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Chapter 4: Research on Leadership Preparation in a Global Context 

Challenging Narcissism


In this chapter we view U.S. leadership preparation from a global stage. We bring together voices from various parts of the world to consider why stepping outside a U.S. perspective may help develop U.S. programs. We explore why culture is a critical consideration in the design and delivery of programs, analyze the differing approaches to leader development (initial preparation and ongoing education) in a variety of countries, and suggest the major lessons emerging for U.S. leader preparation. Our premise is that engaging with the plurality of systems with their rich spectrum of values, cultural underpinning, and variation in practice is a means of both enriching U.S. programs and contributing to the worldwide development of education leaders. We argue for recognition, valuing, and utilization of difference. Consequently, we adopt an approach that is consistent with this value base, allowing the writers’ different voices to be discernible. While we construct a coherent sequence of arguments and explorations, we make no attempt to homogenize the chapter into a composite, single voice. Rather, the chapter requires the orientation being suggested to those involved with preparation programs, that readers engage with different perspectives and views to reflect on their own assumptions and practice. The writer is consequently identified for each of the four sections of the chapter. 


The focus is the preparation and continuing development of leadership. However, leadership is a highly contested concept. As a starting point we take House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, and Gupta’s (2004) definition: “the ability of an individual to influence, motivate, and enable others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the organizations of which they are members” (p. 15). This definition was conceived as part of an international study in relation to generic organizations. Our view in relation to school leadership views the field of influence as wider, not just contributing to the effectiveness of the organization, but also directly interacting with and contributing to the community. The chapter therefore is concerned with how preparation programs relate to the global context and thereby contribute to leaders’ efforts to support the success of both school and community.


The first section of the chapter, written by Jacky Lumby, begins by justifying and exploring further the key question: Is an international perspective vital for the future health of U.S. leader preparation? Lumby approaches this question by considering the forces of globalization and their relation to an international perspective. This section examines the impact of global pressures, which are suggested to impel both homogeneity and diversity. Political, professional, and personal rationales for educational leaders to respond to such a paradoxical context are explored. 


In the second section of the chapter, Allan Walker considers the relationship of culture to leadership development programs (LDPs). He argues that the efficacy of leader development is dependant on cultural fit, and that sensitivity to cultural context is as relevant to the design of U.S. programs as it is to considering the transmission of practice from one national context to another. He provides examples of fit or lack of fit for what he distinguishes as content-based and community-based programs. 


Miles Bryant and Tony Bush detail and analyse systems in developing and developed economies throughout the world. They argue that the distinctions made between systems illuminate different choices of the optimum means of developing leaders but also suggest that what is perceived as different can sometimes be less so than appears. Their typology of approaches offers stimulation for considering the nature and underpinning of practice globally and in the United States. Finally, Lars Björk, Miles Bryant, and Jacky Lumby conclude the chapter by relating an international perspective to five key challenges facing leadership preparation in the United States (Björk, Kowalski, & Young, 2005).

The Importance of an International Perspective on Leadership Preparation


The current orientation of U.S. leaders and those who prepare them is widely believed to be circumscribed. For well over two decades, various commentators have noted what W. G. Walker (1984) termed the narcissism of those researching and preparing leaders. Most research, even when considering future trends, adopts a firmly national perspective (Crisci & Tutela, 1987; Hills, 1983; Hoy, 1996). Critiques of ethnocentric and isolationist perspectives have highlighted the propensity of U.S. faculty to turn inward, evolving leadership preparation programs with little cognizance of developments outside North America (Foskett & Lumby 2003; Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988; Hallinger, 1995; Hallinger & Leithwood, 1998; A. Walker & Dimmock, 2004). Reviews of the development of educational leadership preparation programs and prognostications or prescriptions of future trends have little to say about an international perspective (A. Levine, 2005). A North American perspective is taken for granted, its cultural implications unexplored (Burlingame & Harris, 1998). A lack of awareness of one’s own culture may be evident globally. However, the worldwide lack of self-awareness of acculturation may be exacerbated by numerous factors in the United States. Why this is the case is worthy of a chapter in its own right but briefly may include relative geographical isolation from the rest of the world and the size of the population, which may lend a seeming self-dependence. 


Since W. G. Walker’s criticism in 1984, the context has changed radically. Depictions of political, economic, and cultural globalization and its influence on education, though contested, are nevertheless ubiquitous and pressing (Bottery, 1999; Crossley & Watson, 2003; Foskett & Lumby, 2003, Ohmae, 2000; Scholte, 2000). In this chapter we argue that such is the force of global change, narcissism, if ever it was an appropriate stance, is no longer tenable. We consider leadership preparation in a globalized context and challenge educational leaders and those who prepare them to think anew about the relevance of an international perspective. Definitions of the term are multiple and contested, and in part the purpose of this chapter is to clarify our understanding of the nature and purpose of such a perspective. The chapter does not adopt a cross-cultural stance, that is, the comparison of two or more cultures with the aim of distinguishing past and present differences, a mosaic pattern of divergence. Such a stance would risk being ethnocentric, aiming to underpin effective performance in alien cultures. Rather the international stance adopted is more akin to a systems approach, searching not just for differences, but critically “for patterns of interconnectedness” (Paige & Mestenhauser, 1999, p. 502) that subsume and color patterns of difference. As Paige and Mestenhauser stressed, it is a process of knowledge construction that attempts to transcend the ethnocentric; an international stance renders one’s own position merely one tale in a meta story.


The empirical base to support such an enterprise is weak. There is a dearth of research investigating the nature and degree of international perspective in leadership preparation programs in North America or the attitudes of those delivering or participating in programs towards the necessity for or benefits of such a perspective. In the absence of an empirical base, this chapter initially constructs a case for adopting an international perspective. This serves as a foundation from which we explore the impact of culture on preparation programs, the varying approaches to preparation adopted in different parts of the globe, and the possibilities for a research agenda that is global in reach. The underlying premise is that preparation programs need to develop the capacity of leaders to connect to and understand the community. What is in question is whether the school community and the community of practice of educators are to be understood merely as local or also as regional, national, and international. 

The Context of Global Change


Globalization is a term that appears ubiquitously in texts relating to the social, political, and economic sciences (Giddens, 1999; Rosenberg, 2000). Nevertheless, its definition is problematic, given the contested understanding of global forces and the infinitely variable interrelationship of the latter to individual, organizational, and national psyches (Brown and Lauder, 1997; Parsons, 1995; Rhoten, 2000). Levin (2001) unpacked the multiple meanings in the term:

Globalization is a multi-dimensional term. It suggests a condition: the world as a single place. It is viewed as a process: the linking of localities, separated by great distances and intensifying relations between these localities. Globalization is also implicitly connected to international economies, as in the concept of a world economy; and to international relations or politics, as in the concept of global politics; and to culture, as in the concept of global culture. Furthermore, the term global is used as an adjective for both singular and plural nouns, suggesting that there are multiple economies, political systems, and cultures globally as well as a single integrative economy, political system, and culture. (p. 8)


Paradox is implicit in the definition, reflecting tension between effects that delete the unique but also bolster determination to retain what is distinctive. Globalization theories therefore present a potentially infinite variation in interpretation of the existence, degree, interplay, and impact of political, economic, and cultural change (Waters, 1995). The implications for educational leaders and systems to prepare them are multiple and profound. Scholte (2000) argued that globalization has affected ontology and epistemology. First, conceptions of space have changed, as distance no longer separates nations and peoples or schools, curricula, and educators, all of which are linked by readily available, efficient means of travel and virtual means of connection. Schools increasingly function and create knowledge in virtual space, where an ocean of knowledge pours through screens in classrooms, and ties to a school thousands of miles away may be stronger than those with the school down the road. Leaders function in a context that is partly the physical location of their school and partly cyberspace. Second, Scholte argued that our notions of time have shifted as time has become decoupled from distance, accelerating the creation and transmission not only of goods and services, but also of knowledge across regional and national boundaries. The impact on education of such global volition is not only the seemingly simultaneous adoption of common solutions, but also a degree of homogenization of problems. School-based management, outcomes-based curricula, and target-driven assessment are examples of practices that assume a place on a global stage irrespective of cultural, political, and economic differences in context.


Lakomski (2001) argued that culture is embedded neurologically. Relatedly, neuro-epistemological approaches to studying educational leadership strengthen the conviction that there is a connection between ontology, epistemology, and neurology (Allix & Gronn, 2005). As globalization creates epistemological and axiological tides of change, the connection between educators in all parts of the world is a function of often unconscious shared patterns of thinking and not just of conscious links through communication technology. 


As global forces sweep migrants and their culture across local, regional, and national perimeters, the incursion of the distant is matched by pressure from divergent ideas close at hand, evident in the increasingly heterogeneous local context. Scholte (2000) asserted that long-standing state-nations have been overlain by ethnonations and the diasporas of global tribes (Kotkin, 1992), transworld communities tied by religion or nation of origin. Globalization, therefore, is not experienced as the wholesale adoption of a particular ontology, epistemology, and axiology in all parts of the world, but rather as a common context where pressures towards both homogeneity and heterogeneity are simultaneously experienced. The result is a thrust for change that alters the texture of the world (Bottery, 1999; Brown & Lauder, 1997; Ohmae, 2000; Parsons, 1995; Waters, 1995). 


As a result, education and educators stand at the heart of the boundaryless world and the rapidly evolving maelstrom of engagement with the problems of society and the proposed solutions. Whether the globalized, boundaryless world is seen as utopian or dystopian, at the fulcrum stand educators, the “key linking agents” (Hallinger, 1995, p. 1). If, as Hallinger (1995, p. 4) suggested over a decade ago, “school leadership development has become a global enterprise,” there are compelling reasons why narcissism among those who prepare educational leaders is unsustainable. 


How to counter narcissism is the challenge. Rhetorical commitment to inclusion of different world views requires a practical strategy if it is to become more than rhetoric. An international perspective is one such strategy aiming at a global reach appreciation of the culture and practice of others in order to increase consciousness of one’s own parameters, strengths, and limitations. It entails viewing values and practice in locations across the world, including one's own, with sufficient openness to reach insights about similarities, differences, and their scale and translating such insights into renewed commitment to and ideas for developing one’s own practice. It is qualitatively different from the “travellers’ tales” (Crossley & Watson, 2003, p. 12) that observe alternative practice outside the nation state with curiosity, often assumed superiority, and engage at most, magpie like, by borrowing seemingly useful practice from the great elsewhere.

Global Utopia and Dystopia 


The concept of globalization therefore provides a powerful argument for the need for those who prepare and develop educational leaders to look across the world. Two positions are discernible in response. First, the positive is discovered in possibilities, as Burbules and Torres (2000) put it, for “an international educational organisation and agenda that could create a new hegemony in curriculum, instruction, and pedagogical practices, in general, as well as in policies concerning school financing, research, and evaluation” (p. 4). Globalization is interpreted as a positive integrative force, with a goal of harmonization. As a result future learners may have more similar and therefore more equitable opportunities, to their benefit. Such a vision is rejected by many, and globalization is frequently interpreted by educators negatively, as resulting in worldwide trends that are inimical to the professional values of educators. The “McDonaldization” of education (Levin, 2001, p. 9) neatly sums up the pejorative view of the effects of globalization in the view of some. There is no space here to explore in depth the arguments propounded to welcome or resist the global sweep of educational reform. However, implications for the preparation and continuous development of leaders are evident. If the effects of globalization are to create worldwide pressures and trends, such as outlined by Levin, then the response of educators to welcome, accommodate, or repel the overt or covert incursion of new values, priorities, and practice must be based on an understanding that transcends analysis based on the immediate location (Foster, 2004).


What then are the professional, political, and personal rationales for responding to the scenario depicted and supporting leaders to achieve a global reach in their engagement with and understanding of educational issue and practice? Each of these perspectives may offer an impetus for engagement, and they are explored in turn. 
Professional Rationale


K. M. Cheng (1998) suggested that few classrooms in the United States are not multiethnic, touched by the global tribes and diasporas referred to earlier. In response, the necessity for cultural competence to be an effective educator and leader, though not accepted by all (Lopez, 2003), is widely adopted at least rhetorically by those who prepare leaders (Rusch, 2004). The resulting challenge is how to provide for intercultural competence in leaders, and how far it can best be supported through programs that focus on the diversity of North America or that attempt to incorporate an international perspective on worldwide diversity. Such a perspective would include different conceptualizations of education, leadership, schooling and learning, and the resulting practice, looking beyond the North American cultural and ethnic mix. 


An international perspective is sometimes taken to mean the “travellers’ tales” (Crossley & Watson, 2003, p. 12) referred to earlier: knowledge and understanding of education in different parts of the world. For some, and for many in North America, the stance may assume that “elsewhere” is viewed rather as a specimen, novel and interesting but of limited relevance. This version of an international perspective may be interpreted as the very opposite, a perspective that is essentially bound by one culture. As such, it is likely to reinforce limitations of reflection on practice rather than the contrary. 


Those preparing leaders are culture bound; blinkered by narcissism, their engagement with alternative approaches, theoretical frames, and practices is constrained. As a result, theoretical frames and resulting practice come to seem unquestioned. Adler (1997) suggested that capacity to learn is impeded by the dominance of patterns of seeing and knowing, which are accrued by a lifetime’s acculturation. It is not that we do not wish to see what challenges our experience, but that we cannot. Gudykunst (1995) depicted our relations with others as “strangers” (p. 10) who provoke a powerful psychological response to defend our mental and physical well-being, our status, and our self-image. Communication processes are designed to filter out difference or to render it unthreatening by reducing the stranger to a recognizable formula: Such a threat is easier to defuse than the complex uniqueness of those deemed “other.” Such deletion of difference is played out in classrooms throughout North America (Benson, 2002). Dramatic and novel contrasts may be necessary to shift embedded thinking and ways of relating (Allix & Gronn, 2005). 


An international perspective may provide such a shift. It challenges leaders to rethink what they know and to apply what they have learned to their own practice. It demands that preconceptions are set aside to view familiar and accepted practice from new perspectives, to reach new insights. As such, an international perspective is not about knowing of education overseas, a scientific typology of the alien, but about leaders reaching a deeper understanding of their own acculturation and resulting practice. It challenges complacency in knowing and unsettles assumptions. As such, it is essential not only directly to develop leaders and managers, but also to model for learners openness to a wider range of ways of knowing, reflecting, and acting.


Acculturation creates mental barriers, automatic emotional and cognitive processes that simplify difference through creating stereotypes, filtering experience through preconceived frameworks. Breaking free of a lifetime’s practice of proscribed views presents huge challenges and is not easily achieved. It is as if the short sighted are asked to remove their spectacles and achieve a sharp focus. An international perspective attempts a parallel psychological shift, acting as a support for leaders to become more mindful—that is, consciously to start to construct a more accurate, less culturally preconceived picture of individuals and communities both within the United States and more widely (Gudykunst, 1995). As such, it is not a worthy but peripheral broadening of knowledge, but a powerful strategy to prepare leaders to be mindful in responding to diversity in their own school and their local community. 


A second professional justification for an international perspective is that it provides perspective on the scale of issues with which leaders must contend. Complaints about underresourcing of U.S. schools come into sharp focus when contrasted with the difficulties facing many teachers, for example, in Africa. The scale of challenge in terms of behavioural problems in U.S. schools is thrown into relief by viewing the order of many Asian or African classrooms. Such a perspective may reprioritize issues or, kaleidoscope like, give fresh views of previously accepted and seemingly immutable perspectives. 


Third, the role of “confrere” (A. Walker & Dimmock, 2004, p. 275), that is, a relationship of mutual professional interest where one colleague learns from another, is opened through an international perspective. Numerous commentators have argued that the world has learned much, sometimes appropriately and sometimes inappropriately, from the United States (Dimmock, 2000; Hallinger & Kantamara, 2000; Heck, 1996). It is possible for U.S. leaders to learn both about the preparation of leaders and about the practice of leadership through adopting a confrere orientation to an international perspective. This orientation to the international is perhaps the most superficial of the three, though ironically the one most commonly adopted. Nevertheless, it potentially has benefits to offer if linked to the mindfulness, which attempts to step outside cultural boundaries and view practice elsewhere as potentially legitimate in its own right rather than as “travellers’ tales” (Crossley & Watson, 2003, p. 12).

Political Rationale


There are also political reasons why an international perspective is important in preparation programs. Many globalizing values and practices are perceived to emanate from the United States (Giddens, 1999). The resulting American ascendancy in political and economic arenas places them in a particular relation to much of the rest of the world (Foskett & Lumby, 2003). It also lends its citizens power along all three dimensions defined by Lukes (1975): (a) power to influence the behaviour of others, (b) power to define the agenda, and (c) power to define values and beliefs. Henze, Katz, Norte, Sather, and Walker (2001) suggested, “Inherent in being in the dominant position is that we are blind, to greater or lesser degrees, to the negative consequences of our power over others” (p. 4). Preparation programs may exhibit such blindness. Ethnocentrism is an alternative expression of narcissism, and though the intention may be unconscious, the resulting programs are complicit with the inappropriate global ascendancy of Western theory and practice. The latter has been the subject of more comment than the lack of an international perspective in U.S. preparation programs (Gronn, 2001; Hallinger & Leithwood, 1998; Leithwood & Duke, 1998). 


Leaders therefore are subject to a double negative. Their ethnocentric preparation renders them complicit in sustaining the hegemony of Western values and practice. Simultaneously, the global sweep of change potentially means “educational managers will continue to find themselves pressurised into marching line by line” (Bottery, 1999, p. 309). North American leaders therefore will be subject to similar demands to those experienced elsewhere and may wish to resist. At the same time they are engaged in the creation of the pressures. Educational leaders will require a perspective that is sufficiently broad to allow them to understand, assess, and devise their response to pressures, ideas, and policies that, though locally implemented, find their force in their adoption by multiple nations. For example, notions of raising attainment, of testing, and of quality follow the contours of global trends. To adequately shape understanding and response, resistance or acceptance, knowledge of origin, implementation, and effect is needed.

Personal Rationale


There are also personal reasons for preparation and continuing development programs to attempt to connect educators with those in similar roles elsewhere in the world. Isolation is a reality for many in education. Contact is often primarily with children, and time to work with other adults is severely limited. A sense of community may sustain individuals through isolation. Community can be variously conceived (Bamberg 2003; Rose, 2003). Bamberg contrasted definitions that imply a range of individuals, groups, and organizations in some way linked to a school, even when geographically distant, to the alternative: community seen as a location, the people in relation to the structures, the history, and the economy of the area surrounding a school. Bamberg queried whether the latter is feasible, given that not all the individuals and groups in any location will have a link to or interest in the local school, particularly if some families send children to an alternative school in another area. She suggested that community can be understood in multiple ways, of which physical proximity is only one. Given that the shared interest sets within a school may include ethnic and religious groups whose networks extend outside national boundaries and sometimes worldwide (Rose, 2003), community can be conceived as international as well as local. Linking to the international community of education leaders can reduce the sense of both isolation and of coping with unique problems in leading a school. For example, one of the shared experiences may be the necessity to support children who live in poverty. An international perspective may open wider understanding of the global forces that create and impact on poverty as well as the theoretical frame and implementation of strategies that are called on in response throughout the world. There is comfort in the solidarity of difficulties and sometimes dangers as a shared experience. The two quotations below are the words of a principal, first in a rural primary school in KwaZulu-Natal in South Africa and second in an U.S. high school. Lumby (2003) quoted the South African principal as follows:

There is a lack of funds . . . to repair the old buildings of the school . . . therefore during rainy days my teachers and pupils suffer very much as the corrugated iron has big holes and rust. I have written many letters to the inspectors but the funds are helping better schools near big main roads. As I have worked here at school for 22 years as principal, riots and faction fights in the area have depressed me, as the whole of the good work that I did in my first year has gone. Hooligans, thieves, robbers have stolen doors, tables, chairs, desks and burnt valuable schoolbooks. They have killed a female teacher near the school. (pp. 181-182)

Parkray and Hall (1992) quoted an American school principal:

I wondered if I could do it . . . if a woman could do it . . . if I had the guts to do it. Knowing I would be the one to walk into a volatile situation and maybe in some cases put my life on the line as opposed to somebody else’s. Those things you have to think about before you become a principal, because when you become a principal, you don’t have time to think about it then. (p. 1)


The principals from the U.S. and from South Africa confront an entirely different context, but the moral challenges and physical dangers they face resonate. The potential sense of shared professional and moral challenges is qualitatively different from the kind of more superficial link frequently adopted by, for example, video links between schools.


While most leaders might support the creation of an international focus in the abstract or in others such as their students, they do not always adopt such a focus in their own practice. In common with all learners and learning programs, an international perspective can considerably enhance learning and a sense of agency in educational leadership preparation programs (Robertson & Webber, 2000).

Looking Forward


Adopting an international perspective in developing leader preparation programs is not a peripheral luxury, distant from the more important element related to instruction. Rather, it is an integral part of reshaping programs to reflect a commitment to democratic and socially just processes. An international perspective has the potential to provide the psychological leverage and substantive content to challenge the acculturation of the leader’s socioeconomic class, ethnicity, gender, and citizenship (Crowther & Limerick, 1998; Wilkins, 2002). Neuroepistemological analyses of educational leaders’ incapacity to modify the acculturated perceptions provide theoretical underpinnings. Yet, there is little evidence of any examination of the implications this theoretical perspective has for adjusting preparation programs (Allix & Gronn, 2005; Lakmomski, 2001; Waite, 2002). This may be in part because those researching and designing the programs share the limitations of acculturation and remain largely unaware of the boundaries that enclose. As a consequence, they do not experience any pressure to change. On the contrary, remaining within the dominant cultural parameters provides psychological security (Lumby, 2007). Also, strategies to shift neurological habits are not part of the training of faculty. Adopting an international perspective may be a partial response. It also would allow leaders a greater sense of agency in responding to the integrative and homogenizing, divisive and diversifying pressure of a globalized world.

The next section takes up the thread of arguing that awareness of culture, both of the cultural context within which other nations work and of the cultural boundedness of one’s own approach, is a critical feature of self-reflection. The discussion reflects the two levels of diversity identified in the opening of the chapter; nation-states may have a discernible and dominant culture that provides the context for developing leaders. Simultaneously, each nation-state or subunit within it may have multiple cultures relating to the intensifying heterogeneity of societies and the multiple identities of each individual. Cultural fit is therefore an issue within as much as across nations.

The Influence of Culture


This section of the chapter asserts that leaders make a difference in schools, that the context within which they lead makes a difference to how they lead, and that culture forms an important part of this context. While acknowledging the multifaceted hypercomplexity that typifies all school leaders’ lives regardless (Moos, 2005), we suggest that cultural value sets have a potent influence on leaders in different societies. Furthermore, we propose that if people accept the influence of culture on why and how school leadership is exercised, then it is axiomatic that it must impact how they conceptualize, structure, and run leader development programs (LDPs). The inseparable link between improving leader development (defined as preparation and continuous development) and understanding leadership itself is also made.


A number of examples are provided to illustrate the influence of culture on leader development. These are grouped under content-based and more currently in-vogue community-based approaches. Five general propositions that may inform those interested in school leader development across societies are outlined. Among the propositions is a reminder that although the focus of the paper is on societal culture, this does not imply that other external and personal factors do not influence what leaders do; rather, the influence of culture on leader development is important but is generally underestimated. While decrying the absence of research on the influence of societal culture, K. M. Cheng (1995) stated, “The (societal) cultural element is not only necessary, but essential in the study of educational administration” (p. 99). K. M. Cheng, along with others (Dimmock &Walker, 1998; Hallinger & Leithwood, 1996), lamented the fact that much research was conducted on school culture without reference to the larger macrosociety culture or on school culture without reference to educational administration. It is important that we understand the influence of culture on leader development for at least four interrelated reasons, which relate to the themes of the opening discussion and have important implications for equity, opportunity and social justice at both local and global levels. We have introduced in this chapter the idea of cultural boundedness, by which we mean the limitations we almost unavoidably carry with us as a result of own cultural upbringing. These include how we see the world, perceive human relationships, and categorize certain actions or opinions. To be able to see others’ cultures and values, we need to learn to look beyond these limitations. We restate these four themes of cultural awareness and cultural boundedness more explicitly:


1. First, if programs are to make a difference to what leaders do in specific contexts and cultures, the design—and, indeed, content—must hold legitimacy and currency within that context. For example, there is little point of transmitting notions of democratic learning communities constructed within culturally restricted understandings to leaders in vertically aligned culture systems where democracy may hold very different meanings (Begley, 2000). 


2. If school leaders themselves are to grow, regardless of where they operate, they need to be aware of how their cultural values underpin the ways they see the world, interact with others, view learning, and construct community. In other words, they need to develop an awareness of how their own cultural values filter and in some cases restrict their views and actions.


3. In an increasingly intercultural world, leaders often operate as cultural outsiders, separated by values, understandings, and aspirations from their students, communities, and even their teachers. This applies as much within as it does between national, societal, or geographic boarders. Although this section does not delve into leader development in intercultural schools, it may well hold messages for leaders in such circumstances (A. Walker & Chen, 2007). 


4. Awareness of different cultures and cultural influence will support agency in responding to the simultaneously homogenizing and diversifying pressures of globalization and will help to balance the often one-sided argument that globalization inevitably will lead to values convergence and so dissolution of difference. As Dorfman, Hanges, and Broadbeck (2004) stated,


While we acknowledge that global communication, technical innovation and industrialization can create a milieu for cultural change, a convergence among cultural values is by no means assured. In fact, cultural differences among societies may be exacerbated as they adapt to modernization while simultaneously striving to preserve their cultural heritage. (p. 709)


Understanding and interpreting the influence of culture on leader development, or anything else, however, is a difficult task, mainly because of cultural boundedness; it is so difficult to find or see where others are coming from. Hoppe (2004) explained that developing cultural self-awareness is a difficult business, adding, “Awareness of their subjective culture is particularly difficult for Americans, since they often interpret cultural factors as characteristics of individual personality” (p. 334).
Guiding Assumptions

Any discussion of the effect of culture on leader development rests on at least five interrelated assumptions: 


1. The first is that leadership makes a difference in schools, even as we remain unsure of exactly how this works. This assumption is founded on international literature that confirms the centrality of school leadership to school improvement and quality schooling and that it most effectively influences school outcomes indirectly through multiple variables (Y. C. Cheng, 2001; Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1999; Huber, 2004; Southworth, 2005). It is also now widely accepted that how leaders make a difference is contingent upon the context within which they lead. In other words, what leaders do is mediated and moderated by both their personal internal states as well as the organizational and external milieu of the school. This context then is not only extremely complex, but also constantly shifting and evolving in response to factors such as personality, ethnicity, gender, politics, history, economics, and culture. 


2. The interplay between these value sets plays out in an assortment of forms in schools as leaders attempt to make sense of what is needed. The second assumption, therefore, is that multiple contexts influence how school leaders lead.


3. Given that leadership is centrally concerned with the interpretation and enactment of values, it is reasonable to assume that one of the most influential contextual factors on how leadership is conceptualized and exercised is the cultural values, norms, and beliefs that help to define the society within which they live and work. For our purpose here, culture can be defined very broadly as patterns of shared values, beliefs, and norms held by a particular group and or society that combine in various ways to influence behavior and action. Recent work has asserted the influence of societal culture on school leadership and organization (Dimmock & Walker, 2005; Hallinger, Walker, & Bajunid, 2005; Tippeconnic, 2006). An acceptance that culture matters, however, as with leader effects, still leaves us unsure just how much it matters—this probably will never be definitively resolved. However, the bottom line appears to be that even though cultural values exist within a complex and vibrant broader context, they continue to exert a strong influence on people’s lives. As such, they form a key element of the environment within which leaders lead and on how they lead.


4. Building on the previous hypothesis, the fourth assumption holds that the study of leader development cannot be separated from the study of leaders themselves or from what constitutes effective leadership in different societies. An example of this link can be inferred from the recently completed Global Leadership and Organizational Behaviour Effectiveness (GLOBE) study, which investigated specifically the influence of cultural values on leadership across 61 societies (House et al., 2004). The GLOBE researchers aimed to develop an empirically based theory to describe, understand, and predict the influence of cultural variables on leadership and organizational processes. They attempted to show that both individuals and groups of individuals in certain societies possess an implicit leadership theory. In other words, the GLOBE researchers “wanted to show that societal and organizational culture influences the kind of leadership found to be acceptable and effective by people within that culture” (Grove, 2005, p. 4). Whereas it is not possible to discuss sufficiently the outcomes of this major study, it identified ways in which people worldwide distinguish between leaders who are effective and ineffective, and, perhaps more importantly, the extent to which the differences in leader styles and effectiveness across societal clusters can be explained in terms of the values that prevailed in those clusters.

5. The final assumption is that leader development actually makes a difference, be it in different ways, to what leaders do in schools. Beyond largely anecdotal evidence, this can be difficult to verify (Jones, 2006). However, there appears now some general agreement that certain approaches to leader development have at least the potential to be an important factor in improving leader practice. For example, recent wide-ranging reviews by Huber (2004), Hallinger (2003), Hallinger and Snidvongs (2005), Earley and Weindling (2004), and Wales and Welle-Strand (2005) have identified elements that are increasingly prominent in leader development programs. These include program linkage to leadership reality and school life, opportunities for reflection, involvement of experienced practitioners as mentors or coaches, formal and informal grouping, and networking and intentional design. These developments provide better understandings of useful generic development approaches. Yet, in terms of how they travel, or the shape they may take in different societies, questions remain. Such questions may include those below (Hoppe, 2004):
· Are the models and practices of leader development being used by context-specific organizations and development programs applicable across cultural contexts?

· What adjustments need to be made in methods, practices, assessment and philosophies so that they will work in or across cultures?

· What can be done to successfully transfer western (or other) leadership development models and practice?

· And, indeed, should western (or other) leader development models and practices be transferred? And if so, how? (p. 331)

The Influence of Culture on Leader Development


Jones (2006, p. 483) interpreted LDPs as sites of “ritual process” wherein the larger cultural, historical, and national conflicts that confront human societies are confronted and redressed as they manifest themselves in the particular organizations and individual lives of program participants. In very simple terms, current education LDPs most often include both content and process components. Some are more heavily loaded one way than the other. For example, content comprising many programs in East Asia rests mainly on theory, knowledge, and skills built on Anglo-American understandings and values. Such content is often imparted using variations of a transmission model, whereby experts pass down theory and knowledge through assorted media to others, moderated to varying degrees by localized familiarity. Import can take any number of forms; two of these serve as examples. The first can be referred to as theory-wrapped knowledge, normally flown in as part of university-based programs, overseas experts, local scholars, and trainers returning from overseas study, textbooks, journals, simulations, case-studies, Web sites, and so on. The second takes the form of values-driven, neatly prepackaged programs built around lists of preset competencies.


Increasingly fashionable process components of LDPs are also often developed in foreign settings but, at least at first glance, appear more suited to working with indigenous values and knowledge. Processes models are normally built around particular notions of community, or more specifically communities of (leader) learners. Such models as currently in vogue in the United Kingdom, parts of the United States and Australia, Singapore, and Hong Kong incorporate elements such as workplace learning, mentoring and coaching, internship, and action learning. The worth of these elements depends largely on relational processes such as discussion, debate, and feedback self-analysis and open contextual analysis, all built on some type of structural scaffolding.

Content-Based Elements


While acknowledging the positive aspects of cross-fertilization, the weaknesses of directly importing decontexualized content are fairly widely acknowledged (A. Walker, 2006). The basic argument is that content is too often transmitted with insufficient sensitivity to or understanding of how leadership is constructed or how schools operate in different cultural contexts—indigenization is largely left to serendipity. As Jones (2006) noted when discussing content used by the Center for Creative Leadership in cross-national LDPs,


Simulations are, in effect, prefigured with “rational” decisions made by “rational” actors with whom participants must interact. Such normative assumptions are not culturally neutral; rather, they are distinctly western in their assumptions about human behavior and the psychological backdrop of decision making. (p. 485)

This criticism of course holds equally well within as between societies, particularly when addressing leadership within indigenous or intercultural communities. 


Two brief examples serve to illustrate this point. The first relates to the current popularity in the some societies of the concept of distributed leadership. At least as often conceptualized, this makes little sense to leaders in high-power distance societies where hierarchical inequities are accepted and leadership is closely tied to position and ordered responsibilities. This is true throughout the Middle East, Southeast and East Asia, and also in many African societies (Jansen, 2006). The second example is that of democratic school communities. Democratizing reforms call for teachers to openly assert their views, even if they dissent with community values. Such notions may be flawed in cultures where the open expression of diverse views is believed to unnecessarily complicate decision situations and challenge smooth relationships. This does not mean that people do not hold or communicate diverse views; rather it is a matter of how, when, and why they do it. It is here that cultural nuance emerges and challenges the relevance of theory and associated knowledge included in many LDPs.


Perhaps one of the most worrying trends in terms of content–culture misfit is apparent in LDPs assembled around generalized lists of competencies, or what is sometimes called indicators of best practice. Given the rise of the standards movement, it is unsurprising that some educators are even trying to develop a list of international school leadership best practice. Defining best practice implies an attempt to regulate or “bottle a prescriptive formula” (A. Walker & Stott, 2000, p. #), which may disregard that social expressions, and so effective leadership and leader development, differ across cultures in respect to power, communication, change, and action. Criticisms of competency lists are common within relatively homogenous systems (Glatter & Kydd, 2003; Loudon & Wildy, 1999; A. Walker & Quong, 2005b), but when used to underpin LDPs in very different societal cultures, even more serious questions about their legitimacy surface. Leader values and behaviors broken down into competency indicators and considered effective in places like East Asia and the Middle East, which emphasize respect for authority and position, tradition, and religion or indirectness in communication, are less likely to be part of Western LDPs, and vice versa. For example, a study of leaders across cultures asked participants to list the top five functions of leadership (Hoppe, 2004). In the U.S. sample, one of the top five was “get results—manage strategy to action” (Hoppe, 2004, p. 338). However, this was not rated in the top five choices by leaders in France, Germany, Japan, Korea, and Spain.


In sum, imported content components, regardless of their directional flow, which focuses predominantly on transferring knowledge, risk separating leadership performance from the cultures within which content is constructed. Knowledge and skills, according to Brooks (2005), touch only the most superficial components of human capital and ignore other more complex forms, such as cultural, social, moral, cognitive, and aspirational capital, which are manifested somewhat differently in different cultures’ contexts. When programs are, for example, based on competency approaches that primarily reflect Anglo-American values and models of human behavior, important issues of cultural bias and generalizability come to the fore. This suggests that we look more closely at the learning processes involved in leader development. It may be that these transfer more easily and effectively than knowledge or competencies, but it is important to note that cultural considerations remain.

Community-Based Elements


An increasingly popular approach to leader development is the building of communities of practice. This acknowledges the power of learning together and places informal learning in its social setting of work relationships and group dynamics. Communities of practice can be based within an organization or be constructed outside organizations based on shared need. They often involve the purposeful building of cohorts or groups specifically to share learning. Development programs fitting this mold assume leader learning is most effective when it explicitly taps leaders’ tacit knowledge, becomes integral to their job, is based firmly within the purpose and context of the school (and, more specifically, student learning), involves multiple opportunities for social interaction, and encourages group and individual reflection. All of these aim to embed a sense of community among leader learners where mutual support, shared wisdom, and meaningful dialogue drive learning. If collections of leaders are to transform into learning communities, a number of conditions are necessary; these include open self-analysis and group analysis (for example, through 360-degree feedback), trust, meaningful feedback, challenge, partnership, debate, and openness (for example, see Lambert, 2005; Sackney & Walker, 2006). Specifically, 360-degree feedback involves leaders in collecting feedback on their performance from different groups relevant to their work as a means of providing them with a broader perspective on their effectiveness. For principals, for example, this may involve gathering feedback from students, teachers, inspectors, or parents.


In general, community-based elements may be more readily transferable across cultures in that they are designed around existing professional knowledge (although this does not exclude the infusion of more formal knowledge) and driven by relational processes. However, it is here that the nuances of cultural influence become important to program efficacy: Once again, the devil is in the details. Attention to cultural nuance is perhaps even more important when learning becomes more dependent on social and professional relationships. This does not imply that they are out of place in particular cultures—people in all cultures share wisdom in some way—but that implementation processes, relational norms, and formalized designs are sensitively considered. This holds whether they are being passed from east to west, north to south, or any other direction. Three interrelated examples built around some of the relation dynamics or processes of leader learning communities help illustrate the point: (a) support, (b) feedback, and (c) challenge.


Support. Support components in LDPs are those that aim partly to maintain self-esteem and reduce professional isolation by letting leaders know that their strengths are important and valued. They aim to engage leaders in new experiences and change processes by providing a comfortable, trusting environment. Support is usually expressed through interpersonal encouragement or resources and norms that value personal growth. Sounds good, but even here culture can complicate things. Using GLOBE terminology, a comparison between Anglo and Confucian contexts exemplifies the possible influence of culture on building support into LDPs. Hoppe (2004) claimed U.S. leaders can have difficulty seeking support because of the deep tradition of individualism and independence as well as cultural admiration for the self-made women or man, where the high achiever succeeds through individual talent, ability, and effort. As such, an overdependence on another can be seen as a sign of weakness. Success, then, is seen as something to be achieved in competition with others.


In contrast, Europeans construct leadership in “a more social-cultural (vs. individual-psychological) assessment of accomplishment and responsibility that prevails as a cultural value” (Jones, 2006, p. 486). Hence, accepting support through LDPs may be a somewhat smoother process. In some ways, programs designed to establish supportive relationships between leaders for learning can cause fewer problems in more collective societies, like Indonesia, where group needs take precedence. However, closer examination exposes differently shaped problems and ways of enactment. First, support from outside a relationally defined in-group can be discouraged, as leaders appear more comfortable receiving support from people they are close to and seem reluctant because of “face” issues to open up to people outside their in-group. Second, in cultures where collectivism is combined with high power distance, it can be difficult to give or receive support. Within some cultures, accepted power inequity is accompanied by care and support, but, in return, loyalty and subordination are expected. In other words, sources of personal support are limited by status and position. As a result, available supportive learning relationships can be somewhat proscribed (Hoppe, 2004).


Given relational intricacies across cultures, sensitivity is needed when selecting individuals to be paired or grouped for mentoring or coaching. For example, depending on the dominant values, it can be hazardous to match people of different ethnic or national backgrounds, across genders or across levels of schooling; all may make people feel uncomfortable. In Hong Kong mentoring and coaching for local Chinese principals is best done in small groups rather than one on one; this is called Learning Squares (A. Walker & Quong, 2005a). Grouping also must take careful account of hierarchy and seniority and cannot cross school-level bounds such as elementary and high schools.


Feedback. Communities of practice require feedback of one form or another. In its various forms, feedback basically aims to provide leaders with knowledge of their strengths and weaknesses, successes and failures, and insights into their blind spots. Feedback can come from different groups, such as leader peers grouped for specific long- or short-term programs; ongoing leadership learning clusters; or within the school community where the leader works, perhaps through a development-oriented, 360-degree feedback process. Feedback can take verbal, written, or other visual forms.


Leslie, Gryskiewicz, and Dalton (1998) identified assumptive differences between cultures about 360-degree feedback and the interpretation of results. They found that feedback data in the United States were assumed to be “owned” by the individual, whereas in more collectivist China, even if collected for developmental purposes, data were seen as the property of the group. There were also differences in ratings according to whether anonymity was guaranteed. In such circumstances, peers in France tended to rate their colleagues down in order to gain an advantage, the Chinese tended to inflate the ratings to please their superiors, and individual leaders in the United States boosted ratings out of career concerns (Hoppe, 2004). In terms of self-ratings, U.S. leaders tended to rate themselves higher than their supervisors or peers, whereas in Taiwan they were more likely to rate themselves lower. According to Hoppe, this “is due in part to the cultures’ different emphasis on competition versus collaboration” (p. 352). Hoppe also claimed that Chinese leaders avoid extreme ratings because of the cultural importance of maintaining harmonious relations and preserving status. If such differences hold, LDPs need to account not only for the methods and processes of the mechanisms included, but also (and perhaps even more importantly) for relational understandings and values.


A second illustration relates to how feedback is interpreted by leaders holding different cultural values. Different interpretations of direct, face-to-face feedback (or lack thereof) are illustrative because of their growing place within programs based on mentoring or coaching, both of which hold cultural messages. Dorfman et al. (1997) compared leaders in the United States, Japan, Mexico, South Korea, and Taiwan across a number of areas. Out of this sample, only U.S. leaders said that they responded positively to negative feedback. On the other hand, positive feedback had a positive impact in all five countries. In other words, feedback that is direct, honest, specific, and measurable tends to be welcome in U.S. workplaces, whether it points out strengths or shortcomings, but this is not necessarily so elsewhere. Dorfman et al.’s finding was confirmed by Javidan (2004), who found that leaders in achievement cultures (where status is based on accomplishments) welcome and value feedback as an indication of how they are doing, whereas those in ascribing cultures (where status is based upon who the person is) avoid direct feedback because they see it as commenting on the person, rather than on what they do in their jobs.


The acceptance of feedback also relates to the form and path of feedback. For example, in Chinese societies like Hong Kong, negative feedback between those of unequal status (whether up or down the hierarchy), especially but not exclusively within the same organization, tends to be unacceptable if given directly; however, such feedback is more accepted if provided through intermediaries and if delivered in a somewhat impersonalized, polite format (Wearley, 2006). Feedback within like-status groups is acceptable but still only if done gently and in a roundabout way.


Communities of practice involve moving from solely content-driven, university or training provider classrooms to the workplace and hence to the real world of leaders. This takes various paths, but increasingly common forms include action and experiential learning, or learning-by-doing. Experiential learning is a process whereby individuals learn through their experience at work. Action learning involves working on an action-centered project in the school. Within themselves, these are certainly worthwhile structures for leadership learning, but cultural nuances endure.


Hoppe (2004) suggests that a common thread across learning-by-doing learning is that of challenge. In other words, assignments such as action-learning projects, whether internally or externally prescribed, are designed to challenge the leaders in order to help them learn. In very basic terms, challenge uses mechanisms designed to extend people beyond their existing levels of thought, skills, and expertise through exposing them to new, difficult, or ill-defined situations. It aims to induce cognitive conflict through exposing a gap between what people know and what else is possible. On the surface, challenge is powerful learning strategy, but in terms of either work-based or non-work-based LDPs how it is done and what it involves are important. Some questions we might ask include the following (Hoppe, 2004):

· How do members of different cultures respond to uncertainties and ambiguities which accompany challenge?

· What does challenge look like in collectivist cultures where the group rather than the individual is the focus?

· How will leader development react to this? (p. 353)


Challenge. Some cultures value challenge and subsequent feedback and reflection as a learning strategy. For example, cross-cultural literature has suggested that mainstream U.S. culture is open to experiences of change, personal growth, and lifelong mobility. Hoppe (2004) noted that hero leaders are those who have failed many times before succeeding. In such cultures, where people are more comfortable with change, they tend to value learning by doing, which implies the learners cannot know what will happen next. Leaders in the United States, Great Britain, and Sweden seem to follow cultural norms that suit an active approach to learning. In contrast, leaders in France, Germany, and Turkey seem more concerned with stability, continuity, and certainty. In other words, they may be less comfortable in novel situations or potential conflicts that push them too far beyond their comfort zone. Leaders in these societies seem to find comfort in rules, structure, standard procedures, functional expertise, intellectual models, and predictability (Hoppe, 2004). 


Cultural dynamics around challenge are also relevant in collectivist cultures such as Japan, where group loyalty is very important. In these cultures the learning needs and aspirations of the individual are subordinated to those of the group. As such, challenging activities as part of LDPs may need to be more staggered and designed to avoid failure, embarrassment, and discomfort. An emphasis on loyalty and group belonging may result in different approaches to development in that the group instead of the individual is the target. The individual then becomes the agent of the group, and the individual’s performance is embedded within collective effort. This may call for different approaches in LDPs.

Culturally Aware Leader Development 

The ideas explored may be informative to those interested in school leader development and its potential for improving schools regardless of their place within, across, or outside their cultures of origin. These ideas may be relevant to considering cultural fit within as much as across nations. Below are five propositions related to building culturally aware LDPs.

1. The transportation of leader development approaches across cultures needs to move beyond surface concepts and their too-neatly attached content and to focus more on the processes that place these in context and thereby respect deeply embedded cultural norms. For example, emerging understandings that leader development is most successfully instituted through diverse, work-related, and practitioner-supported developmental experiences are likely to travel well across boundaries—but only as long as they are done in context and are sensitive to cultural norms. Certainly, generalizability may be burred by globalization, technology, and industrialization as the global economy takes root, and similar leader qualities across cultures and organizations may well emerge. However, the way in which knowledge and processes are enacted and interpreted will continue to differ according to cultural values and norms, even as they hybridize.


2. In any leader development activity, cross-fertilization across sites, countries, cultures, and schools is desirable, but what is happening now in many parts of the world is not cross-fertilization; rather, it is largely a one-way flow that sometimes holds insufficient respect for local traditions. Unfortunately, this phenomenon is often mirrored within multiethnic and multicultural societies themselves and is played out in leader development activities that gloss over the value orientations of cultural groups. For LDPs this suggests the importance of an emphasis on values, particularly in terms of their formulation and intentionality, regardless of their cultural base. The unthinking import of knowledge or ideas applies equally regardless of the direction it flows.


3. When programs travel across cultural boundaries, their associated beliefs and knowledge must not be (or seem) a hegemonic device or a desire to impose one best way. In terms of leader development, the purpose of sharing ideas and thoughts between societies is to increase understanding and tolerance and to question existing conceptions in order to make schools better places for students. In short, such ideas should provoke our curiosity and not be about domination. Whereas it is fine to challenge cultural norms and ways of working—this is good for leader learning—it is very different from culturally restricted or biased approaches, which too often slip across borders.


4. As highlighted in the assumptive base of this section of the chapter, we cannot study leader development without studying leaders; the two agendas must be amalgamated. This has at least two faces. First, we cannot work out how to support leaders’ learning across cultures unless we know more about the cultures themselves and how these influence what leaders do. Second, amalgamating understanding of leadership and leader learning may be a fruitful avenue for improving our programs, even if cultural variation is minimal. The exercise of working out how to cater for difference, whether it is obvious or subtle, only can help us produce more connected, meaningful learning opportunities for leaders.


5. Given that leaders learn in different ways both within and between cultures, and that learning should be a continuous, lifelong affair, it is important that multiple, varied opportunities for learning are available. This calls not just for differentiated content, but also for multiple delivery modes (for example, story-based learning) that allow for differing learning purposes and styles. What is involved here should remain in a fluid state so that programs cover not only the necessary basics, but also the variable situations where culturally aware learning takes place. Such models may be usefully based around curiosity and may promote flexibility within structure in response to dominant cultural values. 

Culture Matters


Leadership makes a difference, culture matters, and culture influences how leaders think and what they do. If we accept this, it is axiomatic that culture will influence leader development. However, a final warning: When discussing anything to do with difference, we must avoid the raw dichotomization of cultures and societies and should not overlook the powerful effect of personality and other contextual variables. While respecting these, however, they should not become shields that block recognition of the powerful role that different cultural values play in shaping what leaders do and how schools operate. We must recognize that key values and beliefs position leaders in a “cultural space” and that leader development agendas must address the substance and exercise of what leaders do within this space. In other words, we should try to be aware of what we “don’t know we don’t know” and accept that this will always be confusing (Shweder, 2000, p. #).


Having set the context of a global stage and considered the relationship of culture to leader development, the next section of the chapter reviews the variation in content and process in systems in varying nation states. The purpose is not only to offer “confrere” opportunities (A. Walker & Dimmock, 2004, p. 275), that is, possibilities of learning from the professional practice of others, but also to shake the kaleidoscope, to destabilize acculturated reflection. The differences between national systems may be predicated on differences in culture and interpretation of preferred means ends, but the differences also may be less distinct than is sometimes imagined. The deficiency model, often applied particularly to systems in developing economies, is challenged, with the aim of encouraging reconsideration of U.S. and other practice.

International Patterns in the Selection and Development of School Administrators

Overview of Selection and Development


Selection, certification, and development practices for school administrators vary by national and regional context. Those wanting to be school administrators can select themselves as aspirants (United States, Australia, and France); they can be nominated for a leadership position by a hierarchical authority or local authority (Azerbaijan, Belarus, and China). In many countries, individuals can start nongovernmental, private schools and serve as head teachers. In Bangladesh thousands of village schools are private and run by entrepreneurial locals. Those wanting to be school administrators can develop their skills and talents through preservice education (United States, England, and France) or, depending on how development is targeted, through in-service education or on-the-job learning (Sweden, Denmark, Germany, and Hong Kong). There are two contrasting approaches to helping educators acquire administrative knowledge and skills. One approach provides or requires that individuals study school administration prior to obtaining a post or position. A contrasting approach places the individual in a position with the proviso that the new administrator participate in development activities. Each approach is predicated on different assumptions about how best to develop leaders, and each approach requires a very different infrastructure of support.


Those wanting to be school leaders can earn their positions through demonstrated merit (England, France, and the United States) or by taking advantage of family, clan, or political connections (Nigeria, Botswana, and Azerbaijan). Some places have few requirements for those who wish to be administrators (Cyprus and Nigeria). In other places, a substantial set of requirements has been established for those who wish to be school leaders (England, United States, and Australia). There are many routes to administrative positions in the school systems of the world. Not all hold promise for improving the life chances of children, but some approaches hold great promise. This section identifies basic patterns in how school administrators are selected, appointed, and developed outside of the United States. First we wish to add our own justification for the importance of attending to leadership preparation in any system of education.

The Case for Expanding Leadership Preparation


Because many places in the world lack the purposeful selection and development of school administrators, we first present the argument for an educational system that does require careful selection and development of school leaders. March (1978) famously observed, “Any effort to improve American education by changing its organization or administration must begin with scepticism. Changing education by changing educational administration is like changing the course of the Mississippi by spitting into the Allegheny” (p. 219). March was speaking of American education, but his observation easily could apply to any national system of education. 

However, many current practitioners of educational administration preparation have rejected March’s (1978) scepticism. To the contrary, contemporary scholars find that good educational administrators do change education and they do so at the building level. Huber (2004) wrote, 

The pivotal role of the school leader as a factor in effective schools has been corroborated by findings of school effectiveness research for the last decades. Extensive empirical efforts of the quantitatively oriented school effectiveness research—mostly in North America, Great Britain, Australia, and New Zealand, but also in the Netherlands and in the Scandinavian countries—have shown that the leadership is a central factor for the quality of a school. (p. 1) 

Huber cited many scholars in support of this claim: Reynolds (1976); Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, and Ouston (1979); Mortimore, Sammons, Stoll, Lewis, and Ecob (1988); Sammons, Hillman, and Mortimore (1995); Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer, and Wisenbaker (1979); Edmunds (1979); D. U. Levine and Lezotte (1990); Teddlie and Stringfield (1993); Creemers (1994); and Scheerens and Bosker (1997). Grady, Wayson, and Zirkel (1979) published a review of research on effective schools for UCEA’s monograph series, adding to the chorus of those supporting the relationship of effective leadership with effective schools. More recently, the National College for School Leadership (2001) and Bush (2003) have argued for the relationship of successful leadership and effective schools. The weight of this scholarship is convincing. As a consequence, the role of educational administration preparation in the efficacy of national systems of education assumes paramount importance. This discussion is important, for one of the distinguishing characteristics of systems that do seek to develop school-based leadership is a process for familiarizing educators with accumulated knowledge about education. If those interested in advancing into leadership positions are to be schooled in the knowledge of preferred educational practice, there must be in place a means of producing and disseminating that knowledge. It needs to be noted that as preferred educational or best practice is transmitted across national and cultural boundaries, it must be tempered by the local context in which it is delivered. 

To achieve the promise of contributing to an effective school, a person must be selected for a position, appointed to it, and provided with some means of developing leadership skills and wisdom. Selection, appointment, and development practices constitute the basic elements of placing educators in leadership-role positions in schools. 

The Absence of Governmental Selection and Development Practices


In some places in the world, education and educational administration lack resources. Schools have scant equipment, teachers may not be trained, and administrators lack knowledge of effective educational practices. In some areas, selection practices are political in nature, based on connections and favouritism; development activities for the appointed individual are few (Aghammadova, 2006; Dutta, 2006). Knowledge of existing educational research may be vague or nonexistent. Scholars examining such systems implicitly or explicitly compare existing practices with those of developed countries. For example, writing of Kenya, Kitavi and Westhuizen (1997) noted, 
The means by which most principals in developing countries are trained, selected, inducted and in-serviced are ill-suited to the development of effective and efficient school managers . . . neither the old nor the new educational system [in Kenya] gives attention to either formal training or induction of beginning school principals. (p. 251) 


John (2002), in a study of administrator preparation in Pondicherry, India; Sommerbakk (1994), in a study of Norwegian training programs; Ogunu (1999), in a study of preparation in Nigeria; and Rakhashani (1980), in examining principal education in Iran, all argued that their national systems for preparing educational leaders were inadequate and did so to varying degrees by contrasting their systems with those in Western countries. In a way, criticisms of leadership preparation in developing nations spring from a deficiency model in which a Western standard is implicitly applied; in other words, the system failed to live up to a Westernized approach. This deficiency model, of course, feeds the forces of globalization that seek to integrate, harmonize, and homogenize leadership preparation. 


As has been argued earlier in this chapter, there is no doubt that the development of leaders in such educational systems, indeed educational systems everywhere, is needed. Yet, one needs to be cautious in adopting a deficiency approach, for so doing may create barriers to perceiving how local culture and values inevitably impact and shape the education of children. 

Comparative Studies of Educational Leadership Preparation


There have been systematic efforts to compare leadership preparation programs across national and state systems of education. Huber (2004) studied programs in Europe, Asia, Australia and New Zealand, and North America. He categorized systems of preparation, giving labels to the core distinctiveness of the different national approaches (see Table 5.1).
Table 5.1

Huber’s Models for Administrator Preparation
	Country
	Model

	Sweden
	Split responsibility between state and cities

	Denmark
	No need for regulation and standards

	England
	Moving toward a coherent national provision

	Netherlands
	Diversity and choice

	France
	Recruitment and extensive training is state responsibility

	Germany
	Courses at state-run teacher training institutions

	Switzerland
	Canton-specific qualifications 

	Austria
	Mandatory training according to state guidelines

	South Tyrol
	Qualifying at a government selected private provider

	Singapore
	Full-time preparation

	Hong Kong
	A task-oriented short course

	Australia
	Development of a learning community

	New Zealand
	Variety and competition

	Ontario, Canada
	Qualifying school leaders according to standards

	United States
	Extensive qualification programs and long history of school leader preparation



Huber’s (2004) distinctions suggest variety in terms of centralization versus decentralization and in terms of those tapped as providers of preparation and training. Selection and development are left entirely to local discretion in some places (Denmark) and in others controlled by a centralized system, like that of Austria, where training is mandatory and provided by the state. 

Watson (2003) edited a volume of case studies on leadership selection and development in 23 European countries. Watson suggested that the head teacher position now carries with it far more responsibility for curricular and regulatory oversight. The case studies in this edited volume reveal significant variety in selection and development. Cisneros-Cohernouri, Adler, Young, and Muth (2004) conducted a comparative study of administrator preparation across national boundaries. The abstract of their study reported that little is known about leadership preparation practices across national boundaries. 

Studies of leadership preparation in developing countries are challenging in part because there are often significant regional and local differences that make broad generalizations difficult. For example, the growth and development opportunities for educators in a large South American city will contrast significantly with the opportunities available to those in nearby rural regions. However, efforts to capture the landscape of leader preparation in the developing regions of the world do exist. Bush and Oduro (2006) examined leadership preparation in Africa and concluded that preparation for school principals was inadequate throughout the continent. Ratliff (2006) reported that preparation of teachers and administrators in Latin American countries generally fell far short of what was needed in order to improve the quality of schooling. Bottoms and O’Neill (2001) argued that across the Latin American region, principals are needed who “understand school and classroom practices that contribute to student achievement” (p. 8). Borden (2002) added, 

On the one hand, it is clear that principals have an important role to play in assuring school effectiveness and success. Yet at the same time, most principals do not assume the leadership and management functions that are required to contribute to the improvements in learning and teaching that lead to the school’s success. (p. 23) 

From what one can learn about leadership preparation in Latin American countries, there are initiatives to improve the levels of knowledge that principals possess relative to teaching and learning. Borden cited a number of these in her commissioned study of administrative training in Latin American countries. She concluded that large systemic changes would be needed before principals really could attend to instructional and curriculum improvement. 

Some parts of the world are relatively unexamined in terms of studies of management and leadership programs. Haiplik (2003) and Sperandio (2006) examined rural schools in Bangladesh and discovered a vast system of paraprofessionals at work with very little training, operating over 35,000 village schools. There are few comparative studies that “probe the administrative framework within which Arab school systems operate” (Mazawi, 1999, p. 341). Cisneros-Cohernouri et al. (2004) suggested that little is known about leadership preparation in many countries. What we discuss below, therefore, are selection and development practices that take place in more developed areas of the world and geographical locations with either an existing or emerging body of literature examining leadership preparation. 
The Systemic Elements of Locating Leaders in Schools


Two facets are associated with placing a leader in a school: selection practices and development practices. There is substantial variety in each of these two aspects of locating the principal or head teacher, rector, or directeur in a school. Selection can be based on a competency that may be demonstrated in various ways: a test (France and Germany), performance on the job (Sweden and China), a formal preparation program (England and Austria), or personal considerations (Africa). Appointments can be made in an orderly and merit-based manner done by a central authority (France), by a municipal or regional authority (Sweden and China), or by a local authority (Norway and Denmark). Appointments may be predicated on the certification of participation in a program (Hong Kong, Germany) or the certification of mastery (New Zealand, France, Ontario). Induction or development may occur prior to the assumption of a position (preservice), afterwards (in-service or on the job), or both (United States and England). We discuss each of these elements of leadership preparation—selection, appointment, and development—in turn and provide examples of how different countries achieve these elements.

Selection Practices


Two basic patterns exist in the selection process. First, school leaders are selected based on criteria that have little to do with the position (kinship, partisanship, or favoritism). Second, school leaders are selected based on objective criteria that emanate from some merit-based assessment (prior performance, satisfaction of pre-established criteria, completion of a preservice or in-service program, or participation in a carefully constructed mentor program). Variation in the selection process can be understood in terminology developed by Perrow (1979): particularism versus universalism.


Particularism. When the selection of an employee is based on elements of ascribed status—family background, religion, political affiliation, or social status—scholars may refer to this as particularism. Perrow (1979) held, “Particularism means that irrelevant criteria (e.g., only relatives have a chance at a top position) are employed in choosing employees” (p. 8). Yet, one may argue that particularism in selection does not necessarily mean that irrelevant criteria are used. The criteria may be extremely relevant for the cultural context of the national system of education. The social structure and stability of a country or region may be quite dependent upon social forces that arise from particularism in selecting individuals for positions. 

Still, particularism means that individuals are hired based on factors that may have little to do with personal competence or promise as educational leaders. While almost any system will select educational leaders based in part on an individual’s connections and sponsorship from well-placed authorities, a system that emphasizes particularism will use key non-job-related factors in making appointments. Johnson (1995) noted one example, South Africa: “Over the years there has been increasing evidence that political considerations influenced the selection process” (p. 224). Or, when a teacher in Azerbaijan, for example, is able to pay a fee for a position that exceeds what other individuals are willing to pay, that is often sufficient for an appointment (Aghammadova, 2006; Bryant, Aghammadova, Krupenikava, Dutta, & Hu, 2006). When an individual in Nigeria is selected because of kinship in an important and powerful clan, particularism is at work. Bush and Oduro (2006) noted that personal characteristics, including gender, are often used in the selection process in Africa. The great majority (93%) of primary school principals in Kenya are male, and they also dominate in South Africa and Ghana (Bush & Oduro, 2006).


Particularism as a selection practice may be masked, leading to the theoretical construct developed by Gouldner (1954), the mock bureaucracy. The official public practices in such systems appear to be based on transparent processes and criteria related to performance. In fact, they are not. Thus, some former Soviet bloc nations describe their selection process in universalistic terms (see below) but may practice particularism (Bryant et al., 2006; Krupenikava, 2006). To a degree, parallel selection processes are at work. An aspirant must look officially qualified and also have the personal resources to secure the favor of hiring authorities. To some observers, this is a form of cronyism and is reputed to be common in educational systems controlled more by political than educational goals.

Universalism. The opposite of particularism is what Perrow (1979) referred to as universalism. Under universalism, selection is made by attempting to match the talents and capabilities of the individual with the requirements of the position. This approach is the more dominant approach in developed nations and is common to those systems in which some formal educational requirements are mandated as a condition of selection. A universalistic system first establishes educational criteria and expectations for those who wish to become school leaders or who will be nominated for leadership positions. These criteria are then applied in making selection decisions. Those criteria normally include experience as a teacher and either the completion of some program of learning prior to appointment or participation in a program while newly on the job. Most developed and many developing nations subscribe to a selection process that is universalistic in nature. Educators must complete a preservice program of instruction in an approved program of study, must be enrolled in an induction or in-service program as a condition of their selection, or must pass a test or assessment certifying their competence to be appointed to a position of leadership in a school. 


For example, South Africa is one of several African countries moving towards a universal process. Aspiring principals will soon (in 2009) need to acquire an Advanced Certificate of Education (Management) before appointment (Bush & Oduro, 2006). We cover the details of these educational development programs below in our discussion of how universalistic systems set out to develop their educational leaders. The critical factor is that under the conditions of universalism, the selection process is objective. Individuals are selected after they have responded successfully to a set of demands grounded in what the system proponents claims are indicators of competence. In some countries these indicators are captured in standardized assessments, such as the School Leaders Licensure Assessment (Bryant, 2002) currently being developed in the United States or the National Professional Qualification for Headship process in England.


Particularism and universalism are constructs, which, rather than being viewed as absolutes evident in selection practice, are better seen as a spectrum, or perhaps two processes viewed in parallel. Consideration of systems throughout the world initially may invite conclusions in relation to a dichotomy and frequently a sense of superiority in apparently universalist systems. This is a prime example of the ability of an international perspective to destabilize assumptions. Even a cursory glance at employment statistics in developed countries would reveal the extent to which irrelevant factors such as gender and ethnicity are at play in selection of leaders. The binary of universalist and particularist systems and the comfortable sense of superior practice cannot be sustained in the face of the similarities as well as the differences in how selection is undertaken. 

Development and Induction Practices


What are the core characteristics any system may exhibit in developing individuals for administrative roles in schools? It is important to note that systematic programs for developing school administrators through formal educational efforts are relatively recent phenomena. Whereas all systems have some way of selecting school heads, not all have formal foci for developing or training those individuals. Additionally, certainly the comprehensiveness of training varies significantly across countries.

It is also important to note that scholars have recorded a shift in the landscape of administrator preparation. Grace (2000) distinguished between the preparation of principals that is utilitarian and practical in nature and the preparation that includes a critical scholarship examining the “large culture, organization, and ethos of schooling” (p. 232). The examination of the philosophical foundations that underlie the preparation programs for educational leaders is a complex field. We acknowledge that historically formal preparation programs have gone through cycles. In some eras, what Grace referred to as “management studies” are emphasized, periods when the field seeks to enhance the pursuit of instrumental and utilitarian knowledge of school practices. At other times, programs approach development through a more reflective and inquiry-based approach, in which some professors of educational administration even advocated the use of literature as content in development programs (Brieschke, 1990; Bryant, 1989; Popper, 1990; Sergiovanni, 1991). Our analysis focuses more on the structural processes of providing development and induction activities than on the actual content of that preparation. We identify the following six factors as elements of development and induction approaches: 

1. Authorities: Who sets the requirements for development?
2. Providers: Who is authorized to provide the training and developing?
3. Processes are passive activities, formal mentoring or coaching, and action learning.
4. Timing: When and to what extent are development opportunities provided or demanded?
5. Content: What do new administrators or aspirants learn?
6. Knowledge base is the extent of and process for the dissemination of knowledge about school leadership.


Authorities. In many developing and developed countries, education is viewed as a responsibility of the national or regional government. Given that most modern nation-states seek to develop human capital through education, it follows that national, regional, or state governments may sustain some means of developing school leaders. As indicated above, how those authorities exercise control over the development of educational leaders varies. 


Three common conditions characterize authority over principal preparation and development. First, national governments establish standards and criteria and promulgate these to their citizenry and educational system. An example is in Belarus, where national guidelines call for aspiring school leaders to be under the age of 40 (Krupenikava, 2006). Under centralized authority, relatively proscriptive programs may be established. 


A second condition is that in which the national government delegates authority to state, regional, provincial, or urban jurisdictions. Such systems are much more decentralized. This is not unusual in many places. China, for example, has relaxed central authority over all of its educational system in favour of delegating more responsibility to provincial and municipal authorities. 


A third condition is where the national authority is permissive, allowing private networks and owners of schools (nongovernmental schools) to develop their own training and development programs. In many instances, religious school systems function in this way, largely free from governmental oversight. Other private schools function in a similar manner. Typically, nongovernmental schools achieve some legitimacy through accreditation agencies. The large mix of private schools described by Sperandio (2006) in Bangladesh illustrates this national approach to authority over education.


Providers. Educational policy makers exercise several choices when it comes to determining the entities that will provide development activities to aspirants or new administrators. The most common practices are for the government (a) to provide training and development through government-run institutions or technical schools; (b) to turn to universities and colleges to provide an approved training and development program; or (c) to leave preparation and training programs in the hands of local education agencies, school districts, or sometimes municipal districts. Examples of this third approach to leader preparation can be found in countries where no governmental authority regulates or requires particular types of preparation or certification. The second approach, delegating responsibility for preparation to colleges and universities, is increasingly common. This is the practice commonly followed in the United States and is the model planned for South Africa. In China, both government organizations and private providers work to improve educational leadership qualities of new principals 


It is not all that uncommon for school district entities to provide their own development activities for principals. For example, in Norway, there was a proposal some years ago to require school leaders (called rektors in that country) to undertake training at the university level, but this was defeated. Today, in some countries state colleges do run induction programs for rectors, but these decisions are made at the local level (Lein, 2003).


Timing. For the educator who is to be appointed as a new administrator, training for that position may occur at two distinct periods, each with significant implications. The common approach in the United States, England, France, and South Africa is to provide preservice training. Educators go through a program of learning and induction prior to obtaining a position. In Norway, Sweden, New Zealand, and much of Africa the timing of the development activities occur after an individual has been appointed as the leader (in-service). 


There are advocates of both positions. Educational leadership preparation has been criticized in the United States for being too removed from practice and for insisting that aspirants learn material of little relevance to practice. Supporters of preservice preparation point to a record of school leadership that consistently has elevated the quality of schooling. There is no doubt that this approach has a role in the enormous amount of research literature that has accumulated at an ever-increasing pace over the past century. Preservice education requires established curricular content that focuses the learning of aspirants on such topics as educational leadership and management, educational law, and instructional leadership.


The advocates of in-service training claim that only when the new leader is in a position does she or he begin to understand the type of new knowledge needed. Grounded more in theories of adult learning and the importance of practical relevancy, in-service training can be adapted to the needs of the individual learner and more easily can be provided independent of a third-party institution like a university or government institution. Certainly in countries that lack a well-developed tertiary system that can provide preservice training, the approach that develops administrators through in-service training may offer benefits. In-service approaches also allow the development processes to be grounded in the specific cultural context in which leadership is to be enacted.


Content. The content of training and development activities varies widely as well. Bush and Jackson (2002) claimed that the main components of leadership preparation programs appear across national boundaries. Drawing on a study of 11 leadership centers in seven countries (Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, New Zealand, Singapore, Sweden, and the United States), Bush and Jackson noted, 

The content of educational leadership and development programmes has considerable similarities in different countries, leading to a hypothesis that there is an international curriculum for school leadership preparation. Most courses focus on leadership, including vision, mission, and transformational leadership, give prominence to issues of learning and teaching, often described as instructional leadership, and incorporate consideration of the main task areas of administration or management, such as human resources and professional development, finance, curriculum and external relations. (p. 421)


Huber (2004) also examined the content of development programs and found similarities across national contexts. However, in instances where countries rely far more on local resources, the provision of standardized curricula from international resources is less pronounced. 


In some countries, such as England and South Africa, there is increasing interest in preparation processes and the development of leadership skills. Mentoring is a feature of preparation programs in both countries as well as in Singapore, Australia, and the United States. Coaching is utilized in several programs offered by the English National Conference of State Legislatures, and action learning is increasingly advocated. The rationale for this emphasis is that learning about leadership theories and research provides incomplete preparation for the practice of leadership. Such approaches are usually seen as more appropriate for in-service than preservice programs (Bush & Glover, 2005).


Knowledge and dissemination. An important part of the training and development of new administrators has to do with providing these educators with linkages to the growing research-based knowledge pertaining to student learning, development, and educational attainment. In most developed countries, a rich network of research-based associations, practitioner organizations, scholarly and professional journals, conferences, and meetings of educators at all levels serves as a necessary resource of knowledge that informs school leadership. In developing countries, however, leaders have limited access to such resources, and those that are available tend to be Anglo-American rather than being grounded in the specific cultural context where development activities are being forged. 

Future Trends in Preparation


Based on the examples of leadership selection and development that we have covered, we suggest the following four trends for the short term:


1. First, we believe that many systems of education will seek to establish a more transparent system of selection that will reduce the influence of political or noneducational forces on selection. The increasing use of formal training programs will tend to lead to selection based more on demonstrated performance. Still, in many places, cultural conditions will continue to influence the reasons why some are selected for principal or head positions. In such contexts, developing communities of practice as described earlier in this chapter hold promise for improving school leadership.


2. Different systems appear to be moving in different directions relative to devolution. Not all systems will decentralize authority over selection and development. Two significant examples of the centralization and standardization of selecting and training are the National Professional Qualification for Headship managed and controlled by the National College for School Leadership in England and, in South Africa, the Advanced Certificate in Education program, which serves as another example of a more centralized process. 


3. We believe that the use of tertiary institutions as providers of training and development will increase and will spread to national systems that are currently struggling to provide developmental opportunities. Again, there are examples where this is not the case, notably that of England. Yet, we think these same tertiary institutions will not control the selection of leaders, as has been true in many places. Local participation within a local context seems to be expanding in many places.


4. We believe that a global network of scholars researching educational leadership and educational issues will become an important resource for national systems of education everywhere. Earlier we have used the metaphor of a boundaryless world as a way to capture the context in which educators will practice. The very inclusion of this chapter makes more elastic the body of knowledge about ways to prepare and develop educational leaders, stretching the knowledge base across national contexts.


In this section we have attempted to illustrate the message with which we began the chapter. There are many reasons to believe that what comes to us from elsewhere can help us see our own practices with greater clarity. By looking at the variation and diversity in just the concrete and basic practices that select and develop educational leaders, we hope this broad examination of different approaches helps U.S. preparation programs examine their own practices. 

Lessons for the United States


Thus far the chapter has presented an argument for an international perspective both in terms of expanding awareness of how leadership preparation is carried out in other places and, perhaps more importantly, suggesting that those in the field of educational administration need to reflect on structural and cultural variation in leadership preparation and what these differences might mean for preparation in the United States. That is, we have argued that it is important for learners to be open to a wider range of ways of knowing, reflecting, and acting and that looking outward sharpens discernment and deepens understanding when looking inward. We have discussed both the opportunity and the challenge presented by globalization, and we have provided comparative examples of different approaches to leadership preparation. This final section seeks to distil from what is known about leadership preparation about the globe those trends and practices that appear to be of significance for leadership preparation in the United States. 


Historically, the nature of leadership preparation in the United States has progressed through four major evolutionary phases between 1820 and today (Murphy, 2005). The preparation of school administrators during the Ideological Era (1820–1900) was not differentiated from the training received by teachers. Rather, it emphasized teaching, ideology, character, and philosophy. During the Prescriptive Era (1900–1946), university-based administration programs emphasized providing aspiring school administrators with the managerial skills they would need to successfully administer schools (Campbell, Fleming, Newell, & Bennion, 1987). Faculty members consisted largely of former district superintendents who carried heavy teaching loads and who “preferred descriptive statistics” (Griffiths, 1959, p. 9) and “personal success stories and lively anecdotes” (Marland, 1960, p. 25) to engaging in research or theoretical discussions of a school administrator’s work. During the Scientific Era (1947–1985) educational administration programs sought to enhance their status in the academic community (Björk & Ginsberg, 1995), embraced the disciplines and empirical research methods (McCarthy, 1999), and hired professors with backgrounds in the social sciences (Campbell et al., 1987). The quest for a science of school administration (Björk, 1996) not only altered the structure, nature, and content of preparation programs, but also separated the academic and practitioner sides of the profession (Crowson & McPherson, 1987).


The contemporary era, the Dialectic Era (1986–2008), has been characterized by Björk (2001) as possessing “the most intense, comprehensive, and sustained effort to improve education in America’s history” (p. 19). This era of educational reform has focused on the need to increase accountability, enhance student learning, improve curriculum, and strengthen teaching (Björk, Kowalski, & Young, 2005).
 Commission reports have underscored the importance of reconfiguring LDPs that were accused of being decoupled from the reality of practice. Analysts (Björk, Kowalski, & Young, 2005) identified five key recommendations relating to how the next generation of aspiring principals and superintendents should be identified, recruited, and prepared: 

1. Strengthen connections to the field.

2. Revise course content.

3. Modify instructional strategies.

4. Achieve social and organizational justice.

5. Evaluate program effectiveness. 


Under these five broad recommendations one may locate most of the significant challenges facing leadership development in the United States. Knowledge of how leaders are identified and prepared in other national contexts may stimulate new thinking about how those in the United States may best serve the recommendations made for the field during this Dialectic Era. Indeed, the point of the earlier sections of this chapter is that, were leadership preparation providers in the United States more informed about practices elsewhere, the scholars and practitioners of educational leadership might find unique and efficacious ways to address their challenges. 

Strengthening Connections to the Field


A consistent theme that has emerged from the educational reform reports during the past two decades has been the admonition that all forms of university-based professional programs should strengthen connections with the field of practice. We have argued that the field might be seen as a global practice community and not just as local and national. An international perspective can result in a sense of connection to a wider field of practice and to solidarity with educational leaders facing similar and dissimilar challenges throughout the world and also can result in recommendations related to how leadership preparation is conducted in other countries in which one finds many different approaches to strengthening connections to the field. 


A number of key commission reports 
recommended adopting work-embedded learning, the creation of partnership sites with school districts, field residencies, principal apprenticeship programs, and action research. For example, several national commission reports recommended that LDPs collaborate with school districts to recruit individuals that have demonstrated commitment and talent to lead schools. Because a number of countries have processes that do identify and develop targeted individuals for leadership positions (in contrast to the largely self-nominated aspirants that flood the aspirant pool in the United States), those working to create the next generation of administrators may find cause to be more intentional about who is selected to receive leadership preparation. 


It is instructive as well that in some national systems of education the role of the higher education institution has been altered. Some national systems even go so far as to provide for development experiences so embedded in practice (through mentoring or coaching, for example) that the descriptive phrase educational administration program is no longer operable. In such settings the higher education sector provides specific instruction but does not design and deliver a total program of instruction. Yet, the field in the United States tends to consign to the educational administration program the dominant role in reconfiguring the selection and development of educational leaders. 


New patterns of connecting the development with the field are evident in many places; these are grounded in literature on adult learning theory and findings from studies on work-embedded learning (Björk, Kowalski, & Browne-Ferrigno, 2005). Two possible lessons emerging for the United States are questioning the current parameters of what constitutes the field and calling into question the traditional definition and understanding of the educational administration program. 

Revising Course Content


Recommendations for leadership preparation in the United States include significant changes to revisions in course content (National Commission for the Advancement of Education Leadership Preparation, 2002
; National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration, 1987; National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 1989). The Danforth Foundation (1987) recommended a move away from school management to an emphasis on school leadership, a leadership compatible with the decentralized school focused on student learning. Scholarship from a number of countries re-enforces the centrality of the principal as leader as we discussed earlier. In 1994 the Council of Chief State School Officers convened representatives from the National Policy Board for Educational Administration, who acknowledged that principals are vital to improving student learning and formed The Interstate School Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC). The ISLLC (1996) standards provided a research-based template for improving the content, instruction, and clinical experiences of principal preparation programs that aligned with the new realities of practice. These national licensure standards intended to shift preparation and practice away from management towards leadership and to recenter the field to focus on improving student learning. In 2007 a draft of revised ISSLC standards was circulated to members of the National Policy Board for Educational Administration members for comment. Although significant progress has been made to improve professional preparation, the need to end curricular disarray (A. Levine, 2005) and to develop a coherent and rigorous curriculum focused on enhancing the capacity of new principals to improve student learning remains a prominent challenge. 


In 2000, the American Educational Research Association, in collaboration with UCEA and the Laboratory for Student Success at Temple University, formed a task force, Developing Research in Educational Leadership. This taskforce released its report, What We Know About Successful School Leadership (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). The report linked positive outcomes for student learning with the following: (a) distributing leadership, enacting moral instructional and transformational leadership roles and establishing high student expectations; (b) setting directions and building the capacity of school staff; (c) viewing accountability as an opportunity to improve practice; (d) examining prevailing practices in light of the needs of diverse student groups; and (e) building trust and improving communication, providing parents with knowledge and resources (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).


The report (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003) has a hegemonic U.S. culture as taken for granted. As argued earlier, an implicitly assumed culture has potential disadvantages. The assumption of cultural homogeneity among those preparing leaders and program participants cannot be assumed; a supposed common culture may ensure a poor cultural fit for some within richly diverse U.S. communities. Additionally, assumptions of shared culture may encourage cultural blindness and reinforce a lack of reflection on differing ways of doing things. Finally, culturally grounded ideas may be exported elsewhere, whatever the fit, so that the cultural underpinning of the five factors related to positive outcomes for students may be taken not as related to the U.S. context, but as in some sense universal.


The latter appears born out by analyses of programme content. As we have discussed previously, there are similarities in curriculum content across national boundaries. Bush and Jackson (2002) have suggested that these similarities present a “hypothesis that there is an international curriculum for school leadership preparation” (p. 421). There is relatively little research on how we might understand the international label and how far the dominance and diffusion of values and ideas from U.S. research, reports, and programs results in positives or negatives for student learning in the United States and elsewhere. A lesson emerging is the necessity for researchers and program leaders or tutors to be more self-aware, more explicit, and more reflective on the cultural assumptions that underpin their work.

Modifying Instructional Strategies


The importance of modifying instructional strategies in preparing educational leaders has been urged in a number of reform reports issued by American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education (1988), National Association of Secondary School Principals (1985), National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (1987), and National Commission for the Advancement of Education Leadership Preparation (2002); licensure standards (ISLLC, 1996); and recent reports by A. Levine (2005) and LaPointe and Davis (2006). Convincing theoretical and empirical evidence supports the use of active learning, including simulations, case studies, and practice-based and problem-based learning; collaborative action research (Milstein, 1993); integration of formal and experiential knowledge (Björk, 1999); and more student-oriented rather than professor-centered instructional strategies. These initiatives called for professional preparation programs to be research based, standards aligned, work embedded, and performance assessed. Situating aspiring leaders in actual work contexts and enlisting them in real-world problem-finding and problem-solving activities is similar to what Bush (2003) and Bryant (year) referred to as process-oriented leadership development models that are presently in vogue in the United Kingdom, Australia, Singapore, and Hong Kong. The adoption of work-embedded learning in preservice programs captures the need for practical relevancy that is central to postappointment in-service training preferred in Norway, Sweden, and New Zealand.


Opinions vary as to whether practice should be a sheltered experience or an opportunity to participate in actual high-risk work (Björk, 2001). Schön (1992) posited that the purpose of engaging in field-based learning experiences is to “represent essential features of a practice to be learned while enabling students to experience at low risk, vary the pace and focus of the work, and go back to do things over when it seems useful to do so” (p. 179). Hoberman and Mailick (1994), however, asserted that the absence of risk may diminish rich opportunities for work-embedded learning. They argued that work-embedded learning should reflect a full range of complex social, economic, and political circumstances that enable and constrain administrator action. In their view, work-embedded learning should involve actual, rather than sheltered, activities that have real consequences for the learner. We have argued that confronting a full range of complex social, economic, and political circumstances requires a global perspective; without such a perspective, leaders are ill equipped to assess their position and their response to the pressures and changes that buffet them as part of a global tide. Some programs have addressed such a necessity by ensuring a program component that demands engagement with the unfamiliar context through a variety of strategies (McClellan & Dominguez, 2006). 


We have observed that notions of experiential learning and action learning should be designed to challenge learners and to extend present levels of knowledge, skills, and expertise. Creating the circumstances to induce cognitive conflict that exposes the gap between what people presently know and what they may need to know to adapt to change is crucial. Cultural norms in the United States, Great Britain, and Sweden value challenge and consequentially are more open to change and comfortable with personal growth and career mobility. In general, people in these cultures tend to be more tolerant of ambiguity and value learning by doing. On the other hand, education leaders in France, Germany, and Turkey, whose cultures place a high value on stability, continuity, and certainty, may be less comfortable with ambiguity and intentionally induced conflict and prefer more conventional learning environments. In addition, collectivist cultures like Japan, in which aspirations of leaders are subordinated to the well-being of the group, pose additional circumstances that may call for different LDP learning models. Although these cultural characteristics are distinct, they also may fit individuals and groups within a given nation. Given the variability of individuals participating in LDPs and the range of school contexts, it may be advisable to be circumspect as to how to promote growth among leaders who exhibit different characteristics across and within cultural settings. 


Leadership preparation and performance cannot be separated from cultures within which they are constructed. Thus, assuming that practices are generic and transferable across cultures may be less useful than acknowledging that they differ in respect to power, patterns of communication, and approaches to change and action. In addition, providers of LDPs may want to consider how supportive relationships may be enacted within cultures and select communication patterns that align with accepted conditions of power and status configurations. These issues are particularly important when using mentoring and coaching and providing feedback. The emerging lesson is a universal requirement for acute sensitivity to the multiple cultures and value bases within any community, including those of the United States, and that engagement with practice globally may prove the most effective means to achieve such sensitivity in local practice.

Achieving Social Justice 


Leadership preparation in the United States has adopted as part of its agenda a commitment to the achievement of social justice. This commitment has fuelled any number of initiatives to increase full membership, opportunity, and participation by all races and classes of individuals. Generally, in the United States this commitment has been a response to demographic changes that have occurred over past two decades, changes that have altered the landscape of education and heightened awareness of the lack of correspondence between the gender and race of those who teach and lead public schools. National commission and task force reports have recognized that increasing access and equity for marginalized groups is in the national interest (Ryan, 1993) and have recommended rectifying this imbalance (Cross, Bazron, Dennis, & Isaacs, 1989; Commission on Policy for Racial Justice of the Joint Center for Political Studies, 1989; Commission on Minority Participation in American Life, 1988; Commission on Minority Participation in American Life, 1988; Davis, 1997; Isaacs & Benjamin, 1991; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Quality Education for Minorities Project, 1990; Young, 2002; Young et al., 2002). Thus, notions of social and organizational justice are becoming important dimensions of efforts to reconfigure how the next generation of school and district leaders are identified, prepared, and hired.


However, from an international perspective, the changing demographics of the United States are anything but unique. Most countries are experiencing demographic shifts as populations of people move from place to place and as global economic activity opens local cultures to sometimes wrenching change. Educational systems offer one way to mitigate the damaging effects of demographic and economic change in promoting equity for individuals. Enhancing cultural knowledge through education is perhaps the most important task facing all of the educational systems of the world, if social justice is to be promoted. 


Above we noted that culture is viewed as an integrated pattern of human behavior that encompasses the values, beliefs, and attitudes of a group of individuals, made known through their customs, and individual actions involving racial, ethnic, religious, or social groups. The notion of competence implies that institutions and individuals have the capacity to function within multicultural and multiethnic settings. Thus, those who are regarded as being culturally competent are sensitive to cultural differences at all levels of schooling (i.e., policy, governance, administration, and instruction) and model professional attitudes and behaviors that enable schools and districts to work effectively in cross-cultural situations. Cultural competence is the integration of knowledge about individuals and groups of people into policies and practices that increase the quality of education for all children to enhance learning. Being competent in cross-cultural and cross-national settings requires learning new patterns of behavior and effectively applying them in a wide range of cultural contexts. Being sensitive to and capable of working in diverse cultural settings is important to leader success and should be an integral dimension of LDPs rather than being left to serendipity. Such an attribute not only is central to whether educational leaders are able to successfully enact their leadership roles, but also governs agency to achieve social and organizational justice at the local and global levels. 
Evaluating Program Effectiveness


Efforts to align leadership preparation programs with student academic performance as well as other school and community-related outcomes are facilitated by adoption of national leadership standards by state licensing agencies and program self-evaluation. As noted previously, in 1994, the Council of Chief State School Officers formed the ISLLC to develop a set of national licensure standards intended to shift preparation and practice away from management towards leadership and to recenter the field to focus on improving student learning. The ISLLC (1996) standards are intended as a template for improving the content, instruction, and clinical experiences of principal preparation programs. The six ISLLC standards are (a) building a shared vision; (b) creating a culture of learning; (c) ensuring safe and productive learning environments; (d) working together with parents and community citizens; (e) working in a fair and ethical manner; and (f) understanding broad socioeconomic, legal, political, and cultural contexts in which schools are embedded. The notion of performance-based licensure is a significant departure from previous models based solely on completion of a state-approved program of study and level the playing field in the United States as the range of potential leadership development providers expands. At this juncture, expectations for all LDPs are that they will be research based, standards compliant, work embedded, and performance assessed. Although these standards allow for a wide range of learning formats, all providers are expected to guarantee that graduates have the demonstrated capacity to lead schools and are capable of improving student learning, developing the capacity for change, and engaging parents and community citizens. During the last several years, heightened interest ascertaining the efficacy of school leaders and a wide range of LDPs has called for designing assessment systems that align school leaders and their preparation programs with student academic test scores. Although most scholars concur that principals are central to improving student learning, their effect is indirect, presenting them with an unprecedented challenge in research and public policy arenas.


Bush (2003) and Bryant (year) noted that developing school leaders is often viewed as the responsibility of national, regional, or state governments that may exercise varying degrees of control. In these instances, governments that establish standards and criteria, such as Belarus and the United States, through state adoption of national standards like ISLLC (1996), influence establishment of proscriptive LDPs that fail to recognize the need for contextual and cultural relevance. 

Concluding Comments


There are many lessons those in the United States can glean from learning about leadership in other countries and about how others are preparing leaders. We know that the United States is exporting its programs and its knowledge base. We have suggested that special responsibilities and accountability accompany this trend. We also have suggested that given the diversity of practices to be found elsewhere, the rather restrictive model of U.S. preparation and development may be missing many opportunities. Also, we have suggested that educating leaders as global citizens needs to be an important part of leader preparation in the United States. 


Globalization is heightening awareness of the importance of building human capital through education that has provided grist for an international conversation about the nature of leadership and leadership preparation. Although evidence suggests that there is a shared belief that the work of the principal is related to the quality of schooling, how they make a difference and how they are prepared are highly dependent on contexts and cultures. These insights are particularly relevant for nations that are anticipating or are presently engaged in school reform and reconfiguring leadership development. These insights are also edifying for those seeking involvement in other countries as advisors, experts, consultants, or collaborative partners. The notion that there is one best way of preparing school leaders is the hallmark of the uninformed. Those who recognize that effective leadership and leadership development cannot be separated from the context and culture in which they are constructed may draw upon rich international perspectives to gain insights into their own values and practice and into how leadership development and practice may be improved. The discernable pattern of lessening control of institutions of higher education on leadership preparation and locating it in the field rather than in the classroom provides an extraordinary opportunity for bridging academic and practice arms of the profession and increasing the rigor and relevance of leadership development. Regardless of whether work-embedded leadership development occurs at the pre- or in-service point in time, it is evident that mentoring and coaching are being viewed as central to their success. Although it is promising that schools and universities in the United States recognize the need to recenter the profession to focus on student learning and situate leadership development in work settings, progress has been slow. 


Adopting an international perspective on leader preparation and continuing development programs is not a peripheral luxury, the equivalent of the 19th-century European Grand Tour to view the quaint and the uplifting and thereby achieve a rounded person who is thereby fitted to do very little on return home. Rather, we have argued strongly that an international perspective can do the following:

1. Increase leaders’ reflection on practice through making strange the familiar.

2. Act as a primary strategy to support the development of cultural competence.

3. Contribute to social justice through offering a wider understanding of the extent and provenance of issues such as child poverty and their impact on education and school leaders.

4. Promote greater sensitivity to the need for preparation program evaluation models to be contextually and culturally relevant. 

5. Offer an extensive pool of practical knowledge and wisdom based on different approaches and experience globally.

6. Inhibit the unthinking export of U.S. ideas to other contexts.

Such aims imply that U.S. preparation programs, rather than importing some international element as a token gesture, could benefit from embedding an international perspective in every aspect of development to equip leaders for this, our diverse and global world. 

References

Adler, N. (1997). Organizational behaviour (3rd ed.). Cincinnati, OH: South Western.

Aghammadova, F. (2006). The selection of school administrators in Azerbaijan: A case study. Lincoln: University of Nebraska. 

Allix, N., & Gronn, P. (2005). “Leadership” as a manifestation of knowledge. J. Lumby, N. Foskett, & B. Fidler (Eds.) Researching leadership [Special issue]. Educational Management, Administration and Leadership, 33(2), 181-196.

American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education. (1988). School leadership preparation: A preface to action. Washington, DC: Author.

Bamberg, I. (2003) L'ecole comme centre de la vie communitaire. Cahiers d'Etudes Africaines, 43(1-2), 121-142.

Begley, P. (2000) Cultural isomorphs of educational administration: Reflections on western-centric approaches to values and leadership. Asia Pacific Journal of Education, 20(2), 23-33.

Benson, C. (Ed.). (2002). America's children: Key national indicators of well-being, 2002. Washington, DC: Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics. 

Björk, L. (1996). The revisionists’ critique of the education reform reports. Journal of School Leadership, 6, 290‑315.

Björk, L. (1999, April). Integrating formal and experiential knowledge: A superintendent preparation model. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Montreal, Quebec, Canada.

Björk, L. (2001). Preparing the next generation of superintendents: Integrating formal and experiential knowledge. In C. C. Brunner & L. Björk (Eds.), The new superintendency: Advances in research and theories of school management and educational policy (pp. 19-54). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Björk, L. G., & Ginsberg, R. (1995). Principles of reform and reforming principal training: A theoretical perspective. Educational Administration Quarterly, 31(1), 11-37.

Björk, L., Kowalski, T., & Browne-Ferrigno, T. (2005). Learning theory and research: A framework for changing superintendent preparation and development. In L. Björk & T. Kowalski (Eds.), The contemporary superintendent: Preparation, practice and development (pp. 71-106). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

Björk, L., Kowalski, T., & Young, M. (2005). National education reform reports: Implications for professional preparation and development. In L. Björk & T. Kowalski (Eds.), The contemporary superintendent: Preparation, practice and development (pp. 45-70). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
Borden, A. (2002, April). School principals in Latin America and the Caribbean: Leaders for change or subjects of change? Paper presented at the meeting of the Education and Human Resources Training Network. Available from the Inter-American Development Bank Web site: http://wwwt.iadb.org/int/DRP/esp/Red4/Documentos/
BordenAbril4-5-2002eng.pdf
Bottery, M. (1999). Global forces, national mediations and the management of educational institutions. Educational Management and Administration, 27(3) 299-312.
Bottoms, G., & O’Neill, K. (2001). Preparing a new breed of school principals: It’s time for action. Atlanta, GA: Southern Regional Education Board.
Brieschke, P. A. (1990). The administrator in fiction: Using the novel to teach educational administration. Educational Administration Quarterly, 26(4), 376-393.

Brookover, W., Beady, C., Flood, P., Schweitzer, J., & Wisenbaker, J. (1979). School social systems and student achievement: Schools can make a difference. New York: Praeger.

Brooks, D. (2005, November 13). Psst! “Human capital.” New York Times, p. A12.
Brown, P., & Lauder, H. (1997). Education, globalization and economic development. In A. H. Halsey, H. Lauder, P. Brown, & A. S. Wells (Eds.), Education, economy and society (pp. 172-192). Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Bryant, M. (1989). An inquiry-based orientation for programs in educational administration. National Forum of Applied Educational Research Journal, 2(1), #-#. 

Bryant, M. T. (2002). Face to face with ISLLC: Understanding the new School Leaders Licensure Assessment. Planning and Changing, 33(3-4), 171-185.
Bryant, M., Aghammadova, F., Krupenikava, A., Dutta, S., & Hu, X. (2006, November). Patterns in administrative preparation: Four case studies. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the University Council of Educational Administration, San Antonio, TX. 

Burbules, N., & Torres, C. (2000). Globalization and education: Critical perspectives. London, Routledge.

Burlingame, M., & Harris, E. L. (1998). Changes in the field of educational administration in the United States from 1967 to 1996 as a revitalization movement. Educational Management and Administration, 26(1), 21–34.

Bush, T. (2003). Theories of educational leadership and management (3rd ed.). London: Sage.

Bush, T., & Glover, D. (2005). Leadership development for early headship: The New Visions experience. School Leadership and Management, 25(3), 217-239.
Bush, T., & Jackson, D. (2002). Preparation for school leadership: International perspectives. Educational Management and Administration, 30(4), 417-429.

Bush, T., & Oduro, G. (2006). New principals in Africa: Preparation, induction and practice. Journal of Educational Administration, 44(4), 359-375.

Campbell, R. F., Fleming, T., Newell, L. J., & Bennion, J. W. (1987). A history of thought and practice in educational administration. New York: Teachers College Press.

Cheng, K. M. (1998). Can education values be borrowed? Looking into cultural differences. Peabody Journal of Education, 73(2), 11-30.In P. Hallinger (Ed.), Reshaping the landscape of school leadership development: A global perspective (pp. #-#). Lisse, The Netherlands: Swets and Zeitlinger.[NOTE: this chapter is not in this book’s table of contents, and this book is from 2003…I think you mean the Peabody Journal.]

Cheng, K. M. (1995). The neglected dimension: Cultural comparison in educational administration. In K. C. Wong & K. M. Cheng (Eds.), Educational leadership and change: An international perspective (pp. 87-104). Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press.

Cheng, Y. C. (2001). Multi-models of education quality and principal leadership. In K. H. Mok & D. Chan (Eds.), The quest for quality education in Hong Kong: Theory and practice (pp. 69-88). Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press.

Cisneros-Cohernouri, E., Adler, A., Young, M., & Muth, R. (2004, April). Cultural, sociopolitical and economic issues in the preparation of school principals: An international perspective. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago. 

Commission on Minority Participation in American Life. (1988). One third of a nation. Washington, DC: American Council on Education and Education Commission of the States. 

Commission on Policy for Racial Justice of the Joint Center for Political Studies. (1989). Visions for a better way: A Black appraisal of public schooling. Washington, DC: Joint Policy Center for Political Studies.

Creemers, P. M. (1994). The effective classroom. New York: Cassell

Crisci, P. E., & Tutela, A. D. (1987, August). Program development trends and issues: The Cleveland Leadership Academy. Paper presented at the National Conference for Professors of Educational Administration, Chadron, NE.

Cross T., Bazron, B., Dennis, K., & Isaacs, M. (1989) Towards a culturally competent system of care, Vol. I. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Child Development Center, CASSP Technical Assistance Center.
Crossley, M., & Watson, K. (2003). Comparative and international research in education. London: Routledge Falmer.

Crowson, R. L., & McPherson, R. B. (1987). The legacy of the theory movement: Learning from the new tradition. In J. Murphy & P. Hallinger (Eds.), Approaches to administrative training in education (pp. 45-64). Albany: State University of New York Press.

Crowther, F., & Limerick, B. (1998). Leaders as learners: Implications for postmodern leader development. International Studies in Education Administration, 26(2), 21-29.

Danforth Foundation. (1987). Program for the preparation of school principals (DPPSP). St. Louis, MO: Author. 

Davis, K. (1997). Exploring the intersection between cultural competency and managed behavioral health care policy: Implications for state and county mental health agencies. Alexandria, VA: National Technical Assistance Center for State Mental Health Planning.

Dimmock, C. (2000). Designing the learning-centred school: A cross-cultural perspective. London: Falmer.

Dimmock, C., & Walker, A. (1998). Comparative educational administration: Developing a cross-cultural comparative framework. Educational Administration Quarterly, 34(4), 558-595.

Dimmock, C., & Walker, A. (2005). Educational leadership: Culture and diversity. London: Sage.

Dorfman, P. W., Hanges, P. J., & Brodbeck, F. C. (2004). Leadership and cultural variation: The identification of culturally endorsed leadership profiles. In R. J. House, P. J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P. W. Dorfman, & V. Gupta (Eds.), Culture, leadership and organizations: The GLOBE study of 32 societies (pp. 670-713). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dorfman, P. W., Howell, J. P., Hibino, S., Lee, J. K., Tate, U., & Bautista, A. (1997). Leadership in western and eastern countries: Commonalities and differences in effective leadership process across cultures. Leadership Quarterly, 8(3), 233-274.

Dutta, S. (2006). Selection and preparation of administrators in West Bengal. Lincoln: University of Nebraska.

Earley, P., & Weindling, D. (2004). Understanding school leadership. London: Paul Chapman. 

Edmunds, R. (1979). Some schools work and more can. Social Policy, 9(2), 28-32.
Foskett, N., & Lumby, J. (2003). Leading and managing education: International dimensions. London: Paul Chapman.

Foster, W. P. (2004). The decline of the local: A challenge to educational leadership. Educational Administration Quarterly, 40(2), 176-191.

Giddens, A. (1999). Runaway world. London: Profile Books.

Glatter, R., & Kydd, L. (2003). “Best practice” in educational leadership and management: Can we identify it and learn from it? Educational Management & Administration, 31(3), 231-243.

Gouldner, A. W. (1954). Patterns of industrial democracy. Glencoe, IL: Free Press.

Grace, G. (2000). Research and the challenges of contemporary school leadership: The contribution of critical scholarship. British Journal of Educational Studies, 48(3), 231-247.

Grady, M., Wayson, W., & Zirkel, P. (1979) A review of effective schools research as it relates to effective principals. Austin, TX: University Council for Educational Administration. 

Griffiths, D. E. (1959). Administrative theory. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Griffiths, D. E., Stout, R. T., & Forsyth, P. B. (1988). National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (U.S.) Leaders for America's schools: The report and papers of the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration. Berkeley, CA: McCutchan.
Gronn, P. (2001). Commentary. Crossing the Great Divides: problems of cultural diffusion for leadership in education. International Journal for Leadership in Education, 4(4), 401-414.

Grove, C. N. (2005). Introduction to the GLOBE research project on leadership worldwide. Available from the Grovewell Web site: http://www.grovewell.com/pub-GLOBE-leadership
.html#HowTeamProceeded
Gudykunst, W. (1995). Anxiety/uncertainty management (AUM) theory. In R. Wiseman (Ed.), International communication theory (Vol. 19, pp. #-#). London: Sage.

Haiplik, B. (2003, March). BRAC’s non-formal primary education (NFPE) teacher training program. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Comparative and International Education Society, New Orleans, LA. 
Hallinger, P. (1995). Culture and leadership: Developing an international perspective in educational demonstration. UCEA Review, 406(2), 1-13.

Hallinger, P. (Ed.). (2003). Reshaping the landscape of school leadership development: A global perspective. Lisse, The Netherlands: Swets and Zeitlinger.

Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (1999). Can school leadership enhance school effectiveness? In T. Bush, L. Bell, R. Bolam, R. Glatter, & P. Ribbons (Eds.), Educational management: Redefining theory, policy and practice (pp. 179-190). London: Paul Chapman.

Hallinger, P., & Kantamara, P. (2000) Educational change in Thailand: Opening a window onto leadership as a cultural process. School Leadership and Management, 20(2), 189-205. 

Hallinger, P., & Leithwood, K. (1996). Culture and educational administration: A case of finding out what you don’t know you don’t know. Journal of Educational Administration, 34(5), 98-116.

Hallinger, P., & Leithwood, K. (1998). Leading schools in a global era. Peabody Journal of Education, 73(2), 1-10.

Hallinger, P., & Snidvongs, K. (2005). Adding value to school leadership and management: A review of trends in the development of managers in the education and business sectors. Nottingham, England: National College for School Leadership.

Hallinger, P., Walker, A., & Bajunid, I. A. (2005). Educational leadership in East Asia: Implications for education in global society. UCEA Review, 45(1), 1-5

Heck, R. (1996). Leadership and culture: Conceptual and methodological issues in comparing models across cultural settings. Journal of Educational Administration, 34(5), 74-97.

Henze, R., Katz, A., Norte, E., Sather, S., & Walker, E. (2001). Leading for diversity: How school leaders promote positive interethnic relations. Berkeley: University of California, Center for Research on Education. Diversity and Excellence. Retrieved December 9, 2005, from http://
repositories.cdlib.org/crede/edupractrpts/epr07
Hills, J. (1983). The preparation of educational leaders: What’s needed and what’s next? (RUF89025). Columbus, OH: University Council for Educational Administration. 

Hoberman, S., & Mailick, S. (Eds.). (1994). Professional education in the United States: Experiential learning, issues and prospects. Westport, CT: Praeger.

Hoppe, M. H. (2004) Cross-cultural issues in development of leaders. In C. D. McCauley & E. V. Velsor (Eds.), Handbook of leadership development (pp. 331-360). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (Eds.). (2004). Culture, leadership and organizations: The GLOBE study of 32 societies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hoy, W. (Ed.). (1986). Educational administration: The UCEA document base (Vols. 1-3). London: McGraw-Hill.

Huber, S. G. (2004). Preparing school leaders for the 21st century. New York: Routledge Falmer. 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium. (1996). Standards for school leaders. Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers.

Isaacs, M. R., & Benjamin, M. P. (1991). Towards a culturally competent system of care. Vol. 2: Programs which utilize culturally competent principles. Washington, DC: Georgetown University Child Development Center, Center for Child Health and Mental Health Policy, CASSP Technical Assistance Center.

Jansen, J. (2006). Leading against the grain: The politics and emotions of leading for social justice in South African. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 5, 37-51.

Javidan, M. (2004). Performance orientation. In R. J. House, P. J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P. W. Dorfman, & V. Gupta (Eds.), Culture, leadership and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies (pp. 239-281). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

John, P. (2002). The training needs of principals of private schools in the Union Territory of Pondicherry, India. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Fordham University, New York. 
Johnson, D. (1995). Developing an approach to developing educational management in South Africa. Comparative Education Review, 31(2), 223-241.   

Jones, A. (2006). Developing what? An anthropological look at the leadership development process across cultures. Leadership, 2(4), 481-498.

Kitavi, M., & Westhuizen, P. van der. (1997). Problems facing beginning principals in developing countries: A study of beginning principals in Kenya. International Journal of Educational Development, 17(3), 251-263.

Kotkin, J. (1992). How race, religion, and identity determine success in the new global economy. New York: Random House.
Krupenikava, A. (2006, November). Educational administrator selection in Belarus: A case study. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the University Council for Educational Administration, San Antonio, TX.
Lakomski, G. (2001). Organizational change, leadership and learning: Culture as cognitive process. The International Journal of Educational Management, 15(2), 68-77.

Lambert, L. (2005). Constructivist leadership. In B. Davies (Ed.), The essentials of school leadership (pp. 93-109). London: Paul Chapman and Corwin Press.

LaPointe, M., & Davis, S. (2006). School leadership study: Developing successful principals. Stanford, CA: Stanford University. 

Lein, E. (2003). The selection and development of head teachers in Norway. In L. Watson (Ed.), Selecting and developing heads of schools: Twenty-three European perspectives. Sheffield, England: Sheffield Hallam University.
Leithwood, K., & Duke, D. L. (1998). Mapping the conceptual terrain of leadership: A critical point for departure for cross-cultural studies. Peabody Journal of Education, 73(2), 31-50.
Leithwood, K., & Riehl, C. (2003). What we know about successful school leadership. Philadelphia: Temple University, Laboratory for Student Success.

Leslie, J. B., Gryskiewicz, B. D., & Dalton, M. A. (1998). Understanding cultural influences on the 360-degree feedback process. In W. W. Tornow & M. London (Eds.), Maximizing the value of 360-degree feedback: A process for successful individual and organizational development (pp. 196-216). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Levin, J. (2001). Globalizing the community college. New York: Palgrave.

Levine, A. (2005). Educating school leaders. New York: Columbia University, The Education Schools Project. 

Levine, D. U., & Lezotte, L. W. (1990). Unusually effective schools: A review and analysis of research and practice. Madison, WI: National Center for Effective Schools Research and Development. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED330032).

Lopez, G. R. (2003). The (racially neutral) politics of education: A critical race theory perspective. Educational Administration Quarterly, 39(1), 68-94.

Loudon, W., & Wildy, H. (1999). Short shrift to long lists: An alternative approach to the development of performance standards for school principals. Journal of Educational Administration, 37(2), 99-121.
Lukes, S. (1975). Power, a radical view. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Lumby, J. (2003). Managing change in South African schools. In T. Bush, M. Thurlow, & M. Coleman (Eds.), Leadership and strategic management in South African schools. London: Commonwealth Secretariat.

Lumby, J. (with Coleman, M.). (2007). Leadership and diversity. London: Sage.

March, J. (1978). American public school administration: A short analysis. School Review, 86(2), 217-250.

Marland, S. P. (1960). Superintendents’ concerns about research applications in educational administration. In R. F. Campbell & J. M. Lipham (Eds.), Administrative theory as a guide to action (pp. 21-36). Chicago: University of Chicago, Midwest Administration Center.

Mazawi, A. E. (1999). The contested terrains of education in Arab states: An appraisal of major research trends. Comparative Education Review, 43(3) 341-352.
McCarthy, M. M. (1999). The evolution of educational leadership preparation programs. In J. Murphy & K. Seashore Louis (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational administration (2nd ed., pp. 119-139). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

McClellan, R., & Dominguez, R. (2006). The uneven march toward social justice: Diversity, conflict, and complexity in educational administration programs. Journal of Educational Administration, 44(3), 225–238.

Milstein, M. (Ed.). (1993). Changing the way we prepare educational leaders: The Danforth experience. Newbury Park, CA: Corwin.

Moos, L. (2005). How do schools bridge the gap between external demands for accountability and the need for internal trust? Journal of Educational Change, 6, 307-328.

Mortimore, P., Sammons, P., Stoll, L., Lewis, D., & Ecob, R. (1988). School matters. Wells, England: Open Books.
Murphy, J. (2005). Charting the changing landscape of the preparation of school leaders: An agenda for research and action. Unpublished manuscript, Vanderbilt University, Stanford Grant on Innovative Principal Training Programs, Nashville, TN.

National Association of Secondary School Principals. (1985). Performance-based preparation of principals: A framework for improvement. Reston, VA: Author.

National College for School Leadership. (2001). First corporate plan: Launch Year 2001-2002. Nottingham, England: Author. 
National Commission for the Advancement of Education Leadership Preparation. (2002)
National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration. (1987). Leaders for America’s schools. Tempe, AZ: University Council for Educational Administration.

National Policy Board for Educational Administration. (1989). Improving the preparation of school administrators: An agenda for reform. Charlottesville, VA: Author.

Ogunu, M. A. (1999). The development of a model training program in educational planning and management for the preparation of school administrators in Nigeria. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Michigan State University, East Lansing.

Ohmae, K. (2000). The invisible continent: Four strategic imperatives of the new economy. London: Nicholas Brealey.

Paige, R. M. & Mestenhauser, J. A. (1999). Internationalizing educational administration. Educational Administration Quarterly. 345(4), 500-517.

Parkray, F., & Hall, G. (Eds.). (1992). Becoming a principal: The challenges of beginning leadership. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Parsons, W. (1995). Public policy. Cheltenham, England: Edward Elgar.

Perrow, C. (1979). Complex organizations: A critical essay. Glenville, IL: Scott, Foresman and Company.
Popper, S. (1990). Pathways to the humanities in school administration. Tempe, AZ: University Council for Educational Administration.
Quality Education for Minorities Project. (1990). Education that works: An action plan for the education of minorities. Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Rakhashani, A. A. (1980). A developmental model for the preparation and continuing education of secondary school principals in Iran. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Wyoming, Laramie.

Ratliff, W. (2006). Doing it wrong and doing it right: Education in Latin America and Asia. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Hoover Institution.
Reynolds, D. (1976). The delinquent school. In M. Hammersley & P. Woods (Eds.), The process of schooling: A sociological reader (pp. 217-229). London: Routledge & Kegan.
Rhoten, D. (2000). Education decentralization in Argentina: A “global-local conditions of possibility” approach to state, market and society change. Journal of Education Policy, 15(6), 593-620.

Robertson, J. M., & Webber, C. F. (2000). Cross-cultural leadership development. International Journal of Leadership in Education, 3(4), 315–330.

Rose, P. (2003). Community participation in school policy and practice in Malawi: Balancing local knowledge, national policies and international agency priorities. Compare, 33(1), 47-64.

Rosenberg J. (2000). The follies of globalisation theory. London: Verso.

Rusch, E. A. (2004). Gender and race in leadership Preparations: A Constrained Discourse, Educational Administration Quarterly. 40 (1), 14-16.

Rutter, M., Maughan, B., Mortimore, P., & Ouston, J. (1979). Fifteen thousand hours. London: Open Books.
Ryan, B. (1993). “And your corporate manager will set you free . . .”: Devolution in South Australian education. In J. Smyth (Ed.), A socially critical view of the self-managing school (pp. 191-212). London: Falmer Press. 

Sackney, L., & Walker, K. (2006). Canadian perspectives on beginning principals: Their role in building capacity for learning communities. Journal of Educational Administration, 44(4), 341-358.

Sammons, P., Hillman, J., & Mortimore, P. (1995). Key characteristics of effective schools: A review of school effectiveness research. London: OFSTED.

Scheerens, R. J., & Bosker, J. (1997). The foundations of educational effectiveness. Oxford, England: Pergamon.

Scholte, J. A. (2000). Globalisation: A critical introduction. Basingstoke, England: Palgrave.

Schön, D. (1992). The crisis of professional knowledge and pursuit of an epistemology of practice. Journal of Interprofessional Care, 6(1), 8-19.

Sergiovanni, T. (1991). The principalship: A reflective practice perspective. Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 
Shweder, T. (2000). Moral maps, “first world” conceits and the new evangelists. In L. Harrison & S. Huntington (Eds.), Culture matters: How values shape human progress (pp. 158-177). New York: Basic Books.

Sommerbakk, V. (1994). A study of beginning principals in Norway. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Oregon, Eugene.

Southworth, G. (2005). Learning-centred leadership. In B. Davies (Ed.), The essentials of school leadership (pp. 75-92). London: Paul Chapman.

Sperandio, J. (2006, October). Women leading and owning schools in Bangladesh: Opportunities in public, informal, and private education. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Women in Educational Leadership Conference, Lincoln, NE. 

Teddlie, C., & Stringfield, S. (1993). Schools make a difference: Lessons learned from a 10-year study of school effects. New York: Teachers College Press.

Tippeconnic, J. W. III. (2006). Identity-based and reputational leadership: An American Indian approach to leadership. Journal of Research on Leadership Education, 1(1), 1-5.
Waite, D. (2002). The “paradigm wars” in educational administration: An attempt at transcendence. International Studies in Education Administration, 30(1), 66-81.

Wales, C., & Welle-Strand, A. (2005). School management training country report: Norway, studies in education management research (No. 16). Oslo, Norway: CEM Centre for Education Management Research, Norwegian School of Management, & University of Oslo Institute of Educational Research.
Walker, A. (2006). Leader development across cultures. Journal of Research on Leadership Education. 1(1), 1-4.

Walker, A., & Chen. S. (2007). Leader authenticity in intercultural school contexts. Educational Management, Administration and Leadership, 35(2), 185-204.
Walker, A., & Dimmock, C. (2004). International role of the NCSL. Educational Management and Administration, 32(3), 269-287.

Walker, A., & Quong, T. (2005a). Blue skies: A professional learning programme for beginning principals—An overview booklet. Hong Kong: Hong Kong Centre for the Development of Educational Leadership.

Walker, A., & Quong, T. (2005b). Gateways to international leadership learning: Beyond best practice. Educational Research and Perspectives, 32(2), 97-121.

Walker, A., & Stott, K. (2000). Performance improvement in schools: A case of overdose? Educational Management and Administration, 28(1), 63-76.

Walker, W. G. (1984). Administrative narcissism and the Tyranny of Isolation. Educational Administration Quarterly 20 (4), 6-32.

Waters, M. (1995). Globalization. London: Routledge.

Watson, L. (2003). Selecting and developing heads of schools: Twenty-three European perspectives. Sheffield, England: Sheffield Hallam University.
Wearley, L. (2006). Coaching with Confucian values: Reflections on coaching Asian-Americans. Available from the Grovewell Web site: http://www
.grovewell.com/pub-coach-Confucian.html 

Wilkins, R. (2002). Transatlantic perceptions of secondary education. International Studies in Education Administration, 30(1), 13-35.

Young, M. (2002). National Commission for the Advancement of Educational Leadership Preparation: Ensuring the university’s capacity to ensure learning focused leadership. Columbia, MO: University Council for Educational Administration.

Young, M., Petersen, G., & Short, P. (2002). The complexity of substantive reform: A call for interdependence among key stakeholders. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(2), 137-175.

�leaving bullets as it's a direct quote


�Note can't be shortened to et al because of the other Bjork et al 2005 reference


�Sources?


�not in reference list


�.[NOTE: this chapter is not in this book’s table of contents, and this book is from 2003…I think you mean the Peabody Journal. Therefore I changed this reference for you.





