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Abstract 
The success of school-university partnerships depends on the leadership. This qualitative study reports 
on school-based leaders (SBAs) as critical stakeholders in the collaborative process of forming viable 
partnerships with colleges and universities. It describes SBAs’ responsibilities as partners, motivation 
for forming their partnerships, perceived benefits and challenges of the partnership, perspectives on 
forming and sustaining a partnership, and self-reflective comments about their leadership 
characteristics as an SBA and a partner. Sixteen SBAs, most of whom were school principals, responded 
to 12 interview questions. SBAs indicated that they have been engaged with Professional Development 
Schools (PDSs) an average of 10 years. They pursued their partnerships with colleges and universities 
to help their students, teachers, and schools. Even with the additional responsibilities and any 
challenges encountered, SBAs found that PDSs provided additional resources and support, 
collaboration, and opportunities to impact future teachers. SBAs believed that they had the necessary 
leadership qualities for developing PDSs as vehicles for promoting the profession. They saw themselves 
as collaborative, visionary, dedicated, organized, striving for excellence, motivational, and supportive. 
Ideas are presented for creating a leadership profile of SBAs involved in PDSs to establish guidelines for 
their optimum roles and responsibilities in partnership work. 
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Clinical partnerships are essential for both K-12 education and teacher preparation. K-12 education 
needs teacher preparation programs to help with teachers’ and leaders’ professional development, assist 
with and enrich student achievement, help with parent engagement, and contribute to a culture of 
collaboration and shared learning goals. Teacher education needs K-12 education to prepare 
prospective teachers and leaders, assist faculty with their own professional development, and help with 
credibility and viability (Wepner, 2014b). These cross-institutional partnerships require sustainable 
relationships between individuals and groups as they work together for a common cause. These 
relationships reflect influential leaders who can forge and sustain such relationships.    

The depth and breadth of these relationships depend on factors such as accessibility to and 
availability of partners, leadership interest and capability, teacher buy-in, funding opportunities, and 
community support. A shared commitment among partners and a willingness to work across 
institutional settings and cultures are imperative (Byrd & McIntyre, 2011; Duffield & Cates, 2008). A 
key factor for the success of any partnership—whether it exists for a short time period to accomplish a 
specific task or long periods of time to address multiple pursuits—is both the school-based leadership 
and the university-based leadership.   

School-based administrators (SBAs) include principals, vice principals, department heads, assistant 
superintendents, superintendents, and others in administrative posts. University-based administrators 
(UBAs) include department chairs, program coordinators, assistant deans, associate deans, and deans 
(Stroble & Luka, 1999). SBAs and UBAs play a pivotal role in the success of school-university 
partnerships. A better understanding of their leadership perspectives and characteristics could foster the 
development of successful partnerships.   

 
Role of SBAs as Critical Stakeholders 

 
This current study focuses on the role of K-12 leaders (or SBAs) as critical stakeholders in the 
collaborative process of forming viable partnerships with colleges and universities. K-12 leaders hold 
the keys, both literally and figuratively, to unlocking their schools’ classroom doors to college and 
university students, faculty, and administrators. For partnerships to exist, SBAs must appreciate how 
their school and district needs can be met; develop policies, procedures, and practices for establishing 
partnerships; negotiate effectively with colleges and universities; and create systems for evaluating and 
sustaining partnerships so that they truly are mutually beneficial.   

This qualitative study reports on SBAs (e.g., principals, vice principals, department heads, assistant 
superintendents, superintendents, and others in administrative posts) and their engagement in school-
university partnerships. It describes their responsibilities as partners, motivation for forming their 
partnerships, perceived benefits and challenges of the partnership, perspectives on forming and 
sustaining a partnership, and self-reflective comments about their leadership characteristics as an SBA 
and a partner. This study is the second phase of a two-year study. The first phase studied UBAs with a 
specific type of school-university partnership; a Professional Development School (PDS) (Gómez & 
Wepner, 2018). A PDS is a public K-12 school that becomes a partner school with a college or 
university to prepare teacher candidates, provide faculty development, improve instructional practice, 
and enhance student learning. PDS partners share responsibilities for professional development and 
blend their expertise and resources to meet shared goals in a real world setting (Wepner & Quatroche, 
2015).   

The purpose of the first phase of this study was to investigate the roles and responsibilities of UBAs 
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in relation to their oversight of PDSs. The majority of UBAs in the study were university faculty who 
spent less than 50% of their time on PDS work. Findings revealed significant variation in UBA’s roles 
and responsibilities. There was no standardized leadership title, set of responsibilities or qualifications, 
or structure for the oversight of PDS activities and networks. Three major administrative responsibilities 
related to PDS work emerged: personnel, programs, and documents. UBAs reported the greatest 
challenges were time, sustainability, and resources/support (Gómez & Wepner, 2018). The study of 
UBAs indicated the importance of additional research on both UBAs and SBAs to determine optimum 
roles and responsibilities and the necessary characteristics to function as leaders of partnerships. This 
current study (or second phase) of SBAs contributes to understanding the importance of SBAs with 
partnership success.   
 

Literature on Partnerships and SBAs 
 
Benefits of Partnerships  
 
Numerous reasons exist for pursuing school-university partnerships. Partnerships can raise the level of 
teacher expectation and student work; increase the student-teacher ratio; expose teachers to new and 
enhanced methodology; increase teacher leadership; offer innovative and cutting-edge ideas that 
teachers can use and apply; stimulate collaborative inquiry about practice; cultivate students’ improved 
attitude toward learning; offer new and exciting dialogues about teaching and learning; infuse new blood 
into the building; and help with teacher renewal (Gilles et al., 2009; Hamel & Ryken, 2010; Wepner, 
2014b). PDSs, especially, have been shown to promote teachers’ self-reflection about their instructional 
and assessment practices; improve student achievement; and provide teacher candidates with the 
knowledge, skills, and dispositions to enter and remain in the teaching profession (Byrd & McIntryre, 
2011; Castle et al., 2008; McBee & Moss, 2002; Stroble & Luka, 1999; Teitel, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2003; Walker et al., 2008a; Walker et al., 2008b; Wepner, 2014a, b).   
 
Challenges of Partnerships   
 
There also are challenges to forming partnerships that ought to be acknowledged and addressed. Such 
challenges include: 1) a paradigm shift, 2) institutional culture clashes, 3) conflicting expectations, 4) 
communication, and 5) flow of activities from university to K-12 schools (Moreno, 2005; Tomanek, 
2005; Wepner et al., 2008).  
 

Paradigm shift. Developing school-university partnerships involves a paradigm shift about who is in 
charge and what is expected, especially as two different cultures are brought together. Partners act 
wisely when they bring together four different types of groups—classroom teachers, university faculty, 
PreK-12 students, and university students—to engage in new types of learning experiences and involve 
teacher candidates in the classroom to provide assistance to K-12 learners (Epstein & Sanders, 2006; 
Wepner & Hopkins, 2011).  

 
Institutional culture clashes. An institutional culture clash speaks to a set of differing principles by 

which different groups operate; for example, how one’s day is scheduled, how one is compensated for 
one’s work, how one is evaluated for job performance, how one’s work environment should be 
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managed, and how one defines professional development. Institutional culture clashes are particularly 
obvious between the K-12 and higher education worlds, especially as PDSs are formed. Classroom 
teachers are directly involved with their students most of the day. University faculty spend their days 
differently, with less time interacting with students and more time involved in committee work and 
scholarship that contributes to their understanding of specific academic disciplines. Their daily 
pressures are different, creating a different set of expectations for themselves and others. Partners must 
recognize institutional differences and help their faculty and staff to acknowledge and understand 
different professional habits and responsibilities (Hovda, 1999; Ledoux & McHenry, 2008; Wepner et 
al., 2012; Wepner & Hopkins, 2011).   
 

Conflicting expectations. Assumptions often are made that both school-based faculty and university 
faculty want the same thing, but that is often not the case. For example, when university faculty go to a 
school to work with children, they might expect that the classroom teachers will work alongside them to 
learn about a specific instructional methodology and assist students with specific tasks. Classroom 
teachers, on the other hand, might see this as an opportunity to catch up on administrative tasks. 
Partners ought to be explicit on what they expect from each other when working together in schools 
and classrooms. Partners also should listen to their staff about realistic expectations (Ledoux & 
McHenry, 2008; Strier, 2014; Wepner & Hopkins, 2011).  
 

Communication. A traditional organizational structure is supplemented with a cross-institutional 
system to accommodate the additional voices involved in decision-making. It helps when partners are 
aware of the way communication occurs so that they can do their best to anticipate and stop potential 
problems (Wepner et al., 2012).    
 

Flow of activities from university to K-12 schools. A major concern from K-12 partners is a one-
way flow of activities from the university to classrooms with little reason for teachers to take ownership 
of a project or to consider using the activities that have been developed by others not directly involved 
with the curriculum (Tomanek, 2005). In many cases, a school-university partnership is not sustained 
because there usually is a mismatch between the professional practices of the university faculty and the 
K-12 teachers, and time has not been devoted to developing a culture of professional learning and 
improvement. Partners should figure out ways to ensure that university faculty work with K-12 
teachers to co-develop projects and programs (Wepner & Hopkins, 2011) because co-leadership 
between teachers and university faculty eliminates barriers to success (Mebane, 2000).  
 

SBAs’ Leadership on the Benefits of Partnerships 
 
Given that SBAs are critical for the existence of partnerships, it is helpful to highlight the importance of 
their leadership in forming, implementing, and sustaining partnerships so that their schools can benefit 
from such relationships (Bowen, 1995; Bowen & Adkinson, 1996; Breault, 2014; Bullough et al., 
1997; Field, 2008; Stroble & Luka, 1999; Tilford, 2010; Trachtman & Levine, 1997). SBAs are 
responsible for helping their teaching staff to appreciate the value of collaboration within different 
institutional contexts. They should communicate to their teaching staff ways in which such work 
contributes to their professional development and helps with their annual reviews. SBAs must be 
knowledgeable about the potential challenges of forming partnerships yet skillful in convincing their 
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teachers to get involved in ways that are mutually beneficial. Even though there are some challenges in 
bringing two cultures together, as mentioned in the section above, SBAs are in a position to help their 
teachers and other school stakeholders develop creative approaches for working productively and 
successfully with their college and university partners.   

SBAs, as the leaders who cultivate and sustain partnerships, must ensure the readiness of their 
schools to partner. Once they do, they usually are the ones who foster relationships with partners. They 
identify potential partners, prepare for outreach to such partners, and initiate contact with them. These 
relationships develop in vitality when SBAs help partners to understand the benefits of working with 
their schools, ensure that their partners are aware of and accept their partnership responsibilities, 
provide continuous encouragement and recognition to their partners, monitor the partnership’s 
progress, and communicate about such progress to their partners. The SBA’s leadership in working 
closely with their partners and communicating regularly with their school’s constituency keeps the 
partnership concept alive. Active leadership committees or advisory boards and ceremonial events 
contribute to a partnership’s visibility and viability (Wepner & Gómez, 2020; Wepner & Hopkins, 
2011).   

It behooves SBAs to recognize the impact of their actions, and adjust accordingly; in other words, 
reflect about their leadership qualities. SBAs also must possess a psychological mindset for partnership 
work. Their willingness to change their usual work patterns, if partnerships are a new responsibility, will 
give them the time and energy to nurture partners. Critically important is SBAs’ wherewithal to balance 
individual, institutional, community, and societal needs with their own needs (Hovda, 1999; Wepner et 
al., 2008).    
 

Methodology 
  
The purpose of this current study was to discover the leadership perspectives of SBAs on school-
university partnerships, specifically PDSs. Questions that were addressed included: Who are SBAs? 
What are their perceived roles and responsibilities as partners? What is their motivation for forming 
partnerships? What are their perceptions about the benefits and challenges of forming and sustaining 
partnerships? How do they describe themselves as leaders with partnership work?    
 
Research Protocol  
 
Invitations were sent to 115 people as possible interviewees about their PDS partnerships. Their names 
came from a search of school districts and professional organizations focused on school-university 
partnerships. Most had participated in the 2017 NAPDS (National Association of Professional 
Development Schools) conference. A scripted email invitation was sent by the researchers from two 
different universities. The researchers introduced themselves and their role at the university, explained 
the purpose of the research, and requested responses to 12 semi-structured interview questions, as 
listed in Figure 1. They explained that it would take approximately 30 minutes of their time and that 
their responses would be kept confidential. They asked each willing participant to sign a consent form 
that had been approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the primary authors’ university.    

The researchers emailed the questions to those participants who wanted to respond in writing and 
scheduled telephone interviews with those who preferred to respond verbally. They took notes for all 
telephone interviews. A grounded theory method was used to analyze the notes from the email 
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responses and telephone interviews. The researchers studied participants’ responses for each question 
(#2 through #12). They recorded similar terms for each question and then categorized the terms. They 
then determined themes that emerged across participants (Corbin & Strauss, 2007; Miles & 
Huberman, 1994). For example, with Question #10 “What makes you as a leader a good partner?”, 
many respondents talked about their willingness to dedicate time to the partnership which became an 
emergent theme. Additionally, general demographic information about the respondents’ actual positions 
and locations was gathered.  
 
Figure 1  
Questions for interviews of SBAs  
We understand that you have a partnership with                                    .  

1. How long have you had this partnership?   
2. Why did you enter into this partnership? 
3. What were the challenges to form the partnership?  
4. What are the benefits of this partnership?  
5. What are the challenges in sustaining this partnership?  
6. What are your responsibilities with this partnership?  
7. What do you think needs to be in place to form and sustain a partnership?   
8. What is it about you as a leader that enabled you to enter into a partnership?  
9. If we asked your partner about your leadership style, what would your partner say? 
10. What makes you as a leader a good partner? 
11. How would you describe your leadership style? 
12. What do you think that you have accomplished as a result of this partnership?     

 
Findings 

Description of SBAs  
 
A total of 16 SBAs, or 14%, of the 115 invitees, participated in the survey. Twelve participants were 
female, and four were male. They represented seven states in two geographical regions of the USA; the 
northeast and the south. Table 1 displays the geographical representation of the respondents. All of the 
respondents were school administrators, with nine serving as principals, one serving as a vice principal, 
and one serving as a director of elementary education. Five of the school administrators were PDS 
administrators at the school or a PDS partnership manager. Eight worked at elementary schools, five 
worked at secondary schools, and three worked for their entire school district. Table 2 provides a 
breakdown of the respondents’ positions.  
 
Information and Perspectives about Pursuing PDSs  
  
Sixty-two percent (n=10) of the SBAs reported that their schools or districts have been engaged in PDS 
work for ten years or less. Thirty-eight percent (n=6) reported that they have been doing PDS work for 
11 to 20 years or more. The average number of years for PDS work was 10 years (Question #1). Table 
3 provides the number of years that the schools have been a PDS.  

Respondents indicated that they pursued their partnerships to get resources and support for their 
students, teachers, and schools. Resources included extra hands, cutting-edge technology and research, 
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and professional development for their teachers. They also wanted to 1) create a culture of collaboration 
and reflection to further develop teacher efficacy; 2) have an impact on the development of future 
teachers; 3) create a hiring pool for their own schools; and 4) have an impact on the field of education in 
general (Question #2).  
 
Table 1 
Geographical information of respondents   
 

Geographic 
Regions 

States Number of 
Participants 

Northeast New Jersey 2 
 New York 2 
 Pennsylvania 2 

 
South Florida 1 
 Georgia 2 
 South Carolina 6 
 Texas 1 

 
  
Table 2 
Positions of respondents   

Position Number of 
Participants 

Director of Elementary Education 1 
Principal 9 
Vice Principal 1 
PDS Administrator (@ school) 4 
PDS Partnerships Manager 1 

 
The challenges that they encountered in forming their partnerships included organizing and 

developing roles and responsibilities, communicating and developing trust, and having the necessary 
funding to launch the partnership (Question #3). Even with these challenges, respondents indicated 
three major benefits of their partnerships: 1) additional resources and support; 2) collaboration; and 3) 
impact on future teachers (Question #4). The noted benefits were the same as the reasons for pursuing 
partnerships.   

For a partnership to be formed, the SBAs indicated that both the school and the university must 
have a shared vision and goals with explicit expectations. The school had to have a culture that works 
well together and teacher buy-in to the idea of having a relationship with a university. The right people 
had to be part of the partnership, from university professors to the principal and the teachers. There also 
had to be a communication structure in place that allowed for discussions within and across institutions 
(Question #7).    

As PDS partners, they were responsible for promoting a vision for the partnership, overseeing the 
students, serving as the liaison with the university by attending meetings and communicating with the 



Excelsior: Leadership in Teaching and Learning, 13(3) 239 

UBAs, and engaging in fundraising and grant writing for the PDS. They were the primary persons 
responsible for all facets of the PDS partnership (Question #6). They identified four major challenges 
for sustaining their partnerships: funding, time, communication, and personnel. With personnel, SBAs 
expressed concerns about the lack of continuity caused by leadership changes at the university level. 
They also noted that there were difficulties when there were fewer university students in the schools 
(the extra hands) or the added pressure to spend a good deal of time coaching weak students. They 
found that PDS work took time away from their other responsibilities and that communication, or lack 
thereof, with the university interfered with the ability to make continuous progress (Question #5 and 
Question #7). Table 4 provides a list of benefits and challenges that the SBAs identified for pursuing and 
sustaining PDSs.   
 
Table 3 
Number of years as a Professional Development School  

Years Number of Professional Development Schools 
3 1 
4 1 
5 1 
6 4 
7 2 
10 1 
13 1 
15 1 
20 2 
>20 2 

 
 
 
Perspectives about Leadership with PDSs  
  
In response to the question about what enabled them as leaders to enter into a partnership (Question 
#8), SBAs focused on their beliefs and their leadership characteristics. They shared their beliefs that 
PDSs help to get the best and brightest teacher candidates in their schools, provide their teachers with 
professional development, acquire resources for their schools, and assist with K-12 student 
achievement. They stated that they see themselves as collaborative, visionary, and dedicated.   

They indicated that partners would see them as committed to their PDSs and school success, 
collaborative, transformative, problem-solvers, forward thinking, and innovative. They thought that 
their partners would view them as able to provide valuable input and function as servant leaders to their 
teachers and administrative staff (Question #9).  

Respondents believe that they are good partners because they value their status as a PDS to support 
their teachers, students, and school. They explained that they understand that partnerships are 
reciprocal relationships that require collaboration; expressed commitment to PDS work and their 
willingness to dedicate time to its mission; and articulated that they serve as positive role models because 
they are reflective, current, and focused on validating others (Question #10).   

The description of their leadership style was motivational, supportive, collaborative, visionary, and 
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transformational. They described themselves as leaders who strive for excellence and learn while doing. 
Respondents believe that their leadership style enables them to develop others (Question #11). Their 
PDS work has enabled them to have a dynamic environment for all, provide teacher professional 
development, teacher candidate development, student and family support, and K-12 school 
improvement (Question #12). Table 5 provides a list of their beliefs and leadership characteristics.  
 
Table 4 
Benefits and challenges for pursuing and sustaining professional development schools  

Benefits Challenges 
Additional resources and support  

- Extra hands  
Cutting-edge technology and research  
Professional development for teachers  

- Culture of collaboration and reflection 
within and across partnership. 

Impact on future teacher development and field 
of education  

- Identify pool of future teachers 

Funding to launch and sustain partnership  
Time taken away from other responsibilities  
Communication   

- Developing responsibilities  
- Impedes progress when university is 

unresponsive  
- Developing trust  

Personnel 
- Affects continuity because of leadership 

changes 
- Impacts resource availability with student 

shortages and weaknesses 
 
Table 5 
School-based administrators’ benefits and perceived leadership characteristics  

Beliefs Leadership Characteristics 
- Value professional development for teachers, 

students, and school support  
- Understand that collaboration and time 

commitment needed for reciprocal 
relationships with a university to develop 

- Appreciate that PDSs create a dynamic 
environment  

- Truly believe that leadership style is important 
for partnership to work 

- Collaborative  
- Strive for excellence / dedicated 
- Motivational  
- Supportive / Servant leader  
- Learn while doing / Problem-solver  
- Visionary / Forward Thinking  
- Transformational  
- Reflective  
- Innovative  
- Positive Role Model 

 
Discussion 

  
The SBAs who responded to the survey appear to exemplify entrepreneurial leadership, which is 
important for steering their schools to new heights. They see PDSs as vehicles for bringing new 
resources to their schools, offering contemporary and relevant professional development to their 
teachers, and offering exciting new learning experiences for their K-12 students. These SBAs seem to 
have used this leadership orientation to go outside their four walls to collaborate creatively and 
diplomatically with college and university partners to pursue opportunities that are mutually beneficial. 
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They have figured out ways to work effectively with their own stakeholders so that they are willing to 
adjust their normal routines to work with partners. Their apparent knack for tolerating the ambiguity 
that accompanies partnership work has allowed their PDSs to develop (Wepner & Gómez, 2020). 
These leadership attributes are reflected in their own self-described comments about themselves: 
motivational, supportive, collaborative, striving for excellence, visionary, and transformational.   

In addition to their leadership attributes, these SBAs expressed commitment to PDSs which is 
rooted in their belief that, as leaders, they want to positively affect the profession and have an impact on 
the quality of future teachers (Tilford, 2010; Wepner, 2014b). They are willing to tolerate the 
messiness of working across institutions and accept and leverage failure in order to grow something that 
benefits a wider net of stakeholders (Wepner & Gómez, 2020). As Mastroianni (2018) indicated, these 
SBAs appreciate the importance of creating an environment that integrates teacher candidates into their 
schools because it not only helps these candidates grow into teachers but also enriches the school’s 
culture. Their willingness to share with colleges and universities the responsibility of preparing teacher 
candidates strengthens current teachers’ knowledge and skills, which is a critical component of PDSs 
(Bullough et al., 1997; Wepner & Gómez, 2020).     

However, as with UBAs from the first study, these SBAs cited challenges for sustaining PDSs: time, 
funding/resources, and changes in leadership/personnel. They also expressed administrative challenges; 
having the right communication structures in place; and assigning roles and responsibilities for partners 
and themselves. These additional concerns could be a function of the difference between K-12 
administrators, who by the nature of their jobs are focused on policies and procedures, and higher 
education faculty (as seen from the UBAs in the first study), who do not have to be as attentive to 
strictures and structures. Moreover, unlike UBAs, SBAs have to open up their schools to partners 
(Gómez & Wepner, 2018; Stroble & Luka, 1999).   

Notwithstanding these challenges and concerns, these SBAs indicated that they were open and 
motivated to participate in partnership work. They believe that their vision has contributed to their 
ability to succeed in forming and sustaining their schools as PDSs (Wepner & Gómez, 2020). Their 
responses support Tilford’s (2010) assertions about the leadership attributes needed to participate in 
PDS work. He found that principals who willingly embrace PDS work see connections between PDS 
goals and their other leadership work. These principals are willing to change enough to integrate PDS 
work into the culture of their schools. They are especially committed to PDS work when it involves 
inquiry into K-12 student learning yet are motivated to participate in PDS work for other reasons as 
well. They want to create a new school culture.  

Strong principal leadership is a critical ingredient for the formation of PDSs (Bowen, 1995; Bowen 
& Adkinson, 1996; Field, 2008; Tilford, 2010). The SBAs’ descriptions of themselves highlight their 
perceived leadership qualities. They expressed that they “learn while doing,” and believe that they are 
positive role models. Their willingness to work with partners across institutional settings supports the 
literature on the necessary leadership characteristics for developing and sustaining partnerships (Byrd 
& McIntrye, 2011; Duffield & Cates, 2008). These SBAs are committed to and enthusiastic about 
PDSs because of the perceived benefits (Bullough et al., 1999; Castle et al., 2008; McBee & Moss, 
2002; Wepner & Gómez, 2020).   

Their belief in the value of PDSs seems to have enabled them to be collaborative and respectful 
partners and, at the same time, positive role models and encouraging mentors for their own teaching and 
administrative staff. Their entrepreneurial spirit for seeing and seizing opportunities seems to help them 
to be open to make right turns and wrong turns and learn more about the right direction as they go 
(Schlesinger et al., 2012). They appear to have allowed opportunities to emerge with their partnerships 
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(e.g., collaborative research to inform future practices and new technologies to support innovations) 
(Sarasvathy, n.d.; Wepner & Gómez, 2020). They also seem to appreciate that their PDSs are about 
people and relationships (Sanderlin, 2018), and are patient with the process of establishing a shared 
vision between their partners (Sheninger, 2010). These leadership characteristics have contributed to 
their success to date.    

This study’s sample size limits the ability to generalize about SBAs' perspectives on PDSs and their 
leadership characteristics. One reason for this limited sample size could be the request to school 
administrators, already busy with administrative oversight of their schools, to spend time on responding 
to the survey’s questions. An expanded pool of respondents would contribute to an in depth 
understanding of the roles, responsibilities, and challenges of SBAs. A more comprehensive leadership 
profile of SBAs involved in PDS work could be used to establish guidelines and eventually standards for 
the optimum roles and responsibilities of SBAs to help PDSs to continue to endure.    

 
Conclusions 

 
SBAs are the pivotal persons for working with and connecting stakeholders, sustaining relationships, 
and maintaining and promoting PDS growth. Their leadership determines a partnership’s success. They 
must have the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to negotiate two cultures: their own schools’ culture 
and the university partners’ culture. Their role is to navigate the challenges of cross-institutional 
partnerships as diplomatically as possible and work assiduously to keep all stakeholders committed to 
the partnership.   

SBAs also are responsible for executing partnership agreements, monitoring budgets, working 
effectively with personnel, and ensuring that initiatives are appropriate, functioning, and well-funded. 
Leadership preparation programs ought to consider the idea of screening for those who have the 
aforementioned technical skills and the leadership skills to motivate, influence, and lead people in the 
right direction. As such, leadership candidates should communicate and demonstrate their beliefs in the 
benefits of forming PDSs.   

In addition to tapping into recent NAPDS  conferences, it would be useful to reach out to statewide 
education departments that require school-university partnerships such as the state of Maryland and 
search for universities that have sustained their PDSs for five years or more. These organizations and 
institutions could provide contact information for SBAs who are engaged with PDS work. Personal 
contacts with colleagues at other higher education institutions with long-term partnerships also can lead 
to willing SBAs to participate in the survey. To help learn more about SBAs’ school demographics, 
questions should be included to seek information about, for example, the size and grade levels of the K-
12 schools, the types of communities in which the schools reside, and the racial/ethnic composition.     

Efforts should be made with SBAs to encourage increased partnership work by helping them to 
appreciate ways in which partnerships add new dimensions to their schools and districts that ultimately 
enhance their students’ learning experiences. Their willingness to take the leap and do the extra work 
will create pathways to enriching and exciting opportunities. Part of this effort might require additional 
research on the kind of leadership preparation and screening that is needed to promote principals’ 
inclination and qualifications for leading PDSs (Tilford, 2010).    

In addition to ensuring that SBAs have the necessary leadership characteristics, it is important for 
proponents of PDSs to formulate for local, regional, and statewide policy makers, politicians, and 
legislators a strong rationale for SBAs’ engagement in partnerships with colleges and universities. SBAs’ 
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development of their schools as PDSs will help to improve the education enterprise with respect to 
teacher and leader development, K-12 student learning, parent engagement, faculty development, and 
teacher candidate preparation. This study is an important step in understanding the leadership 
perspectives and characteristics of SBAs who have been successful in developing and sustaining 
partnerships. 
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