CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE INTERNSHIPS IN PRINCIPAL
PREPARATION PROGRAMS: A DELPHI STUDY

by
Marie Elizabeth Theobald

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
in

Educational Administration

APPROVED:
Wayne Worner, Co-chairman David ks, Co-chairman
Glen E&rthmah Samuel Morgan\)

Dean Gordon

July, 1991

Blacksburg, Virginia



CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE INTERNSHIPS IN PRINCIPAL
PREPARATION PROGRAMS: A DELPHI STUDY

by
Marie Elizabeth Theobald

Committee Co-chairmen: Wayne Worner and David Parks
Educational Administration

(ABSTRACT)

The purpose of this study was to determine the
characteristics of effective internships in principal
preparation programs. A three-round modified policy Delphi
was used. The panel consisted of interns, mentors, and
university facilitators from 18 of the 22 Danforth
Foundation-funded principal preparation programs.

Characteristics of internships were divided into two
categories: procedural and experiential. Procedural
characteristics were defined as the process and management
characteristics of the internship. The procedural
characteristics were subdivided into selection, planning,
placement, support, and evaluation. Experiential
characteristics were defined as the experiences the intern
had once placed with the supervising administrator. The
experiential characteristics were subdivided into school
climate; instructional management; research, evaluation, and
planning; resources; staff development; staff evaluation;

and community support.



From the data base for Round 1, 132 items were selected
for subsequent rounds. Panel members were asked to rate the
importance of each item on a five-point scale. Items with a
mean of 3.75 or greater were considered a characteristic of
an effective internship in a principal preparation program.
At the completion of Round 3, 114 out of 132 items met this
criterion. Consensus by interns, mentors, and university
facilitators was reached on 116 out of 132 items. Consensus
was defined as no statistically significant difference among
the ratings of the three groups.

The major conclusions drawn from the study were (a)
there are a number of different ways that an internship may
be implemented in a principal preparation program, (b) the
intern should not have full-time teaching (or other job)
responsibilities while completing the internship, and (c)
educators are somewhat parochial when it comes to
recognizing the benefit of experience outside of education.

It was recommended that the characteristics identified
in the study be reviewed by those who develop internships in
principal preparation programs and that the procedural and
experiential characteristics that fit the context of the

program be considered for implementation.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problenm

Internships are not a new phenomenon in the preparation
of school administrators. The roots of the internship in
educational administration can be traced back to 1947. That
year, at the annual meeting of the Cooperative Program in
Educational Administration (CPEA), it was reported that only
two universities included an internship as part of their
administrator preparation program. Those universities were
the University of Chicago, which had an internship as a
program component since 1933, and the University of Omaha,
which had an internship since 1946. Interest in the
internship was sparked at that meeting, for in the following
year, five more universities were added to the list of
programs with internships.

After 1947, internships steadily became part of
administrator preparation programs. A study by Wheaton
(1950) on the status of internships in educational
administration in 1949-50 identified 17 institutions that
had implemented or that were planning to implement the
internship as part of their training program for school
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administrators. According to Olson (cited in Ramsey & Lutz,
1973), by 1962-63, 117 universities had internships in their
administrator preparation programs, although only 62 had
actually placed interns.

The major funding that was available from the Kellogg
Foundation through the CPEA provided the incentive for many
universities to evaluate and reform their administrator
preparation programs. That reform in administrator
preparation begun in the 1940's, including the emﬁhasis on

the internship, would continue into the 1990's.

Research Questions

The research questions addressed in this study were
twofold:

1. What are the procedural and experiential
characteristics of effective internships in principal
preparation programs?

2. Is there consensus among interns, mentors, and
university facilitators on the characteristics of effective

internships?

Significance of the Study

While reports on the reform of principal preparation

2



include the internship as an essential component, the
reports offer little guidance as to how the internship
should be implemented and as to what experiences the intern
should have in the internship. Based research which
examined the perceptions of Texas high school principals
regarding internship programs for principals, Dennis (1979)
recommended "a Delphi study...to determine the perceptions
of state and national leaders of board, superintendency, and
principalship associations regarding the critical tasks of
the internship now and in the future" (p. 120).

The significance of the following study is its
contribution to the body of knowledge on internships in
principal preparation programs. The study provides
information upon which to base changes in internship
programs. The University of Virginia, Virginia Tech, 01ld
Dominion University and 19 other universities have
participated in the Danforth Foundation-funded program for
the preparation of principals. Results from this study
should be of interest to the Danforth Foundation and may
also be of interest to other foundations that sponsor
administrator preparation programs. Recommendations should
be of interest to those organizations that have included
internships in their recommendations for restructuring
administrator preparation programs and to state departments
of education that are considering changing their

3



requirements for administrator certification.

Review of Literature

Covering the previous three decades, Miklos (1983)
described the evolution of programs for the preparation of
educational administrators. His report was organized around
four major themes: (a) the growth in programs and diffusion
of beliefs about administrator preparation, (b) the major
emphasis in defining the content of programs, (c) the
attempts to bridge the perceived gap between administrative
theory and the practice of administration and (d) the belief
and practice regarding program differentiation. The review
which follows focuses on the evolution of the internship in

administrator preparation programs.

Reform in Administrator Preparation

During the late 1940's and into the 1950's, the Kellogg
Foundation-funded CPEA was a major funding source for
projects that sought to improve the training of educational
administrators. Many of the regional programs funded
through the CPEA sponsored internships as one component of
administrator preparation. The Handbook for Internships in

Principal Preparation Programs (Newell, 1952) was one result
4



of the work in the Mid-Atlantic Region of the CPEA. 1In the
handbook, a bona fide internship in educational
administration was defined as follows:

1. Must be a phase of professional education
which comes after or near the completion of his formal
program of professional preparation.

2. Must involve a considerable block of time (at
least one semester on a full-time basis or the
equivalent).

3. Must involve the intern's carrying real and
continuous administrative responsibilities in the field
under the competent supervision of a practicing
administrator and a sponsoring university or college
(p. 4).

Another document that resulted from the work in the
Mid-Atlantic Region of the CPEA was An Appraisal of the

Internship in Educational Administration (1958). During the

course of the five-year project, eight universities
sponsored approximately 140 interns in 120 different field
sites. The investigation of the effectiveness of the
internship in those programs addressed the following areas:
(a) objectives, (b) effect on the intern, (c) effect on the
sponsoring field agencies, (d) effect on the cooperating
university, and (e) identification of satisfactory practices

of the field agencies.



In general, former interns rated the value of the
experience as very high. Sponsoring administrators reported
that interns provided many valuable services to the school,
that the internship served as a measure of identifying
administrative ability, and that supervising an intern had a
positive effect on their own professional development. At
the university level, the internship was still considered an
experiment since it was not fully integrated into the
academic program.

In its 38th annual yearbook, Professional

Administrators for America's Schools (1960), the American
Association of School Administrators (AASA) outlined a
proposed program for the preparation of educational
administrators. The program emphasized the development of
technical skills, human skills, and conceptual skills.
Characteristics of the program included an admission core,
advanced studies, and on-the-job learning in either a full-
time internship for one semester or a part-time
apprenticeship for one school year.

The AASA continued to update its guidelines for
administrator preparation. Hoyle (1985) described the
leadership outcome goals, the competencies and skills for
goal accomplishment, and the program delivery components in
the 1983 AASA guidelines. Field-based clinical experiences
were included in the guidelines.

6



In 1962, discussions between staff members at the
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
and the Ford Foundation Fund for the Advancement of
Education revealed a common interest in developing
collaborative relationships between principals in innovative
schools, prospective principals, and selected university
professors. Those discussions led to the development of the
NASSP Administrative Internship Project. The purpose of the
project was described as follows:

Historically, most internships and apprenticeships
in the professions and trades have aimed to preserve
the status quo. They transmitted an established body
of knowledge and skills from one generation to the
next. In this sense, the NASSP's internship for future
principals departs from tradition. 1Its goal is not
conservation--but innovation. 1Its intent--not to
preserve the established educational order, but to
challenge it. 1Its method--to change priorities for
school principals and some relationships between
schools and universities (Trump & Karasik, 1967,
pP. 1).

With the belief that prospective principals could learn
the managerial aspects of the job through other methods, the
focus of the internship was the improvement of instruction
and the development of a positive climate for learning. The

7



first group of interns was placed in August 1963. By the
end of the five-year project, 433 interns, 343 schools, and
63 universities had participated in the jointly-funded
effort to improve the preparation of secondary school
principals.

The January 1969 issue of the Bulletin of the National
Association of Secondary School Principals contained the
final report on the NASSP Administrative Internship Project.
Because at the time of publication there was no
comprehensive evaluation of the project, the report was
presented as a series of guidelines for improving
internships. The intern was defined as a participant and
learner who shared in the decision-making process but was
not ultimately responsible for decisions. Five major areas
of participation were identified in the guide: (a)
curriculum, (b) staff utilization, (c¢) teaching and
learning, (d) pupil personnel administration, and (e)
organization and management.

A retrospective study of the NASSP internship program
by Huth (1979) indicated that former interns who were
currently practicing secondary principals believed the
internship had been very valuable in their professional
development and advancement. While the research showed that
former interns did not actually administer more innovative
instructional practices than non-interns, the former interns

8



perceived themselves to be significantly higher in
instructional leadership than the non-interns.

The NASSP continued to be active in improving the
preparation of secondary administrators, releasing
Performance-Based Preparation of Principals in 1985. The
significance of this special report from the NASSP
Consortium for the Performance-Based Preparation of
Principals was in the model it presented for re-designing
the content and structure of preparation programs to
correspond to the changing needs of those who practice in
the field. In performance-based preparation, field
experiences were identified as an integral part of the
program.

In 1964, members of a joint task force from the
University Council for Educational Admihistration (UCEA) and
the Committee for the Advancement of School Administration
of the American Association of School Administrators
developed guidelines that were designed to help make the
internship a more meaningful part of administrator
preparation. The 18 guidelines included such activities as
(a) combining study and practice; (b) cooperatively
utilizing the resources of the university, school districts,
and other educational agencies; (c) evaluating and
developing administrative competencies; (d) facilitating
self-actualization; and (e) assessment and placement based

9



on the needs of the intern (Connor & Culbertson, 1964).

Having sponsored such works as Preparing

Administrators: New Perspectives (Culbertson and Hencley,

1962) and The Internship in Administrator Preparation

(Hencley, 1963), the UCEA continued its role as a leading
organization in educational administration.

With learning for the intern as the primary focus for
the internship, Davies (1965) identified four ways to
classify the learning experiences deemed appropriate for
interns. They were: (a) relationships, (b) kind of
operation, (c) degree of responsibility, and (d) functional
areas of administration. He also recommended planning
activities in each area.

Ramsey and Lutz (1973) reviewed the history of the
internship in school administration from the traditional
model to the current status. Based on communication theory,
they proposed a network model for the administrative
internship. Barrilleaux (1972a, 1972b) developed behavioral
objectives for administrative internships. These standards
for performance were designed to reduce the uncertainty and
irrelevance in what the intern experienced.

After a year-long sabbatical spent as an elementary
principal, Hills (1975) presented her observations on the
preparation of administrators. She suggested that the
internship needed to be taken far more seriously as a

10



component of administrator preparation than it had in the
past.

Lincoln (1978) developed a new conceptualization of the
administrative internship. Presented as a matrix, the model
consisted of two major areas: responsibilities and
orientation. Responsibilities were either (a) structured or
(b) unstructured. The orientation was either (a) person-
centered or role model, (b) mission-, office-, or
institution-centered, or (c) function- or process-centered.

Kottkamp (1982), Coleman and Achilles (1987), Hazlett
(1987), and Stover (1990) all addressed the need for reform
in administrator preparation and included the internship in
their recommendations for reform.

In the 1980's, the Danforth Foundation in St. Louis
sponsored the Danforth Program for the Preparation of
Principals. Donn Gresso, a program officer for the
foundation, worked with selected universities "to assist the
faculty to think and act boldly in developing alternative
programs for the preparation of principals in collaboration
with practicing administrators in schools" (Danforth
Foundation, 1989, p. 16).

Danforth Foundation requirements for participation
included the following:

1. Alliances between the university and local school
districts in the development and implementation of the

11



program, especially in the identification and assessment of
skills and requirements. The program should be field rather
than university based. Examples of the type of school-
university partnerships advocated by the Danforth Foundation
may be found in School-University Partnerships in Action by
Sirotnik and Goodlad (1988).

2. University professor(s) serve as a liaison between
the local districts and the Danforth Foundation. The
university facilitator was required to devote at least
three-quarter time to the program.

3. Collaboration in the identification and selection
of candidates. (The primary purpose of this requirement was
to select candidates on merit, hopefully bypassing the "good
old boy" route into administrative careers.)

4. Development of an IEP (Individual Educational
Program) for each candidate selected for the program.

5. Development of connections between theory and
practice through an internship with a mentor principal.

The first descriptive study of the 18 Danforth-funded
programs identified those characteristics which reflected
the deviation of the Danforth-funded programs from standard
principal preparation programs. The characteristics and the
number of programs implementing them were as follows:
mentors for interns (18), cohort experience for interns
(17), advisory committee for the program (16), collaborative

12



planning by faculty (13), joint university-district
selection of interns (12), faculty-practitioner planning
(11), significant departures from regular course format
(11), full-time internship (10), empowerment of the advisory
committee (10), and internship partly outside of education
(7) (Ubben & Fowler, 1989).

With their experiences in Danforth-funded principal
preparation programs, Milstein, Bobroff, and Restine (1991)
published a guide to preparing educational leaders based on
an interactive learning model for the internship.

In Approaches to Administrative Training in Education,
Cooper and Boyd (1987) described the "One Best Model" for
training school administrators. This traditional model was
classroom-based, part-time, geared toward credit hours, and
grounded more in theory than practice. It allowed teachers
to become certified as administrators after completing a
series of courses (usually six or seven and not necessarily
from the same university.) Depending on the certification
policies of each state, an internship to integrate classroom
theory into administrative practice may or may not have been
a requirement. In regard to the theoretical emphasis of the
"One Best Model", Crowson and McPherson (1987) traced the
legacy of the "Theory Movement" in educational
administration and raised the questions of how the movement
could (and should) contribute to reform in administrator

13



preparation.

As part of the reform movement in education during the
1980's, the "One Best Model" and the "Theory Movement" were
challenged in the calls for reform in the preparation of
school administrators. There were four major reports that
raised issues regarding the traditional model of
administrator preparation.

In 1987, the National Commission on Excellence in
Educational Administration published Leaders for America's
Schools. Their recommendations focused on the links between
the identification, recruitment, licensure, employment, and
professionalization of educational administrators and their
preparation. The report included specific recommendations
for the public schools, for universities, for professional
organizations, for both state and federal policy makers, and
for the private sector.

The University Council for Educational Administration,
in its 1988 monograph New Directions for Administrator
Preparation, presented different conceptions of the issues
related to the reform of preparation programs for
educational administrators. The monograph addressed the
following issues: (a) the implications of the second wave
(specifically the Holmes Group report) of educational reform
for school leadership, administration, and organization; (b)
whether graduate programs can support competency-based

14



administrator preparation; (c) connecting theory and
practice in the educational administration curriculum; and
(d) the application of Karl Weick's "complicated"
understanding to educational administration programs.

That same year, the American Association of Colleges
for Teacher Education released its agenda for reform in
School Ieadership Preparation: A Preface for Action
(Shibles, 1988). Two central questions were considered in
the development of the document: (1) What should be learned
in university-based programs? and (2) What should be learned
through other means? (p. 9). Recommendations were made in
the following areas: program content, program structure,
recruitment and selection; instructional approaches, student
research, professional development programs, and university
faculty.

Improving the Preparation of School Administrators: An
Agenda for Reform was a 1989 publication by the National
Policy Board for Educational Administration. The board's
nine recommendations were grouped into three areas: people,
programs, and assessment. The recommendations in the people
category included implementing vigorous recruitment
strategies to attract a diverse group of capable candidates,
raising entrance standards to administrator preparation
programs, and strengthening the quality of program faculty.
Program recommendations included the following: (a) a

15



doctorate in educational administration be a prerequisite to
national certification and state licensure, (b) one full-
time year of academic residency and one full-time year of
field residency be included in the doctoral preparation
program, (c) the curriculum be grounded in practice and
developed to transmit a common core of knowledge and skills,
and (d) formal, long-term relationships between universities
and school districts be established.

The assessment category included two recommendations
that were designed as quality assurance mechanisms. They
were: (a) a national professional standards board that would
develop and administer a national certification examination
and (b) national accreditation of administrator preparation
programs based on the recommendations in the report

(Education Digest, 1990).

There were recommendations that were common to all of
the reform reports. They called for rigorous assessment of
candidates prior to admission to preparation programs,
changes in the content and the delivery of the curriculum,
changes in administrative certification procedures, and

increased field experience through the internship.

Reports on Internships in Administrator Preparation

Following the release of each of the recommendations
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for reform in administrator preparation programs were
reports that described how various institutions had reformed
their programs and implemented the recommendations.

The Danforth Foundation-sponsored program at Brigham
Young University was described by Wasden, Muse, and Ovard
(1987), at Georgia State University by Greer (1988), and at
the University of New Mexico by Krueger and Berlin (1990).
The efforts that were funded at Auburn University through a
Danforth Foundation program to support professors as they
worked to reform their preparation programs in educational
administration were described by Twale and Short (1989).

Summers (1983) described the development of the
guidelines for the administrative internship at Troy State
University in Alabama. Achilles and Hughes (1972) described
the paired administrator team concept model that was
developed at the University of Tennessee. The individual
internship planning system at Texas A & M University was
described by Erlandson (1979). The training for new
administrators in the Los Angeles Unified School District
was the topic of an article in Thrust (1987). Curcio and
Manning (1986) described the administrative internship
program in the Tuloso-Midway Schools in Corpus Christi,
Texas.

Based on his experience as an administrative intern,
Aidala (1982) reported on the relationship between the
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principal and the intern. He emphasized the need for
adequate preparation of the intern before embarking on the
internship. Slate (1975) applied the principles of a
performance-based internship to the training of middle
school principals.

Karst (1986) discussed the philosophical implications
of assessment methodologies in a review of six student
internship case studies in Louisiana. He concluded that
while much effort has resulted in the development of
internships, the effort has not been directed toward a
unifying philosophy of how the internship should function.

Pedicone (1984) classified the format of an internship
as (a) the internship plan or (b) competency-based. Based
on individualized objectives and activities, the internship
plan format is cooperatively developed by the intern,
mentor, and university supervisor according to the school
setting. After developing the definitions of the two
formats, he described how the internship plan was
implemented at nineteen different universities.

West and West (1979), Daresh (1986), and Murphy and
Hallinger (1989) all described the status of internships at
different universities and the ways those internships were
being implemented. To some extent, all authors suggested
the need to examine the purpose of the internship in terms
of the self-interests of the university. Murphy and
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