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      Foreword

    


    
      The standards-based digital portfolio is an academic and performance measure for collecting the work of an aspiring educational leader. Whether a student has aspirations to become a principal, superintendent, teacher, director of technology, department head, curriculum director, or other school leader, the challenge for preparation programs in educational administration is to provide a quality learning experience. The quality of the learning experience in educational leadership preparation, however, has been a lament of critics going back to the earliest days of the field. Leadership preparation in school administration has been the subject of scrutiny since the first programs were developed in the early twentieth century.


      The Levine (2005) study is an often-cited contemporary report condemning the field for its lack of rigor and quality control to ensure that schools turn out well-prepared graduates. It is representative of the kind of criticism leveled at educational leadership preparation programs as they graduated students with advanced degrees to lead our nation’s schools. Yet, the field is changing to address its shortcomings, not because of the critics, but because there is a base of knowledge that informs the profession about how programs can best deliver on the goal of training quality graduates to lead our nation’s schools. This book explains how educational administration programs can, in part, move closer to that goal.


      In the past fifteen years the field of educational administration has taken a critical look at what K–12 leaders must know and do in order to be successful as instructional leaders. The effort by the profession to cast a critical eye on the profession has resulted in evolving and ongoing improvements to educational leadership training and preparation. Within the past fifteen years the field of educational administration has been on a path of reform. However, it has not been a reform event but rather a reform process. It may not have been the smoothest or straightest path, but the journey has led to incremental change and reform in how programs train future school leaders.


      A contemporary reform included the dissemination of the Interstate Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards (see ISLLC 1996 and the revised ISLLC 2008 standards; Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996, 2008). The development of educational leadership standards “provided the best avenue to allow diverse stakeholders to drive improvement efforts along a variety of fronts—licensure, program approval and candidate assessment” (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996, p. 7).


      Although the dissemination of these standards generated a debate about their efficacy and relevancy in the real world of day-to-day schooling, they also generated a systematic and focused review of curricula, content, and delivery of leadership preparation programs. What the field initially responded to was a set of standards that narrowed and defined a curriculum. What the field did, however, was alter the delivery of its curriculum to address how the content was delivered and how it was assessed. The standards, as would soon be discovered, were only one aspect of the discussion about leadership preparation.


      A significant change in educational leadership preparation came about when accreditation bodies—National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, in particular—and state departments of education began requiring assessment of student progress in higher education programs. Higher education’s own move toward continuous improvement added momentum to a broader educational commitment to track, compile, and utilize student and organizational data. The standards became more than one-dimensional, stand-alone statements about leadership when these organizations began requiring the collection of student data.


      What accreditation bodies, state departments of education, and program review processes required was more than a wink and nod to the implementation of national leadership standards. The expectation was that these standards would “play out at the preparation program level by establishing performance expectations” that were integrated within a process that led to “candidate assessment, and accountability” (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008, p. 11). Standards became the front door through which programs in educational administration made curricular change that included behaviors which translated into practice. Evidence of student performance required student and program assessment that could document the quality of student learning as well as the preparation program itself.


      In the past fifteen years, the field of educational administration has generated three significant trends related to program preparation:


      1. Standards were developed and adopted as expectations within the leadership program of study within the United States;


      2. Performance behaviors for aspiring school leaders became an accepted requirement and expectation within the leadership preparation curriculum;


      3. Assessment of knowledge and performance behaviors that had a direct application to the day-to-day operation of a school or school district were integrated into the leadership preparation curriculum to measure quality of student outcomes.


      Educational leadership programs have been leveraged by these changes to revise a curriculum around evidence of knowledge and displays of skill, ability, and behavior in fulfilling the roles and responsibilities of teacher leader, principal, superintendent, and other leadership roles within K–12 schools.


      Assessment of Learning in Educational Leadership Preparation


      Preparation programs have revised a curriculum that now requires a measurement of performance behavior. Assessment has become a meaningful learning experience rather than a static event in the matriculation of students through a course of study. Learning in educational leadership has moved—transitioned is perhaps a more accurate description—beyond paper and pencil tests and essays to a collection of artifacts, reports, multimedia presentations, PowerPoint shows, podcasts, and performance activities that reflect an accrual of knowledge and experience directly related to the day-to-day role of educational leader. The challenge to programs has been to capture student performance as a measure of skill and ability rather than simply require a traditional exam or term paper.


      The thesis as an end-of-program summation of knowledge and learning has been supplemented, and in some cases supplanted, by a compilation of projects, papers, and assignments that reflect a student’s progress through a program of study. Completion of a portfolio has become an accepted end-of-program assessment of student work and closure to a course of study in educational administration. The portfolio has become an indicator of academic preparation about leadership as well as performance evidence that a prospective principal, superintendent, or other aspiring school leader knows about and can do the day-to-day work of facilitating a school improvement meeting, planning a budget, or supervising classroom instruction. There is evidence of educational leadership by documenting the student’s skill set.


      The three-ring binder portfolio is transitioning from paper to online, digital, and multimedia. Hauser and Koutouzos have outlined and explained how the digital component of a portfolio can be an extension of educational leadership standards and become an integral component of teaching and learning within the educational administration curriculum. A standards-based portfolio, Hauser and Koutouzos explain,


      is an authentic assessment tool used by school leaders and school leader candidates to demonstrate intellectual accomplishment. The criteria for assessing the portfolio—construction of knowledge, disciplined inquiry, and value beyond school—are in the context of professional standards. (2005, p. 2)


      The digital component of the student’s portfolio is how the educational leadership program has implemented a structure to address the quality of a student’s preparation. In so doing, it has improved the educational administration curriculum by creating authentic, relevant, and documented evidence of student knowledge, skill, and ability. Digital portfolios not only increase a student’s use and understanding of technology, but capture performance and behavior that can be viewed as video and audio podcasts of authentic work throughout a program of study that can be easily saved, retrieved at any time, and sent to faculty members, students, and prospective employers. It is the process of documenting performance activities as well as academic learning that elevates knowledge acquisition beyond the traditional paper or test.


      The standards-based digital portfolio is a component of the quality and accountability movement that is moving the training of educational leadership candidates to higher levels of knowledge, skill, and ability. Though the critics of educational leadership preparation can always find points of failure, shortcomings, and incomplete knowledge, there must also be recognition and understanding that the field has moved forward in ways that address quality of learning outcomes for educational leadership preparation. Hauser and Koutouzos have helped map out a direction for not only moving the educational administration curriculum forward, but a process to document the quality of student outcomes—for students and programs—through a standards-based digital portfolio.


      James Berry, Professor of Educational Administration,


      Eastern Michigan University,


      Executive Director, National Council of

      Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA)

    


    
      Introduction

    


    
      Although there are a host of resource handbooks available to assist educators in the development of digital portfolios, few are devoted exclusively to school leaders. In response to this void in the literature, this newly revised and expanded handbook is designed to serve as a guide for school leaders in the field, educational leadership faculty, and school leader candidates in the development and use of standards-based digital school leader portfolios.


      A number of issues associated with the design and use of a standards-based digital portfolio warrant special consideration by educational leadership faculty. Deciding how to incorporate a standards-based digital school leader portfolio into the curriculum requires consideration of four major factors: hardware, software, faculty, and pedagogy.


      The hardware issues involve establishing standards to ensure that those who need access to the digital portfolio can access it with the least amount of difficulty. Educational leadership faculty are advised to establish hardware configurations for the creation of digital portfolios by school leader candidates. Often this decision is made easier if the institution has already established hardware and software standards.


      If hardware and software standards are not clearly established, educational leadership faculty and school leader candidates will likely experience hardware and software incompatibility issues. One possible strategy to address this issue is to use the hardware and software standards of the the college or university. In this way, school leader candidates will be able to access the designated hardware and software configuration without additional cost.


      Careful consideration should be given related to the training needs of educational leadership faculty using the software and hardware described in this text. Educational leadership faculty who extensively use technology in their courses will likely experience little difficulty in the incorporation of the standards-based digital school leader portfolio described in this text. Other educational leadership faculty may need additional training.


      Training of faculty can be accomplished by the technology support staff—“in-house” trainers—if hardware and software standards are consistent with those of the institution. In addition, the Web-based software providers used in this text, TaskStream and LiveText, have support staff available by voice and e-mail for technical assistance. TaskStream and LiveText also have a variety of manuals and online tutorials that are useful for training purposes. The templates and samples in this text could provide a useful framework for a workshop to train educational leadership faculty.


      A special concern relates to the training of adjunct faculty. Unless adjunct faculty members teach regularly in the program, they may not be as proficient as their full-time colleagues in the use of the hardware and software used in the development of the digital portfolio. If the standards-based digital school leader portfolio is implemented across the curriculum, these staff training issues become more complicated given the number of faculty needing training. As an alternative, the faculty training issues may be minimized by incorporating the standards-based digital school leader portfolio into the practicum sequence, thus only requiring training of the faculty who teach these courses.


      Over the years, there have been a variety of ways in
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