest financial and time investment in leadership development by both funders and participants. 
Taylor's (1969) chapter focuses largely on preparation programmes in the UK and US. Since he wrote it, leadership preparation has burgeoned worldwide, driven by a range of pressures (Lumby et al., 2008). For example, the demise of communist states and the subsequent replacement of large numbers of principals in Eastern Europe created the perception of a need to support those many new to post (Moller and Schratz, 2008). In several African countries, shifts in regimes such as that in South Africa, and an attempt to uplift poor schools (in both senses of the word) has led to the establishment of training for principals (Otunga et al., 2008). 
Alongside such context specific factors, internationally the most prevalent putative pressure for the establishment of preparation programmes is increased expectations of the role of a principal. Depictions of the increased complexity of the job (Bush, 2013) and analysis of the evolution of the role from primus inter pares to chief executive/visionary leader (Gronn, 2003; Moller and Schratz, 2008) have become a common story. Particular corporate-flavoured expectations of the role holder are widely evident, for example in South America. Here Ventura et al. (2008: 332) suggest that the World Bank, which has funded preparation programmes, has a particular vision of how leaders of schools should be trained to perform in globally competitive environments. 
A key point of this brief description of the drivers of international development is to suggest that assumptions about the role of the principal have led to a global development of preparation programmes whose intellectual provenance and value base derive largely from a white, masculine, corporatist culture in Anglophone countries. The purpose and content have consequently reflected a kind of 'global orthodoxy' (Crow et al., 2008: 6) involving what Hallinger (1995: 4) terms the 'ritualistic transfer' of a certain kind of Western knowledge, whether culturally valid or not. Suggestions that more account be taken of alternative bases of knowledge, such as Islamic or Indian philosophical approaches (Bajunid, 1996; Sapre and Ranade, 2001; Shah, 2006) have made little impact, as have the perspectives of women (Shakeshaft, 1999; Sobehart, 2008) and of indigenous peoples (Fitzgerald, 2006; Warner and Grint, 2006). Increasingly, there is dependence on embedding 'global knowledge' (Hallinger, 2003: 119) which, while it may be adapted, nevertheless gives central importance to a model of leadership which in many cases is not indigenous (Lumby et al., 2009). 
Underpinning the widespread development of preparation programmes is a view that they are essential to 'train and assist our head teachers emotionally as well as cognitively' (Schmidt, 2010: 626); that they are a response to a profoundly changing context and intensifying demands; and that international development of preparation programmes shares and replicates good practice to achieve consistency of standards throughout the world for the benefit of children. By contrast is analysis that sees the widespread reference to international standards as yet another manifestation of the longstanding dominance of western culture, embedding values deriving from a variation of corporate thinking, which do not prioritise the interests of children. From this latter perspective, preparation programmes may reflect both an established cultural ‘pecking order’ and more recent neo-liberal concerns with state control and competition (Tomlinson et al., 2013). 
The aim of development programmes

In the light of such ambivalent perceptions of preparation programmes, it might be illuminating to explore their stated aims. Levine (2005) claims that the aims of university-based programmes have been unclear since their inception in the late nineteenth century. Programmes based outside universities may also be opaque in their intentions. For example, the UK's National Professional Qualification for Headship (NPQH), offered by the National College for School Leadership (NCSL), from 2013 renamed the National College for Teaching and Leadership (NCTL), 'will develop talented leaders from all backgrounds who can deliver educational excellence in a self-improving system, and high quality outcomes for pupils and students' (NCTL, 2013: npn). This seems more promotion than specific aim, assembling ‘feel good’ concepts such as excellence, quality and improvement. Taylor (1969: 97) noted similarly vague goals and a propensity for programmes to aim at producing idealised leaders: 'if the list of qualities that are put forward as characteristic of the good administrator were ever to be rigorously applied as criteria for continued employment, it seems doubtful if there would be anyone left in office'. He captures the tone of programme descriptions which still persist in the twenty-first century, of 'Genuflections in the direction of democracy, tolerance, group co-operation, community service and so on' (p. 97). It would appear that there is a continuous history of over-ambitious and somewhat general goals. 
Alongside inclusion of what might be termed the technical skills of educational leadership, the knowledge and skills referred to by the NCTL, a second strand of aims relates to the conviction that preparation for leadership is about identity work, being socialised into an acceptable bandwidth of values and attitudes (Flecknoe, 2004; Schmidt, 2010); what Taylor (1969: 99) terms 'broader kinds of understanding'. This is often further couched in a remedial agenda, to strengthen individuals for a task of principalship that 'is overwhelming, stressful and threatening to health' (Oplatka and Tamir, 2009: 233). In normative descriptions of preparation programmes, the potential principal or middle leader is therefore to be equipped with the knowledge, skills, attitudes and emotional resilience to produce excellent schools. 
What such aims do not problematise is the formative context of schooling or its relationship to preparation programmes, that is, how the purpose of preparation programmes is influenced by wider structures and systems. Taylor (1969: 101) posed an early challenge: 'simply to teach education administrators, heads and senior teachers about administrative practices and procedures, without giving a great deal of attention to the nature and goals of the organisation that has to be administered, is a fairly useless activity'. He implies a necessity to deconstruct what leader preparation programmes may be aiming to achieve and how.
Deconstructing preparation programmes

Simkins (2012) reviews a range of theoretical frameworks that might be brought to bear on deconstructing preparation programmes, selecting 'two consensual paradigms of functionalism and constructivism' and a third 'critical perspective' (p. 630). The latter encompasses multiple approaches. For example, some critical literature focuses on a suggested symbiosis of programmes and the neo-liberal agenda (Hartley and Allison, 2000; Tomlinson et al., 2013). Other literature focuses on racism, sexism and the discriminatory nature of programmes (Hall, 1997; Ogunbawo, 2012). Building on Simkins' theoretical frames we might tentatively adopt three perspectives as a heuristic to explore leader preparation programmes:
1. Normative functionalist/constructivist analyses 
2. Critical analyses of preparation progammes' relationship to the neo-liberal context
3. Critical analyses of inclusion/exclusion in preparation programmes.
Each of these will be considered in turn.

Normative functionalist/constructivist approaches
Normative functionalist programmes are anchored by certainties. 'Scientific rationality' (Currie, 1999: 49) supports what appear to be unproblematic aims and empirically-based prescriptions for action, for example adopting transformational or, more latterly, distributed models of leadership (Lumby, 2012). In many parts of the world such certainties translate into programmes based on detailed standards, heavily influenced by those developed in the US and the UK, which delineate the leader role with confidence (Moller and Schratz, 2008; Walker et al., 2013). Repeatedly there are reports, for example, from Africa (Rusch; 2008) and the Middle East (Macpherson et al., 2007) of plans to implement 'a standards-based form of educative leadership' (p. 65) to 'meet international standards' (p. 63). While there has been some challenge to the certainties promulgated through standards (Macpherson and Tofighian, 2008), there has also been widespread acceptance of a normative stance:


Standards frameworks are starting to have a major role in helping school leaders to learn what it is that they need to know and be able to do in order to develop professionally. They provide leaders and aspiring leaders with a learning continuum that gives long-term direction to professional learning.


(Anderson et al., 2008: 438)
Such apparent rational certainties underpin one approach to preparation programmes. 
A second normative approach favours constructivist methods, with personalised programmes utilising practice-based apprenticeships, internships and problem-solving pedagogies (Young and Grogan, 2008). Moller and Schratz (2008: 362) note 'the practical theories of senior professionals are often seen and taken for granted as best practice, whereas research-based theory is devalued'. The discourse around this approach emphasises mentors, workplace-based knowledge and reflection. While it does not rest on the kind of apparent certainties of functionalist methods, it is nevertheless normative in its primary aim to run schools more effectively; to strengthen rather than to transform (Oplatka and Tamir, 2009). 
As Simkins (2012: 630) puts it, both functionalist and constructivist approaches are 'consensual paradigms' or alternatively, they might be critically understood as reflecting compliance with a normative construction of leadership. As such, both may displace a potentially oppressive or oppressed identity by constructing a new legitimate high status one. For example, in relation to recruits to the police force, Chan et al. (2010: 435) suggest that 'doing police (constructing their identity as police officers) almost always took precedence over doing or undoing gender' (original emphasis). Similarly, becoming a principal or educational leader may offer a secure identity and avoids the effort needed to address, for example, the implications for professional identity of one's gender, ethnicity, class or sexuality (Rusch, 2008). Simultaneously, apolitical assumptions about the generally positive nature of schools offer a second layer of reassurance to the individual. At organisational and individual levels, preparation programmes may provide a kind of created world in which the leader-avatar can submerge. Bazerman and Banaji (2004: 112) highlight 'the common assumption that lapses in ethics are the result of people choosing self-rewarding behaviour over what is right'. Preparation programmes are an example of how simplistic this assumption is. Potential principals may not consciously chose to act in ways which reproduce social structures, but through preparation programmes may be offered entry to an apolitical world which legitimises a compliant identity (Thomson, 2005). 
Critical analyses of preparation programmes' relationship to the neo-liberal context
Schmidt (2010) challenges normative approaches and advocates more opportunity for leaders to clarify their values and philosophy. However, such suggestions may be overly optimistic, based on, in Collinson's (2003: 529) terms, 'voluntaristic accounts of subjectivity that exaggerate autonomy and under-emphasize the significance of its conditions, processes and consequences'. Collinson's point is that the agency of leaders may be overstated and encouragement to reflect takes insufficient note of the structural and cultural pressures at play, which shape and constrain what it is possible even to think. Educators are socialised into a public persona that espouses values such as commitment to all learners, equity and justice. Such values are perceived as admirable, their cultural specificity and idealised nature unacknowledged (Macpherson and Tofighian, 2008). The public goals of preparation programmes, such as increasing social justice or equity, are perceived as legitimate, that is, there is widespread support such as to make opposition deviant in the eyes of the majority. 
The support derived from legitimacy can be used to aid the achievement of social goals. This is the espoused intention of preparation programmes, to help leaders construct and implement a vision of inclusion and increased equity. However, legitimacy may also be used to accrue advantage. If self-interest is an aim, then legitimacy is usually achieved only by concealing or disguising the motive, even from the individual or group pursuing advantage (Pfeffer, 1981). The camouflage of widely espoused and admirable, if vague, aims may serve the purpose of deflecting attention of self and others from less acceptable purposes of preparation programmes. 
Government interests
Preparation programmes are often funded and or shaped by government. The control exerted by the state through preparation programmes reflects different forms of power. In some countries one dimensional power is evident, that is, overt, direct control. In many regions of Brazil the political authorities recommend appointment on the basis of those who support the policies of the governor. Similarly, any training must reflect the prevailing politics (Ventura et al., 2008). In other nations, the use of power as direct pressure to get another to act or to refrain from acting in a way that they might otherwise not has been replaced in varying degrees by what Taylor Webb (2008: 133) terms 'stealth forms of power'. This is not so much coercion of another as the manipulation of the environment to render the use of compulsion unnecessary. If actions or even thinking that may be antithetical to the interests of those in power can be excised, power can be apparently effortlessly maintained or increased by seemingly legitimate means. 
This adjustment is well illustrated in China. Zheng et al. (2013) document the change from overt ideological control of leader development programmes to more emphasis on curriculum content, in line with Western programmes. However, they conclude that 'this may be cosmetic' (p. 492) and 'principal development in China remains, as it has been since the founding of the new China, driven by policies that are stipulated, regulated and implemented by the state and attendant agencies' (p. 494). The removal of open promulgation of state ideology and its apparent replacement with more neutral educational content may disguise but does not change the locus of control. 
An apparent reverse of this pattern is evident in the UK, where the NCTL has moved from what was presented at its inception as independence from government (Bolam, 2004) to becoming an arm of a state department. In interview, a senior NCTL informant was perfectly clear on the role of the college: 'my job is to deliver the policy initiatives of government' (Tomlinson et al., 2013: 10). Bush (2013: 460) concluded that 'More than ever, leadership development is a vehicle for ensuring compliance with national imperatives'.
Leaders may assert that they resist the power of the state as evident in preparation programmes and, while there is some evidence to support this, internationally there is also evidence to the contrary, that leader development programmes are 'control technologies' (Wallace et al., 2011: 266) designed to remove opposition from decision making arenas and to persuade others into a pattern of values and actions that support those in power, sometimes openly and sometimes by stealth and with the unconscious compliance of participants. 
Leaders' interests
Disguising the connection of preparation programmes to government interests and self-interest may be particularly crucial in public sector leaders whose identity is often invested in notions of servant leadership. The likelihood of programme participants adopting a critical attitude to their values and actions is therefore severely constrained, as such a stance might demand reconstruction of a valued self-identity and legitimate positioning in the eyes of others (Sturdy et al., 2006). On the contrary, preparation programmes are generally designed to validate and strengthen the accepted principal persona 'interiorizing the performative self in orthodox constructions of headship' (Lucock, 2007: 535). The ‘designer leadership’ (Gronn, 2003: 7) or 'makeover' (Gunter and Thompson, 2009: 469) of preparation programmes is within the context of a largely unexceptionable value set viewed as legitimate by others and validating participants' self-identity as agents of social change. 
A different kind of identity is suggested by Tomlinson et al. (2013) in their study of UK preparation programmes. In their view the latter are primarily 'enhancing leaders’ influence, domination and organizational positioning within professionalized occupational fields' (p. 2). The purpose of attending is to become a member of 'an elite circle of leaders' (p. 14) and thereby to acquire 'immediate hard currency and objectified capital to give them access to formal leadership positions' (p. 12). Economic capital is also a goal through promotion and increased pay. In Tomlinson et al.’s (2013: 5) assessment, 'the development of appropriate dispositions and action-frames is significant to their achievement of legitimacy and capacity to exercise appropriate levels of power'. 

In preparation programmes a process of misrecognition of the acquisition of power may be essential to their legitimacy in the eyes of participants and the staff they return to lead. It is essential to self-identity that any intention or outcome related to retaining or gaining power remains hidden. There may of course be resistance from some; Tomlinson et al. suggest that this is more likely to come from experienced senior leaders who have already accrued extensive capital, both social and economic. For most, the role of a transformational, democratic or distributive leader working hard to bring about vital change in schools is a position that represents an advantageous pact. A positive self-identity is confirmed for leaders while simultaneously they provide, in turn, the organisational level agency required by government. Both government and leaders enact a performance as the vanguard of the fight against ineffective and unequal education (Lumby and Muijs, 2013). Acceptance of the normative narrative of preparation programmes can be understood as a form of unconscious collusion between participants and government that distracts attention from questioning too deeply the degree to which espoused aims, for example inclusion and greater social justice, are enacted, and arguably enables leaders to act as a conduit for the transfer of state level intentions to organisational level while retaining a self identity as social change agent. There is an irony in preparation programmes constructing leaders' identity as agents of social change in order for them to sustain current power relations through education (Gamoran, 2001). 

Critical analyses of inclusion/exclusion in leadership preparation
In writing about the kinds of people who would benefit from preparation programmes, Taylor (1969: 105) expands on the benefit of homogenous leadership for communication and action, reflecting a period when political correctness had not yet sent preference for sameness underground:

It is much easier for persons to communicate and work together, and there is much less to be learned, when they come from the same kinds of social background and have roughly comparable educational experiences than when they differ from each other in these respects.

Current social pressures would tend to demand contrary statements about the benefits of diversity rather than homogeneity. Taylor is but one of the earliest of a long line of researchers and theorists who, while they may not be as explicit as Taylor in stating the advantages of sameness, make implicit assumptions about sameness and educational leaders as white men (Hall, 1997). For example, Wallace Foundation research on redefining preparation programme aims to be more learner centred is reported in an article which includes images of a muscular, naked man to illustrate the need to strengthen programmes (Gill, 2012).
Leadership programmes play a part in exclusion, both by who is accepted onto programmes and by their content. Large-scale data on representation in preparation programmes are missing, but it seems likely that systemic overt and covert discrimination will be at work (Blackmore et al., 2006; Lumby et al., 2009). The content of preparation programmes draws on research on existing leaders, themselves the result of a discriminatory system. Leadership models deriving from indigenous peoples and from religions other than Christianity are rarely used (Fitzgerald, 2010; Macpherson and Tofighian, 2008; Shah, 2006). There is also a significant literature exploring the ways in which the content of preparation programmes is predicated on masculine stereotypes (Parker and Villalpando, 2007; Shakeshaft, 1999; Young, et al., 2006). Preparation programmes are therefore not generally founded on research that is inclusive, nor do they often address issues of exclusion explicitly. Numerous studies provide evidence of participants' resistance to considering sexism, racism and other forms of discrimination explicitly (McClellan and Dominguez, 2006; Rusch and Horsford, 2008). Where preparation programmes do address such issues, there is indication of frequent lip service (Henze et al., 2002; Murphy et al., 2008) reflecting in many cases the preferences of both participants and course leaders for a token gesture only towards critical thinking (Lopez, 2003; Rusch, 2004). Bell Crawford and Mills (2011: 7) believe that 'for most people, there is contentment and security within settled contexts regardless of the potentially oppressive nature of the context'. As Taylor points out, sameness is so much easier. 
Juggling legitimacy and exclusion

The previous consideration of the relationship between preparation programmes and excluded groups is essentially a political exploration, the subtext of which is the capture and maintenance of power. The pursuit of power is habitually hidden, legitimacy sought in the eyes of others even for those actions which may be against their own best interests. Preparation programmes may seek such legitimacy, maintaining a stance of inclusion while simultaneously supporting structures that exclude. This is achieved not by a deceptive sleight of hand but by a much bolder tactic. The strategy may be rather like that of the thief in Edgar Allan Poe's (1845/2004: 376) story The Purloined Letter. A letter is concealed by being left in plain sight so that no-one considers it worthy of attention, assuming nothing in full view can be problematic or it would be hidden. In this way the object may:

‘escape observation by dint of being excessively obvious; and here the physical oversight is precisely analogous with the moral inapprehension by which the intellect suffers to pass unnoticed those considerations which are too obtrusively and too palpably self-evident.'

Much research and writing on preparation programmes and on the leadership theory which supports them reflects 'moral inapprehension'; for example, the sexism and racism endemic in education systems (Lumby with Coleman, 2007; NASUWT and National College, 2009) is in full view, but is passed over because it is so obvious. Pont et al.'s (2008) review of the development of leadership skills in OECD countries contains not a single mention of gender or ethnicity. Levine's (2005) review of provision in the US refers to gender and race only in terms of the sample selected for interview and the changing demographic of students. In the majority of publications on leadership preparation and development, the profound lack of interest in issues of gender, ethnicity or any other form of discrimination is so patent that, like the purloined letter, it does not impinge on the consciousness of writer or reader.
There is of course literature specifically on issues of educational leadership and gender and or ethnicity, small in comparison to mainstream but nevertheless substantial. This occasionally addresses preparation programmes (Diem and Carpenter, 2013; Gooden and Dantley, 2012; Rusch, 2004). The existence of this subset of literature raises issues ignored by the mainstream and may consequently embed even further the notion that gender, ethnicity and other stigmatised characteristics are outside the norm. Whether speaking up or remaining silent, the outcome may be the same; the maintenance of exclusion.

Where preparation programmes are established specifically to address the disadvantage experienced by women and minority ethnic groups, there may be vociferous objections, including from members of the groups in question (Bush et al., 2006; Ogunbawo, 2012). Reclassifying oneself into a dominant group, thereby distracting attention from one's membership of a low status group, is a common strategy (Gurin and Nagda, 2006). This tactic may in part underlie the insistence of some that they do no wish to be seen as a black or a women principal but as a principal, and assertions that preparation programmes for women or black and minority ethnic groups are illegitimate (Bush et al., 2006). A better example could hardly be found of three-dimensional power, where the disadvantaged argue for continuation of a status quo that disadvantages them. 
Politics and preparation progammes
Having reviewed the purpose of preparation programmes from normative and critical perspectives, we can return to Baron's (1969) point that we must see education in political terms. Broadly, theories of politics are somewhat polarised. Grant (2003: 40) reflects one tradition in suggesting that politics represent the impetus to improve or protect society: 'by this definition, politics is purposive human action guided by an understanding of the good society and political action is moral action'. Seen in this way, politics persuades and reconciles to an outcome that has a measure of support and is widely beneficial. A contrasting view stresses a less benign view of politics 'as the exploitation of resources, physical and human, for achievement of more control over others, and thus of safer, more comfortable, or more satisfying terms of individual existence' (Mayes and Allen, 2006: 673). Such a perspective holds political processes to be the vehicle by which an individual or group seeks to gain benefit, if necessary to the detriment of others. 
These alternative views might be seen in relation to preparation programmes in terms of Rawlsian (1971) imperatives, as programmes where those who wish to achieve greater justice work to secure outcomes to benefit those who have least material and social goods, or, in contrast, as a field where those who have advantage seek to maintain or increase it. The wider good may be the rhetorical aim of all. A mechanism to adjudicate the degree to which each of these perspectives apply may be examining a fundamental question, cui bono? Who benefits from preparation programmes? I have suggested that government and leaders' interests are served, but there may be evidence for an alternative view, that learners benefit as much or more. 
The fundamental question: Cui bono?
The whole edifice of state and private funding which supports preparation programmes is based on an article of faith that preparation programmes produce better leaders who consequently improve learning and outcomes in their schools (Bush and Jackson, 2002). Consequently it may be assumed that ultimately it is learners that benefit from preparation programmes. What evidence might there be to support this position and suggest it is empirically based rather than just an act of faith? Most evidence relates to programmes in Anglophone and European countries. 

Murphy et al. (2009) point out that less than 3 per cent of articles published in US leading journals on educational leadership between 1975 and 2002 were empirical studies of leader preparation and that there are several areas related to leader preparation about which we know almost nothing. In particular, the evaluation of preparation programmes is thin. Orr with Barbara (2009) conducted a review of relevant literature from the US and Europe and concluded that we have little evidence and that what we have is largely unsatisfactory. The majority of studies use either self-reported data from participants or the perceptions of other staff and confine themselves to the first three levels of Kirkpatrick's (1998) model of training evaluation: participant satisfaction, knowledge and skills gained and their application. Engagement with the final level on the impact of a programme on the organisation's goals and outcomes and on learners is mostly missing. More recent work evidences slow progress. Pounder (2011) summarises findings of articles in a special issue of Educational Administration Quarterly focused on evaluation of preparation programmes. Those findings based on more than self-report suggest that the impact of preparation programmes is patchy and related to the context in which principals work. The level of poverty in the school community is indicated to moderate the impact of preparation programmes.

In 1969 Taylor noted that the increasing professionalisation of school headship had led to a frequent requirement at appointment for relevant training/education, but 'whether such specific requirements are reflected in improved operational performance is still an open question' (p. 107) and referred to a study which found a negative correlation between previous leadership training and the participant's school's performance (Gross and Herriot, 1965). More than four decades later, Orr with Barbara (2009) found only 'three published studies (that) have modelled the direct effects of leadership preparation on school outcomes'. The studies 'found no effects' (p. 479). They conclude that 'these results suggest that the effects of preparation on leadership practices may be indirect' (p. 480). An alternative interpretation is that there is no effect, but Orr with Barbara do not consider this. They instead suggest that evaluation using indirect effect models has led to positive findings, though in fact only two studies which find a positive relationship between preparation programmes and school outcomes are cited. Their conclusion is that the field is still at 'an exploratory stage' (p. 481). In other words, the null hypothesis that leadership programmes have little or no effect is not entertained as a possibility. There is very little research that considers the counterfactual, that is the effectiveness of principals who have not participated in a preparation progamme and, as leader preparation becomes more frequently mandated, it becomes increasingly difficult to investigate the impact of preparation programmes in a rigorous way, taking account of the null hypothesis. 

Given how much financial and human resource is invested in preparation programmes, efforts to demonstrate that it is learners who benefit from preparation programmes seem lacking. There are of course very difficult methodological issues in identifying the effects of preparation programmes. However, similar methodological challenges face those investigating the impact of leadership, and this has not prevented considerable development in this area using sophisticated models of indirect impact and ever-developing statistical and phenomenological methods. While methodological challenges may be a part of the reason for the paucity of research evaluating the impact of preparation programmes on school outcomes, they seem unlikely to be the whole story. Orr with Barbara (2009) point out that much evaluation is communicated in unpublished reports reflecting research carried out by the provider or sometimes other researchers financed by the funding or accrediting body. While researchers and funders might claim independence or a degree of objectivity in evaluation, inevitably there are questions about the likelihood of researchers reporting and funders publishing results that undermine belief in the effectiveness of programmes (Smylie et al., 2005). Rather than methodological challenges alone explaining the paucity of research, an alternative perspective would echo Taylor's (1969) insistence on a political perspective; so much is invested by so many that a focus on improving content and pedagogy and reliance on self-reported accounts of leaders remain an unthreatening option.

Cowie and Crawford's (2007) title of an article reporting on the International Study on Successful School Principals (ISSSP) poses a question: ‘Principal preparation – still an act of faith?’ The lack of evidence of the impact of preparation programmes on learners and on school outcomes suggests that the answer is affirmative. Consequently, there can be no confidence in saying that one of the beneficiaries is learners. By contrast governments, regional administrations, those providing programmes and participants gain directly from preparation programmes in accruing income (Levine, 2005), indirectly in advancing self-identity and individual careers (Ford and Harding, 2007) or, arguably, by legitimising and forwarding the interests of a political group (Tomlinson et al., 2013).
Returning to Taylor
This article has suggested that participants of preparation programmes enter a space where activity shapes identity formation within cultural and structural constraints aimed at constructing legitimacy rather than the pursuit of organisational goals (Cibulka, 2009) and that preparation programmes are part of the process of sustaining power relations within education.

No doubt many would protest that they do not recognise this depiction of preparation programmes; that preparation programmes are experienced as helpful by many participants, and that an unacceptable standard of practice in many schools demands development of leaders. In short, they would assert that preparation programmes are a positive aspect of education. This is the point. It is very difficult for educators to recognise complicity in any negative aspect of education because they genuinely intend just outcomes for children. However, the loose coupling of education means that good intentions are never enough. The relationship between what is consciously intended and the effects in practice cannot be assumed (Pajak and Green, 2003; Weick, 1976). It is not that preparation programmes do not produce positive effects at individual or organisational level, but that overall the system confirms rather than challenges existing injustice in education.
More than four decades ago, Taylor (1969) hopefully located the development of preparation programmes within a cultural and political process, in which assumptions are challenged, congruence with stated goals tested and conflict between the different groups resolved. His admonition still stands in the twenty-first century:


the approach to administrative preparation and professional development suggested here requires greater attention to be given to the total system of positions, relationships and goals within which the administrative function is exercised. (p. 103)
He suggested that 'the purpose of teaching administration is to change administrative behaviour, to get better schools and better results'. Such goals remain positioned within a belief that schools are an engine of social justice moving towards equity. Numerous commentators, from Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) onwards, have pointed out that schools have not, do not and in the foreseeable future will not function in this way (Gamoran, 2001; Skrla et al. 2001). Indeed, as Pajak and Green (2003) point out, were there to be a genuine transformation, with many rather than the exceptional few from disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds achieving equitable outcomes, so much of the middle class would be displaced in universities and jobs that society would experience a major upheaval. 
Discovering the mechanisms by which belief is sustained in education as an engine of social justice in the face of consistent evidence to the contrary is the grail for critical commentators. There is much still to be unravelled, but the process of misrecognition is foundational. Therefore this article presents no detailed prescription for deleting or changing the support offered to school leaders in preparation and development. Rather it assumes that this would be an unproductive suggestion were the primary and most difficult task not achieved first, that is, leaders acknowledging their own misrecognition of preparation programmes. 'As with most embedded problems, the first step—recognizing and accepting the problem—is often the most difficult' (Tenbrunsel and Messick, 2004: 235). 
The development of preparation programmes since Taylor's article may be rather like the parable of the man who searches for lost keys in the street rather than the park where he lost them, because the street is where there is light. Leadership generally and leadership development specifically have been presented as a significant force for good in education, particularly in terms of ensuring learners get a more equitable deal. This article has attempted to persuade leaders and providers that it is not so straightforward and to consider more critically the role played by preparation programmes; to consider what lies in the shadows. It has suggested an intensification of the problems identified by Taylor in 1969, rather than their resolution. Programmes do not fulfil the remit suggested by Taylor because other goals are predominant, though they may be camouflaged by the stated functionalist and normative aims and content. The goals relate to maintaining power both at international level, in terms of the dominance of Anglophone cultural values, and at state and individual level. Bell Crawford and Mills (2011: 2) draw on Unger (1987) to suggest that the potential for transformation of society 'is the distance between routine structure-reproducing activities and transformative structure-challenging activities'. Preparation programmes are currently structure reproducing and need to be recognised as such before any potential for becoming structure-challenging can be fulfilled.
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