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EFFECTIVE TEACHER LEADERSHIP: A QUANTITATIVE STUDYOF THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOL STRUCTURES
AND EFFECTIVE TEACHER LEADERS
Cathy Galland
Dr. Cynthia MacGregor, Dissertation Supervisor
ABSTRACT

The purpose of this quantitative study was to itigage the relationship between
certain types of school structures and the effeais of teacher leaders. The study
focused on teachers who lead from within theirslasms, as opposed to those who have
left the classroom to take on different responsies. The types of school structures
investigated were determined through an analysimsn& previously conducted
qualitative studies. Through this analysis, spedfructural components in three
categories: (a) role clarity, (b) physical struetyrand (c) organizational structures were
identified.

The structural components identified through analggthese qualitative studies
were utilized to develop the SSTLQ (School Struesuend Teacher Leadership
Questionnaire). The questionnaire was completetb8yteachers from various grade
ranges who were enrolled in a professional devetpimprogram for teacher leaders in a
Midwestern state.

Data from the survey was analyzed using the Peaswalation coefficient to
determine the relationship between specific schtractures and teacher leader
effectiveness, as measured by the teacher leadgy&ct on instructional change and

student achievement. A forward multiple regressinalysis was also utilized to

vii



determine the predictive value of each of the stmat components measured by the
SSTLQ.

Each of the structural components analyzed wasddo have a statistically
significant correlation to teacher leader effeatiess. The category of role clarity had the
highest correlation and was found to be the masdiptive of teacher leader
effectiveness of the three categories includetienstudy. These findings have
significance for school leaders as they developiapiement programs to support

teacher leaders.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction to the Study
Background

The standards and accountability movement, exeiaglify theNo Child Left
Behindact has placed unprecedented demands on schobis@io& Donaldson, 2007).
These demands require schools to make signifidaariges in the way they do business
(Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Elmore, 2000; RiordamQ20 specifically in the area of
school leadership.

The single, heroic leaders can no longer accomplighat is necessary to meet the
demands of school accountability. Andrews and Cnew(2002) postulated, “The past
decade has seen major developments in the re-doiaieption of educational leadership
for successful school reform” (p. 152). RiordanQ2Pfound these developments to be
focused on a more distributed approach to leadgerSGontemporary conceptions of
school leadership have moved away from the notf@single leader in a traditionally
hierarchical school organization to the more complea of distributed leadership
shared by multiple individuals at different levelsthe organization” (p. 3). Distribution
of leadership is necessary to bring about the typeforms needed in public schools
(Gronn, 2002; Sebring, Hallman, & Smylie, 2003).

This distribution of leadership in schools includeschers as leaders. Birky,
Shelton, and Headley (2006) explained, “With thditoih of the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001, the emphasis on educational improvdraeall grade levels provides
further incentive for teachers to be involved iadieer leadership” (p. 88). Teacher

leaders are currently an untapped resource forosamprovement. Barth (2001)



postulated, “Most would agree that schools aredtiin over abundance of underutilized
talent” (p. 449).

Most schools, however, are not structured to accodate effective teacher
leadership. Silva, Gimbert, and Nolan (2000) foufi@acher leadership roles will and
should challenge the traditional structure of s¢hand school systems since teacher
leadership requires dispersing responsibility"8@1). Too many schools attempt to
utilize teacher leaders to bring about school refaithout restructuring the school
organization to support their new roles. Johnsah@onaldson (2007) explained, “On
the whole, few schools have reorganized to makenibst of the expertise teacher
leaders offer. Usually, the new roles are simplyeaquled to a flat, compartmentalized
school structure in which classroom teachers caatto work alone” (p. 10). In order to
determine how schools should be restructured tpatipeacher leadership, it is
important to view public schools through a struatdens. It is also necessary to begin
with a thorough understanding of teacher leadenshjjublic schools.

Conceptual Underpinnings of the Study

Teacher leadership is not a new concept and maeareh studies have been
conducted to investigate various elements of tadelaeership. Thistudy is unique in
that it is grounded in the conceptual frameworkhef structural frame for organizational
analysis, as defined by Bolman and Deal (2003)oldn this lens, distributed leadership
as manifested in public PreK-12 schools throughhtealeadership was analyzed. To

determine which structural elements are most réladeffective teacher leadership.



Distributed Leadership

Leadership has traditionally focused on what Y@KIQ6) referred to as “a single,
heroic leader” (p. 448), but in more recent yehesitlea of leadership being spread
across several individuals has started to take. Adid distribution of leadership in
schools is necessary to bring about the restrungureeded for reform to be successful.
Distributed leadership has its roots in the nobbempowerment. Short and Greer
(1997) described two basic types of empowermentpdver is a finite—for one person
to gain power, someone else must give up a mea$yp@ver, and (2) power is infinite
and should be spread over many to help accomgiesiyaals and mission of the
organization. The infinite power theory, accordioghort and Greer, leads to
participative leadership. Yukl (2006) describedtipgrative leadership as “efforts by a
leader to encourage and facilitate participatiorothers in making important decisions”
(p. 81). Although participative leadership is anioof empowerment, its focus is on
decision-making. With participative leadership, ttker responsibilities of a leader are
still left to the single leader. However, Yukl (B)(Qostulated, “An alternative
perspective that is slowly gaining more adherents define leadership as a shared
process of enhancing the capability of people tmaplish collective work effectively”
(p. 449). This approach to leadership describedudyl is more encompassing than
participative leadership and involves distributthgse responsibilities across the
organization.

In 2002, Gronn argued it was time for practitiongfrseadership to begin to adopt a
more “expanded unit of analysis ...which encompapaéterns or varieties of distributed

leadership” as an alternative to the more tradatictudy of focused leadership (p. 424).



That same year, ElImore (2002) attempted to denyyief notion of distributed
leadership by pointing out that it is “not very qoimated” (p. 14). The author further
explained “In any organized system, people typycglecialize, or develop particular
competencies, that are related to their predispaositinterests, aptitudes, prior
knowledge, skills, and specialized roles” (p. Jfew years later, in 2005, Spillane
postulated “Distributed leadership has garneredidenable attention in the United
States and abroad” (p. 143). Spillane focused enntiportance of leadership practice
and the interactions of leaders in defining distréal leadership. He described this
particular leadership practice as taking “formhe tnteractions between leaders and
followers, rather than as a function of one or meeglers’ actions” (p. 146). Little
(1995) focused her early work on distributed lealgr within schools and explored the
“contested ground” that developed when high schiv@d to restructure the traditional
subject departments and develop new teacher leal@srthat did not align with the
traditional role of the department head.

Distributed leadership appears to be a necessanpaaent of school reform.
Sebring et al. (2003) found, “Our own and otheesearch convinced us that to achieve
and sustain significant advances in instructioadéship practice had to develop towards
a model of distributed leadership” (p. 2). The ausireferenced research conducted by
the Consortium on Chicago School Research:

In its study of the essential supports for imprgvitudent learning among

215 Chicago public elementary schools, the Consorfound that those

schools that teachers rated highly on local ledue@nd governance were

four to seven times more likely to improves studeatning than those

schools they rated as weak... A key point is thabskshhighly rated on

local leadership had some (though not all) elemehtsstributed
leadership. (p. 3)



Spillane (2005) also found distributed leadershipé an important element of
instructional improvement, but argued “What matteranstructional improvement and
student achievement it that leadership is distributed, hawit is distributed” (p.
149). In schools, that distribution of leadershgeds to include teachers.

Teacher Leadership

Teachers have always taken on leadership rolebdiyirng committees and
heading up local organizations, and many of therj#sons of teacher leadership
include those traditional forms of leadership. &jlGimbert and Nolan (2000) explained
the development of teacher leadership by identfyinee different “waves.” The first
wave included these traditional teacher leadensiigs, such as serving as department
chairs. “A second wave of teacher leadership endettggt acknowledged the importance
of teachers as instructional leaders and creatsitiques that capitalized on teacher
instructional knowledge” (p. 780). These positiomduded team leaders and staff and
curriculum developers. As schools see the needteraway from surface level or first
order changes towards more enduring, second ardanges a “third wave of teacher
leadership” has begun to allow “teachers to medullygparticipate in our schools as
organizations” (p. 780). This type of change emegsthe importance of teachers
leading from within the classroom and values cadlety and professionalism.

Smylie (1992) described teacher leaders in whabaSit al. would have described
as the second wave of teacher leadership. Smyleever, focused specifically on the
working relationships developed between teachelelesaand other teachers as they
“interact about instructional matters” (p. 86). Tdnghor went on to explain that these

relationships are often difficult. “Teachers’ pre¢eonal relationships are characterized



by work role independence and physical isolatiat limit opportunities for collegial
interaction” (p. 86). These conditions make itidifft for teachers to develop productive
relationships with their colleagues.

While some researchers have identified waves agestof teacher leadership
development, Lieberman and Miller (2005) focuseduat they termed the
fundamentalist view and the cosmopolitan view @&f thle of teachers. The
fundamentalist view “supports standardization, aotability, and assessment” and
views teaching as “technical and managed workrégiires close supervision” (p. 152).
In the cosmopolitan view “teachers assume rolessearchers, mentors, scholars, and
developers; they expand the meaning of what it siéabe a teacher. They are leaders
and intellectuals who can make a difference inrtbehnools and profession” (p. 153).
Little (1995) also emphasized the importance ofltealeaders as intellectual
professionals through their subject expertise.

Along with being experts in their field, teacheadiers are also adept at facilitating
change. According to Mangin (2005), “Formal teadkadership roles have become a
standard component of education reform effortsgaesl to improve teaching and
learning” (p. 1). Bowman (2004) explained that te&s aid the cause of reform through
their influence over other teachers. “Successathers as leaders are adept at
influencing constituencies over which they admitgdthve no formal authority” (p. 187).
This ability to influence other teachers is keyatty reform movement. Silva et al. (2000)
reported, “Recent calls for teacher leadership lzppeared that suggest that teacher
leadership is not only necessary for the professidralso critical to educational reform

efforts as well” (p. 779).



In order for teacher leaders to influence theiteagues to bring about change, they
require time to collaborate with their peers. Do§@800) found that collaboration among
teachers was necessary for improvement, while Rio(d003) pointed out that lead
teachers should be expected to share their expéntisugh collaboration with
colleagues. Collaboration, however, does not japplken. Schools must be structured in
such a way as to support collaborative efforts.

Structural Frame

This study utilized what Leithwood and Duke (198®ntified as a “framework-
dependent approach.” This approach allowed tharelser to focus on specific elements
of teacher leadership. Bolman and Deal (2003) ex@ih “Frames are windows on the
world of leadership and management. A good framleasd easier to know what you are
up against and what you can do about it” (p. 1®prider to more clearly identify
impediments and supports for effective teacherdesdp, the structural frame as
identified by Bolman and Deal (2003) was used toavathe focus of this study.

Bolman and Deal (2003) identified four frames foalyzing organizations and
situations: (a) the structural frame, (b) the humesource frame, (c) the political frame,
and (d) the symbolic frame. Each of these frameasheaused to analyze teacher
leadership. However, teacher leadership represesitmificant change in the way
schools operate and the structural frame allow®tbanization to focus on the most vital
aspects of change. Bolman and Deal (2003) founat, &/given time and situation, one
perspective may be more helpful than others. Atadegic crossroads, a rational process
focused on gathering and analyzing information ip@gxactly what is needed” (p. 309).

Although relationships, symbols and politics aleraportant components of a successful



change process, analysis of the organization tlréheg structural frame seems to be vital
for setting the stage for change. Lencioni (200laned, “A little structure goes a long
way toward helping people take action that theyhhigpt otherwise be inclined to do”

(p. 214).

Not only is structure helpful in bringing about tingial change, but it is also
important to maintaining changes. Fullan and M{lE392) found, “Reformers talk of the
need for deeper, second-order changes in the stescand cultures of schools rather
than superficial first-order changes” (p. 74Ajlditionally, an organization’s scarce
resources should be used to their fullest potergsgecially in times of change. Bolman
and Deal (2003) postulated, “If structure is ovekied, an organization often misdirects
energy and resources” (p. 67). This rational preegan important component of the
structural frame. Yukl (2006) explained furtherut8essful implementation of a major
new strategy usually requires changes in the org#inn structure to make it consistent
with the strategy” (p. 302). An organization’s sfwres can not be ignored if change is to
be maintained. Preskill and Torres (1999) also exspzled the importance of structure.
“The systems and structures of an organization atedirganization members’ ability to
interact, collaborate, and communicate with eatlet(p. 171). While the “human
resource perspective emphasizes the importandeaoging people,” the “structural
perspective champions a pattern of well-thoughtroléts and relationships” (Bolman &
Deal, 2003, p. 45). Kotter (1994) described a ss&ftd change process as one that “goes
through a series of phases that, in total, usuatiyire a considerable length of time.
Skipping steps creates only the illusion of spe®tir@ever produces a satisfying result”

(p- 59). This need for attention to the steps meguattention to structure. Fullan and



Miles (1992) also emphasized the importance otsire during change, “Of course the
failure to institutionalize an innovation and buidnto the normal structures and
practices of the organization underlies the disapp®e of many reforms” (p. 748).
Dynamic leaders may leave the organization, atiteiinnovation is not institutionalized,
it may not be maintained.

The elements of structure are vital to ensuringg¢thange becomes
institutionalized. Bolman and Deal (2003), idemiifisix assumptions that undergird the
structural frame:

1. Organizations exist to achieve established garadsobjectives.

2. Organizations increase efficiency and enhandemeance through

specialization and a clear division of labor.

3. Appropriate forms of coordination and contro$ere that diverse efforts of

individuals and units mesh.

4. Organizations work best when rationality prevaWer personal preferences and

extraneous pressures.

5. Structures must be designed to fit an orgamraticircumstances (including its

goals, technology, workforce, and environment).

6. Problems and performance gaps arise from stalaeficiencies and can be

remedied throughnalysis and restructuring. (p. 45)

RestructuringDuring times of change, it is helpful for organinat to analyze
their structures and restructure as necessaryt 8horGreer (1997) defined restructuring
in schools as “changing the basic organizatiomatcsire of the school”. They also gave

examples, including creation of “ungraded primamitsi and “schools-within-a-school



that collapse departments into larger academictstres” (p. 4). Bolman and Deal (2003)
explained, “A given resolution of structural terrssanay be right for a particular time
and circumstance, but changes in the organizatidrita environment eventually require
some form of structural adaptation” (p. 92).

Restructuring is necessary to allow for distributeacher leadership. As Riordan
(2003) found, “The realization that improving ingttion requires shifts in the behavior
of school leaders has spurred new theories of $¢ébadership and attempts at
restructuring organization” (p. 3). Structure igaVvio the success of distributed
leadership. Sebring et al. (2003) conducted a stfidyree schools which had
implemented distributed leadership. The one schbld to sustain distributed leadership
had strong structural elements in place. “Of thhedtschools we analyzed, Bergman had
the most structured and regimented intervention4@). Clearly, school structure needs
to be addressed in order to provide support fedtivave type teacher leadership. If
effectively implemented, this type of teacher lealig can facilitate necessary school
reforms.

Statement of the Problem

The implementation of distributed leadership infibren of teacher leadership can
not be accomplished successfully without restruictuthe school. Bolman and Deal
(2003) identified four basic pressures that teni@&al to restructuring: (a) environment
shifts, (b) technological changes, (c) organizatiagrowth, and (d) leadership changes
(p- 84). Although public schools may currently bg@eriencing all four of these
conditions, the accountability associated with NQIN® Child Left Behind) represents a

major environmental shift for public education. Bi@ (2000) explained, “Public schools

10



and school systems, as they are presently comstjtate simply not led in ways that
enable them to respond to the increasing demaregddlce under standards-based
reform” (p. 2). In order for school leaders to knthe best approach to restructuring to
support distributed leadership, they need an utalsigg of the school structures that
are connected to effective teacher leadership.

According to Yukl (2006), leadership theory andeaash can be classified in three
useful ways: (a) characteristics of leaders, (layatteristics of followers, and (c)
characteristics of the situation. “Most theoriesaleped over the past half-century
emphasize leader characteristics” (p. 12). Thidystinstead, focused on characteristics
of the situation by utilizing the lens of the stiw@l frame to analyze leadership
effectiveness.

Additionally, the body of research on distributeddership, as manifested in public
schools through teacher leadership needs to bendgpaYukl (2006) found “More
research is needed to examine shared and distlikeddership in teams, networks, and
hierarchies” (p. 450). Specifically in the areaedcher leadership, Silva et al. (2000)
explained that teacher leadership is now moving witat the authors called a “third
wave” which includes “opportunities for leadershipbe a part of teachers’ day-to-day
work. The first wave included traditional teachemdership roles, such as serving as
department chairs, while the second wave identiaghers as instructional leaders and
took them out of the classrooms to serve as coaum&cilitators. The third wave of
teacher leadership emphasizes the importance digesleading from within the
classroom and values collegiality and professisnaliAlthough calls for teacher

leadership abound in the reform literature, vifuab research has been conducted using
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this third wave definition of teacher leadership’ 781). This emphasis on teacher
leadership as an integral part of the day-to-daskwbthe teacher is part of this study’s
working definition of teacher leadership. Althouggwveral case studies have been
conducted since the Silva et al. 2000 publicatmme have utilized the structural frame
to analyze the school conditions that correlatesacher leaders’ ability to implement this
“third wave” type of leadership.

The researcher developed a questionnaire basdwdimdings of a review of nine
different case studies published between 1997 808 ih various locations throughout
the United States and Australia These studiespadfin focused on a variety of elements
of teacher leadership, revealed some consisteatinfis related to specific school
structures that impede the work of teacher leaddrs.findings of these studies were
categorized around three basic elements of thetatal frame: (a) role clarity, (b)
physical structure, and (c) organizational struetamd used to develop the SSTLQ
(School Structures and Teacher Leadership Questi@)nThis questionnaire will give
teacher leaders an opportunity for their voiceddedcheard. Birky et al. (2006) postulated:

Looking at teacher leadership presents anothelecita for researchers in

that the literature is often about the benefitteather leadership or about

teacher leadership development through the peispeaiftan administrator,
but little is written from the perspective of tleather leaders themselves.

(p. 90)

The purpose of this study was to investigate thaiomship between certain types
of school structure and effectiveness of teactatdes. The findings of this study would
add to the body of knowledge related to effectaacher leadership and could be

important for guidance in school restructuring gfo
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Research Questions
The primary research questions for this study ar®lows:
1. What is the relationship between role claritg é&acher-leader effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between overall role tjaand teacher-leader
effectiveness?

b. What is the relationship between clear role detng, clear role
understanding and clear role acceptance and tebeduaer effectiveness?

c. Which of the components of role clarity is mostdicve of teacher-
leader effectiveness?

2. What is the relationship between the physicalksire of the school building and
teacher-leader effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between overall physitalcture and teacher-
leader effectiveness?

b. What is the relationship between the physical layproximity of
classrooms, hallways, and space for teacher coliiba) and teacher-
leader effectiveness?

c. Which of the components of physical structure istpredictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?

3.What is the relationship between the organizatistructure (scheduling, team
structures, and other policies) of the school lmgdnd teacher-leader
effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between the overall orgatnonal structure of the

school building and teacher-leader effectiveness?

13



b. What is the relationship between scheduling, tetaoc&ires and policies
and teacher-leader effectiveness?
c. Which of the components of organizational structammost predictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?
4. Of all the structural elements, which is most prade of teacher-leader
effectiveness?
a. Isrole clarity, physical structure or organizaabstructure most
predictive of teacher-leader effectiveness?
b. Of all the components of the elements of strucligsted above, which is
most predictive of teacher-leader effectiveness?
Limitations and Assumptions

Several limitations should be considered when aradythe findings of this study.
First, the study utilized a new instrument devetbpg the researcher limiting the known
reliability and validity of the study. The SSTL(Balcollected the perceptions of teacher
leaders and therefore included the assumptiorstiraey participants were honest in
their responses.

The findings are also limited by the size and retfrthe sample group. Although
this study included teacher leaders from variogsores of the state, all teacher leaders
were from the same Midwestern state and involvetiersame professional development
program. Additionally, the numbers were limiteditose teacher leaders currently

involved in the program, which limited the sammelB0 participants.
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Design Controls

A questionnaire was selected to collect data fant¢jtative measure. Because the
data the researcher wanted to collect needed te ciactly from people—in this case
teacher leaders—a questionnaire was the best mailaadlect the data (Fink, 2006).
Regardless of the best fit, questionnaires do kbaviain disadvantages. “The first major
disadvantage of questionnaires is that the respaseés often low” (Patten, 2001, p. 2).
In order to control for this disadvantage, the aesker visited regularly scheduled
meetings of the sample group and personally adteneid the surveys on sifResearcher
bias and possible flaws in question design werérothed throughan initial review, a
pilot and an item analysis through a test-reteatyais (Fink, 2006; Patten, 2001).

Definition of Key Terms

The key terms and definitions, essential to an tstdeding of the study, are
provided:

Teacher Leader

A teacher leader is a teacher who is committedhfwroving professional learning
opportunities for self and others (Wright, 2005)¢d as willing to “go public” by
modeling, sharing, and influencing others (Liebem&aMiller, 2005) as a part of his or
her day-to-day work on behalf of children (Silvaagt 2000).
Teacher-Leader Effectiveness

According to Yukl (2006), “The most commonly usedasure of leader
effectiveness is the extent to which the leadergmoizational unit performs its task
successfully and attains its goals” (p. 10). Fachker leaders this translates into the effect
on classroom instruction and student achievemetfisiteacher leaders own classroom

and the classrooms of their colleagues. For thpqaas of this study, teacher-leader
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effectiveness was measured utilizing teacher leaagonses on a Likert scale to
statements related to impact on classroom instm@nd student achievement through
the SSTLQ.
School Structures

A review of current literature and previously conthd case studies led the
researcher to focus on three specific categoriespassentative of school structures: (a)
role clarity, (b) physical structures, and (c) angational structures. These categories
formed the structure of the SSTLQ, including spediems for each category, related to
the category definitions that follow.
Role Clarity

A review of current literature and previously conthd case studies led the
researcher to focus on three specific areas t@sept role clarity: (a) clear role
definitions, (b) clear role understanding, andd{epr role acceptance. These three
subcategories were measured utilizing teacher teadponses on a Likert scale to
statements on the SSTLQ.
Physical Structures

A review of current literature and previously conthd case studies caused the
researcher to focus on two specific areas to reptgshysical structures: (a) physical
layout of hallways and proximity of classrooms, d&byfispace for teacher collaboration.
These two subcategories were measured utilizindhegdeader responses on a Likert

scale to statements on the SSTLQ.
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Organizational Structures

A review of current literature and previously conthd case studies caused the
researcher to focus on three specific areas t@sept organizational structures: (a)
scheduling, (b) team structures, and (c) otheicfasdi These three subcategories were
measured utilizing teacher leader responses okeaatlscale to statements on the
SSTLQ.

Summary

Public schools are facing increased accountabilitys emphasis on accountability
puts more responsibility than ever on school lesd&ccording to Crowther, Kaagan,
Ferguson, and Hann (2002), “Educational leadernshap a crossroads... In the early
years of a new century, leadership matters moreekar” (p. ix). School principals need
to distribute those leadership responsibilitietetchers, whose roles must also change to
meet the new challenges. Lieberman and Miller (20604nd, “It is clear that as a
profession, we must refashion the old realitieseathing into new ones if we are to meet
the demands of the new century” (p. 10).

It is also clear that for distributed leadershipd anore specifically teacher
leadership to be effective, certain structural eeta of schools demand attention. In
order for an organization of any type to successfaiplement change, structure must be
attended to (Bolman & Deal, 2003; Fullan & Mile992; Lencioni, 2002; Yukl, 2006).

The purpose of this study was to investigate éetionship between certain types
of school structure and effective teacher leadersder to contribute to the current body

of research on teacher leadership. Current res@ackided few quantitative studies,
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none of which utilized the structural frame to exagnstructural facilitators and
impediments to effective teacher leadership

This study began with an introduction, which pr@ddan overview of the study.
Chapter One also included an explanation of theeptual underpinnings of the study,
the research purpose and the design of the studsvidw of current literature related to
the study will follow in Chapter Two. Chapter Thne#él include a complete description
of the sample population and research design, \@hkgpter Four includes a review of
findings based on the data collected. Finally, G&apive will contain a discussion,

conclusions and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of Related Literature
Introduction

Public schools are facing unprecedented demandghartime has come to change
the way we schools do business. According to B@@01), “SinceA Nation at Riskn
1983, most national reform reports have recommemndeéespread teacher leadership”
(p. 444). Two decades after tAeNation at Riskeport, educational experts such as
Crowther et al. (2002) were still calling for “ecumnal leadership for the emerging
postindustrial world” to “embrace the leadershipafailities of teachers” (p. xvii).

In order to successfully implement teacher leadpnshschools, it is necessary to
understand what supports are needed for this gignifchange in the organization’s
leadership structure. The purpose of this studyteaetermine which structural
elements support effective teacher leadershipuppasrt of the study, this literature
review provided background necessary to understemcsues related to teacher
leadership and change in instruction, leading fkmstimprovement. This chapter
included a review of current literature related(t:the current need for school change,
(b) the need for distributed leadership in scho@lsteacher leaders as change agents, (d)
barriers to teacher leadership, (e) structuresppart teacher leadership, and (f)
effective teacher leadership.

The Need for School Change

In their 1999 work, Preskill and Torres postulatdhe amount of organizational

change occurring today is unprecedented” (p. xKiotter (1994) also emphasized the

amount of change occurring in organizations wheaxpained:
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Over the last decade, | have watched more tharcd@panies try to

remake themselves into significantly better contpedi.. These efforts

have gone under many banners: total quality maneggmeengineering,

right sizing, restructuring, cultural change, andharound. But, in almost

every case, the basic goal has been the same ko fimadamental changes

in how business is conducted in order to help suitie a new, more

challenging market environment. (p. 60)

Although these references focused on the corparatiel, public schools are not
immune to this wave of change. According to Bur2®Q(7), “The practices and policies
adopted by schools and governing agencies refieatuies and structures in wider
society” (p. 85). Almost a decade earlier, BallY&8pexplained, “In many respects
educational institutions are now being expectetke on the qualities and characteristics
of ‘fast capitalism’ and this involves not only citges in organizational practices and
methods but also the adoption of new social raefatigps, values and ethical principles”
(p- 124). Educational institutions also face simgeoblems as other organizations.
Bolman and Deal (2003) pointed out one of the miggues for organizations is the
knowledge “When managers and consultants faildirsg problems], government
frequently jumps in with legislation, policies, arefjulations” (p. 9). This phenomenon
has clearly been seen in education through thesimghtation of thélo Child Left
Behindlegislation.

If schools are expected to behave like businetiseg,may also need to begin to
learn from businesses. The business world hasdweare of the structures necessary to
bring about change for over a decade. In his 199da “Leading Change: Why
Transformation Efforts Fail” Kotter discussed lasstearned from examining corporate

change efforts over the previous decade. Fromathaliysis, he identified eight errors

made by corporations that were not successful witlementing change. Errors one
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through five focused on creation, communicatiord @mplementation of a vision, but in
his discussion of error number five he also em@easi“Sometimes the obstacle is the
organizational structure” (p. 64). Yukl (2006) afsand structure to be important for
change. “Successful implementation of a major neeatesyy usually requires changes in
the organization structure to make it consisteri wie strategy” (p. 302).

While Kotter focused on the importance of a visiBraut (2004) argued that
workplaces needed to be restructured in order¢orbe places for learning to take place.
Bolman and Deal (2003) agreed, “With stakes so,loglanizational learning has
emerged as a topic of increasing urgency” (p. B8vever, Morgan (1997) found
“Where hierarchical and horizontal divisions aretipalarly strong, information and
knowledge rarely flow in a free manner” (p. 88)attr(2004) recognized that most
workplaces “are only rarely structured with leamin mind” (p. 247). He also identified
four types of work activities that give rise toreimg: (a) working in teams, (b) working
alongside others, (c) tackling challenging tasksl @) working with clients (p. 266).
This need for restructuring, Elmore (2000), isezsg@lly important in the leadership
structure of schools, and he was not optimistiaiabaccess. He argued:

If schools, school systems, and their leaders respm standards based

reforms the way they have responded to other ateeatfproad scale

reform of public education over the past centumgytwill fail massively

and visibly, with an attendant loss of public cdefice and serious

consequences for public education. (p. 2)

What then, do public schools need to do to sucokgsinplement change?
Riordan (2003) explored the issue. “The realizati@t improving instruction requires

shifts in the behavior of school leaders has spumneav theories of school leadership and

attempts at restructuring school organization’3p Elmore (2000) also emphasized the
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need for a change in school leadership structtifeslic schools and school systems, as
they are presently constituted, are simply notihedays that enable them to respond to
the increasing demands they face under standasgstlvaform” (p. 2).

Changes in leadership structure also need to ddowore opportunities for adult
learning. While Eraut (2004) pointed out that maestkplaces are not structured for
learning, one would assume that schawadsild bestructured for learning; however, the
learning structure generally only exists in thesstaom. For schools to be structured to
supportadult learning, the four types of work activities thapport learning identified by
Eraut would need to be in place: (a) working imtsa(b) working alongside others, (c)
tackling challenging tasks, and (d) working witkealts (p. 266). While teachers
generally are able to learn from working with th@vn students, they are rarely given the
opportunity to tackle challenging tasks, and altfftomany schools are beginning to
incorporate more teacher teams, rarely do teadpensd significant time teaching
alongside each other. Spillane (2005) emphasiz=dhtphortance of collaboration to the
extent that he argued leadership practice shouttebeed by “the interactions of two or
more leaders” (p. 145). Birky et al. (2006) extenhtl@s idea by explaining, “Effective
collaboration develops trust between teachers amrastrators” (p. 94). Although
collaboration is vital to adult learning, Barth (1) argued that the act of leadership itself
increases the potential for learning when he stdieshchers become more active
learners in an environment where they are leadprs#45). While Bowman (2004)
postulated, “To create and sustain ... a developrheat®ol culture, school leaders must

teach not only students but also each other” (8).18
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Schools cannot implement leadership changes ammbaugdult learning without
paying close attention to structure. Bolman andl 2203) explained, ‘Individual skills
and confidence cannot guarantee success unlestustris also realigned to the new
initiative” (p. 373). In order to implement the $ems learned from the business world,
schools need to reorganize and rethink the waydiodyusiness. Over a decade ago,
Fullan and Miles (1992) recognized “The failuranstitutionalize an innovation and
build it into the normal structures and practicéthe organization underlies the
disappearance of many reforms” (p. 748), but schoohtinue to implement change
without addressing the structural changes that malst place to make the changes
successful.

In his paper “Building a New Structure for Schoelddership,’Elmore (2000)
found the restructuring problem for schools wasely linked to leadership structures:

The way out of this problem [the need for broadescaform in education]

is through the large scale improvement of instaugtsomething public

education has been unable to do to date, but whipbssible with dramatic

changes in the way public schools define and pradtiadership. (p. 2)

Beachum and Dentith (2004) also identified the rfeediew leadership structures. “The
pressure for accountability in student achievenhastintensified as government scrutiny
grows intense and ever-threatening” and “schoolstmegotiate daily life amid these
complications, giving rise to the need for cogeawriheories and models of leadership”
(p. 276). These new models of leadership are naoess share the burden of increased

accountability. According to Webb, Neumann, ande3of2004), “The push to improve

student learning is too large a problem for anglsileader to handle alone” (p. 254).
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The Need for Distributed Leadership in Schools

What do schools need to do to implement these nedetn of leadership? Riordan
(2003) explained what distributed leadership wdatk like in schools focused on
improved instruction:

The theory of distributed leadership assumes daatdrship is practiced

both formally and informally in schools in a vayietf ways and by a host of

individuals at different levels, and portrays haadership functions are

actually carried out in schools focused on the supment of teaching and

learning. A distributed leadership model requirgagpals to be more

involved in instruction and teachers to be moreived as leaders. (p. 4)
As Elmore (2000) pointed out, “The purpose of lealip is the improvement of
instructional practice and performance, regardbéssle” (p. 20). Gronn (2002) also
discussed the need to rethink roles and theirioelstiips. He postulated, “This duality of
differentiation—integration inherent in a divisiohlabor is the source of emerging new
forms of role interdependence and coordination twvhiave resulted in distributed
patterns of leadership” (p. 428). Once this intped@ence of roles becomes
institutionalized, the various agents can readai® ®f “conjoint agency” (p. 431). In
this state, roles often overlap, or are complimgniapillane, Halverson, and Diamond
(2004) focused on an analysis of leadership tdsksalso emphasized interdependence
when they argued, “A distributed perspective presseto consider the enactment of
leadership tasks as potentiadtyetched ovethe practice of two or more leaders and
followers” (p. 16).

However, as Sebring et al. (2003) found, schoolqgipals experience a great deal

of difficulty developing and maintaining such distrtion of leadership. The researchers

described one principal who had implemented disted leadership, but because of
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increasing pressure and accountability for increasedent achievement, “the principal
became disillusioned and resorted to use of thefecanding’ approach” (p. 38).

The authors explained faculty stability and ematlantelligence competencies can help
to make the distribution of roles more successfhije Short and Greer (1997) found the
superintendent and school board must be willingite school buildings autonomy in
order to empower teachers and maintain morale. oo to Beachum and Dentith
(2004), this effort is worthwhile. They postulatéd/hen teachers and administrators
take on new roles, emergent theories of leadexsine explored and new school
structures can be envisioned” (p. 284). Their wiodused on the notion of parallel
leadership between principals and teachers, whstheanphasized interdependence of
efforts. “Parallel leadership is a process whettelagher leaders and their principals
engage in collective action to build capacity.ntledies mutual respect, shared purpose
and allowance for individual expression” (p. 6).

Gronn (2002) also emphasized the numerical viedigifibuted leadership by
differentiating between focused leadership, whicteans that only one individual is
attributed with the status of leader” as compacedistributed leadership which “means
the aggregated leadership of an organization geds®d among some, many, or maybe
all of the members” (p. 429). One method of shal&aglership among many is the
establishment of teams. Scribner, Sawyer, WatswhMyers (2004) studied the
effectiveness of teacher teams as a form of dig&tleadership and found, “Many
schools are using teacher teams to enhance tlgainiaational effectiveness” (p. 31).
Their research resulted in several recommendat@nmproving the effectiveness of

teacher teams, especially those with a problemisppurpose. These recommendations
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included training and professional developmenfdgilitators, team members and group
members in strategies for team communication, &t goals and task descriptions.
Spillane’s (2005) focus was the importance of lesitip practice within distributed
leadership, which is “viewed as a product of thenactions of school leaders, followers,
and their situation” (p. 144) and “the primary coaeristic of interactions among
leaders” (p. 146) is interdependency. Elmore (2@0€) stressed the importance of these
interactions. He explained that instructional imgnment cannot be attained by old
leadership models that focus on control. Instezatjérship needs to focus on shared
expertise. He found, “it is this problem of thetdisution of knowledge required for large
scale improvement that creates the imperativehi®idevelopment of models of
distributed leadership” (p. 14). In order to moleacly understand these leadership
practices, Spillane et al. (2004) argued, “leadérisiking and behaviour and their
situation need to be considertedetherin an integrated framework” (p. 8) and that
researchers need to focus onhiogvand thewhy of such leadership practices.
Regardless of the definition or description, digited leadership seems to have
many benefits for schools. Mangin (2005) foundlbaefits of distributed leadership are
“multiplicative and not just the additive benefftlaving more people to do the same
job” (23). Spillane (2005) also emphasized the ‘“tplitative rather than additive
model” because the “interactions among two or niegeers in carrying out a particular
task may amount to more than the sum of those teqgieactice” (p. 16). Elmore (2000)
described these multiple benefits, “Distributeddieahip, then, means multiple sources
of guidance and direction, following the contoufgxpertise in an organization” (p. 15).

Sebring et al. (2003) also emphasized the advamtaigeultiple leaders. They claimed,
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“A central element of the distributed perspectwé¢hat leadership goes beyond the skills
and knowledge of a single individual, and in preeti is executed through multiple
leaders” (p. 5). In order to reap these beneftispsls need to begin to involve teachers
in leadership through these distributed models.
Teacher Leaders as Change Agents

School principals can no longer handle the extensgponsibilities related to
managing the building and being an instructionatlés. In their boolReframing the
Path to School LeadershiBplman and Deal (2002) pointed out, “When leadersa do
everything themselves, they leave everyone elstréied and disempowered. The
school bogs down because nothing gets done utlessoss does it or approves it” (p.
66). Principals need the help of teacher leadezacBum and Dentith (2004) shared
similar advice for principals:

School leaders have to build more collaborative @gmocratic

arrangements with teachers and others to achieventbrmous ambitions

of schooling and respond to students’ diverse neHus research indicates

that theories and models of teacher leadershiglcghificantly contribute

to the renewal processes in today’s schools. (p) 27
To address this need, Andrews and Crowther (208IB)ccfor a system of “parallel
leadership” which they defined as “a process whetelcher leaders and their principals
engage in collective action to build capacity” 1p5).

Not only is the workload too overwhelming for pripals, but there is also the need
to involve those who are actually responsible fgplementing the changes. Yukl (2006)
pointed out, “It is especially important to get t@mmitment of people directly

responsible for implementing the change, the peopkey positions who will make it

happen” (p. 303). Dee, Henkin, and Duemer (200p)agmed how this theory relates to
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teachers. “The case for empowerment is argued ératyy on the assertion that people
who work closely with students are in the best imsito make responsive decisions” (p.
258). Teacher leaders need to be empowered in torédg@read their influence.
Lieberman and Miller (2004) postulated, “Teachadlkers are in a unique position to
make change happen. They are close to the grouhbaae the knowledge and ability to
control the conditions for teaching and learningchools and classrooms” (p. 12).
Mangin (2005) agreed “The notion of teachers addesabuilds on the belief that, in
addition to being the gatekeepers of instructi@hange, teachers have a situated
perspective on teaching that may make them theadbtgaders of changed practice” (p.
1). Birky et al. (2006) argued it was the respottisyof the principal to facilitate teacher
leadership, “The ability of a principal to encougaand motivate leadership capacities in
the building is critical for educational reform acallaboration” (p. 87).

Previous research has shown that teacher leadetsecsuccessful change agents.
Webb et al. (2004) found “Teachers who take ledden®les in their schools are
successful agents and conduits in promoting cdltlrange” (p. 283), while Lieberman
and Miller (2004) postulated, “Teachers in leadgrgwositions, whether formal or
informal, can be important change agents in me¢kliaghew demands that schools face”
(p- 12). Teacher leaders, themselves believe in dbdity to facilitate change. Silva et
al. (2000) utilized across case analysis to devil@passertions from the experiences of
the three teacher leaders in their study. Theytagsacher leaders: navigate the
structures of schools, nurture relationships, eraxgel professional growth, help others
with change, and challenge the status quo by ghidren’s voices (p. 793).

Whitaker’s (1997) study also included teacher leswdého believed they could facilitate
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change. One second-year teacher leader statedd ‘$thong expectations that | could
make a difference. As a classroom teacher | kneranited to see things changed, and |
wanted to have a stronger impact on what we doé)pwWhile Suranna and Moss (2000)
found, “Most of the participants also believed thatparlaying experience, wisdom, and
collegiality outside the classroom, the teacheddéea impact on the professional
development of others and themselves can be fahireg (p. 9). Birky et al. (2006) also
found the teacher leaders in their studies, “exqg@personal satisfaction in seeing
progress and changes taking place at school. Tikgated they cared about their school
and were making a positive impact on their studestisool, and district—they felt they
were making a difference” (p. 93). Reeves (200@)Jared why teachers are so effective
and leading change among their colleagues:

Changes in behavior do not follow the creation peesonal belief system;

they precede it. Behavior does not stem form amaticonsideration of

evidence, but form an emotional attachment to stéxicolleague. Most

workers do not feel this kind of attachment tousted colleague. (p. 33)

Not only has research shown that teackarsbe successful change agents, many
education researchers point out that teaamerstbe included in school reform if it is to
be successful. Birky et al. (2006) stated, “Becdhseoverall goal of educational reform
is to increase student achievement, and becauseetel@aders are seen as instrumental
in making that happen, the topic of educationadmefis seldom addressed in depth
without discussing teacher leadership” (p. 88).v@her et al. (2002) concluded teacher
leadership was “inseparable form successful sateoim” (p. xix), while Silva et al.
(2000) identified teacher leadership as “criticaétiucational reform efforts” (p. 779).

Finally, Webb et al. (2004) postulated, “Teachewm/gle valuable insight into knotty

problems of school reform—knowledge that has alldtien gone untapped. Precluding
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teachers from leadership roles, ... serves only tyy tleem roles they practice anyway”
(p. 261). Although the importance of teacher leskigrseems clear, there are many
barriers to overcome.
Barriers to Teacher Leadership

Leadership beyond the classroom, especially relat@tstructional improvement,
is not a traditional role for teachers. TeacheiBngito step into this new role will
encounter many barriers, some due to already esttadl relationships with their
colleagues. Bowman (2004) reported, “Learning howdcumulate informal power,
exercise influence, and reconcile conflicting ogi# interests requires nothing less than
a profound identity shift for contemporary classroteachers” (p. 187). Smylie (1992)
studied teachers’ interactions with teacher leastensatters related to instructional
improvement and found “these new teacher leaderskeg may conflict with two
important professional beliefs-equality of statnd andependence” (p. 93). Barth (2001)
also found, “A kind of taboo among teachers in msetyools, then, makes it difficult to
accept or display leadership. Teachers who lead—velhave like administrators—
violate the taboos of their school and may be deiit severely by their peers” (p. 446).

Many teachers are also reluctant to lead becaegyedel they are just too busy.
“Responsibility upon responsibility has been adttedach teacher’s working day:
responding to parents, overseeing after-schoolifiet, attending professional
development activities, and, of course, maintairstasndards” (Barth, 2001, p. 445). Zinn
(1997) explained that this struggle of balancingrmany responsibilities can extend to
more personal issues. All of the teacher leadetisarstudy noted “the difficult balance

they must maintain between their commitments tokveaord their responsibilities to
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family” (p. 12). Suranna and Moss (2000) had sinfiladings. “Teachers are under
tremendous strain and very often have little timdévote to this practice. One
participant commented, ‘Getting ready to beginrailig I'm not in a position to devote
weekends to attend or present at workshops™ (p. 10

Another barrier to teacher leadership is oftenthiéding principal. In 2004,
Wright published the results of a case study orr¢lationship between teacher leaders
and their principal in a suburban high school hiis particular study, the principal was
very supportive of the teacher leaders in her mgldThe author found, “Principal
leadership works in unison with teacher leadershiyg principal supports the actions of
her teachers working together and provides thenomppities to explore areas that they
are interested in” (p. 88). Barth (2001), howeyastulated, “It is disheartening that
many teachers experience their school administratat especially their principal, as an
obstacle to their leadership aspirations” (p. 44va 2006 article, Birky et al. discussed
findings from two different studies that utilizeaterviews and surveys to determine how
high school administrators could best support tealdadership in their schools. The
authors found, “Participants in both studies re@aimilar sentiments toward their
leadership involvement and indicated that admiaists can either encourage or
discourage teacher leadership” (p. 93). Mangin $208ported similar findings.
“Teacher leaders reported that the level of supihent received form administrators
directly impacted their ability to access classre@nd implement the teacher leadership
position as intended” (p. 15). Principals, them edher be a support or a hindrance in

the implementation of teacher leader programs (B & Moss, 2000).
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Considering all the potential barriers to teackadership identified by various
studies over the last decade, it is difficult te séy teachers would be willing to step
into these roles and attempt to overcome the mamnyebps. In order to facilitate teacher
leadership, school leaders need to ensure thessgesructures are in place to support
such leadership. According to Danielson (2006):

Most schools are not organized to promote the dewveént of teacher leadership:

the school day, the school week, and the schoolareaall organized around a

view of teaching that regards contact time withdsefuts as the entirety of the job.

(p. 131)

Whether attempting to implement distributed leakligrén general, or teacher leadership
specifically, public schools are simply not struetliin ways to facilitate or support such
leadership (Johnson & Donaldson, 2007; Riordan328@va et al., 2000).

When considering the importance of school strusttwesupport teacher
leadership, it is also important to note that feasriand supports have a symbiotic
relationship. A principal can either be a barrieasupport. The same is true for
relationships with other teachers. Zinn (1997) fbtfiactors serving as sources of
support at one time or in one setting could bei&arat other times or in other settings”
(p. 7). This parallel structure of barriers andmups seems to be a natural element of
school structures. As Sinden, Hoy and Sweetlan@4pRargued, “Structure can either
hinder or enable the effective operation of scHogs463).

Structures to Support Teacher Leaders
As explained earlier in this chapter, schools artetraditionally structured in such

a way as to support the empowerment of teachersoaaitbw for the development of

teacher leaders. Dee et al. (2002) summed uptiegisn quite well:

32



Evidence abounds that work environments of schmalg not be

particularly empowering; especially where teachessrk roles are routine

and repetitive, where teachers are isolated forengp@nd where pressures

of time and understaffing leave minimal time foirdpanything new or

different. (p. 258)

Therefore, schools need to restructure if teackestdrship is to be effective. Each of the
six assumptions of the structural frame, as idexatiby Bolman and Deal (2003) and as
outlined in chapter one are relevant to this prec€&be sixth assumption stated,
“Problems and performance gaps arise from strulctiefeciencies and can be remedied
through analysis and restructuring” (p. 45).

Many of the struggles that teacher leaders arentlyrfacing could be eliminated,
or at least mitigated, with support through appiatprstructures. Johnson and Donaldson
(2007) found “to reap the full benefits of teacheadership, school administrators need
to provide formal support structures and build &xalip roles into the structure of the
school” (p. 9). Webb et al. (2004) explored teadbadership within the context of three
different leadership models: transactional, critiead transformational, but concluded:

A central tendency to all three leadership domairtke focus on providing

the organization with structures that support #eehtive work

environment. These structures include superintelsgdprincipals, and

administrators who believe all teachers are leadlehsve the potential for

leadership. (p. 262)

Elmore (2000) emphasized that supporting structwese even more important to the
success of teacher leadership than the actuakiseled the teachers who will lead when
he argued, “Improvement at scale is largebr@perty of organizationsot of the pre-
existing traits of the individuals who work in thé(p. 25). One of the most important

structures to support teacher leadership is estabj a clear role definition for the

teacher leader.
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Role Clarity

The need for role clarity is supported by the sdcassumption of the structural
frame, as identified by Bolman and Deal (2003),chistated, “Organizations increase
efficiency and enhance performance through speaei&hn and a clear division of labor”
(p- 45). As early as 1995, Little recognized tlod clarity was a barrier to effective
teacher leadership. She examined the roles oféededders in two high schools engaged
in restructuring. The focus of her study was ontthdition of subject specialism in high
schools, but her findings about teacher leadershipese two high schools greatly
impacted future research on teacher leadership.oDner major findings related to role
clarity. “The heuristic of contested ground becomeseans for illuminating dilemmas
for role ambiguity and conflict that mark the evadn of teacher leadership” (p. 48).

Role DefinitionsOften teacher leaders step into this difficult meve without clear
definitions of their responsibilities. Additionajlthese new roles are often established
without consideration to structures of the workplaelated to time, schedules, and self-
contained classrooms, making interactions with rotts@chers physically difficult
(Smylie, 1992). This lack of structure providesaaitlitional roadblock for the success of
teacher leaders. As Bolman and Deal (2003) fou@tkdr, well-understood roles and
relationships and adequate coordination are képwowell an organization performs”
(p- 44). Zinn (1997) also found, “Poorly definedawerly broad roles limit the potential
for success” (p. 11). Smylie (1992) explained wihg so important for teacher leader
roles to be clearly defined. “These roles redefireerelative status, responsibilities, and
interdependence of teachers who may have workedhegfor some time under

different role definitions and collegial expectatsd (p. 93). Clarification of roles can
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lead to a new collegiality, as described by Ba2®0g). “Once the exchange of craft
knowledge becomes institutionally sanctionediicators no longer feel pretentious or in
violation of a taboo by sharing their insights. &wntabooagainst withholding what we
knowreplaces the old” (p. 12).

Role Acceptanc®©ther teachers in the building may come to ressathers who
attempt to act as leaders. Zinn (1997) found aiechers often resented the flexible
schedules that were created to allow certain teadbédbecome leaders. The researcher
also found “tense relationships with peers sometimakes them think about
relinquishing certain leadership roles” (p. 9). ®olarification could help to eliminate
some of this resentment, and therefore help tanré&acher leaders. Role clarity is also a
vital structural element that must be addressedcwimteoducing a change, such as
teacher leadership. Bolman and Deal (2003) poioted“Change efforts must anticipate
structural issues and work to realign roles anati@iships” (p. 376).

Lack of a clear description of what it means taldeacher leader can cause a great
deal of role confusion for some teachers. In 199Mitaker conducted a case study of
four teacher leaders on a management team. Theweaarformed by the principal of a
K-5 elementary school in a large, metropolitanrdisin the Rocky Mountain region.
The management team consisted of the principakaueral teachers and their
responsibilities included “discipline, expanding tiechnology program, managing the
extended day program, staff development, grantngriand serving as liaison to the
community” (p. 2). These teacher leaders servefdofidhe day as classroom teachers
and half of the day in their role on the managentegi. This structure resembles the

type of teacher leadership defined by Silva e{24100) as “second wave” teacher
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leadership and seemed to add to the role ambidDitg. participant explained, “Roles
need to be more clearly defined. There are a lotansistencies in what each says. If
we knew who did what, it would be better. One ltaf teaching and one half-day
administering is a problem” (p. 4).

The focus of Whitaker’s (1997) study was on thelea's perceptions about their
new roles, the strengths and weaknesses of thegear@mt team model, and the
principal’s leadership within the model. He madeesal important findings related to
role ambiguity and its effects on the teacher lead&lthough “school staff members
perceived the idea of using teacher-leaders onreagesment team as positive,” data also
showed that “Roles needed to be more clearly defioeteacher-leaders and the
principal” (p. 9). This is representative of whaipens when new strategies are
implemented without having appropriate structureglace to support implementation.
Another structure that can affect the successtu@achange is the physical structure of
the building.

Role UnderstandingVlany teachers are not even familiar with the tezacher
leader. Suranna and Moss (2000) interviewed 12 aiéany teachers to determine their
familiarity with teacher leadership. The purposéhaiir study was to define and describe
teacher leadership, according to the perceptiosenfientary teachers. Their interviews
identified many definitions of teacher leaders, afthivere organized into four categories:
(a) professional development, (b) great teachit)gtaking a stand, and (d) circumstances
that hinder or facilitate teacher leadership, bigreatest concern was “approximately
half of the participants in this study were unfaamiith the term teacher leadership.

Among those who were not, some were hesitant toesggheir perceptions because they
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were not cognizant of a ‘textbook definition™ (p). Other studies have been conducted
to try to define teacher leadership. Andrews ama@iner (2002) conducted a five-year
analysis of schools in Australia that had succeatis ieform efforts. “Three concepts —
teacher leadership, teacher-principal relationsaigsthe role of the principal in
nurturing teacher leadership” (p. 153) providedfthaus for their research. During the
first phase of their study, the researchers deeel@Teachers as Leaders Framework,
which includes an extensive description of whatlea leaders do. Crowther et al.
(2002), in a further discussion of this researohpleasized the Teachers as Leaders
framework grew out of a need for a “new, dynamafedsible conception of teacher
leadership” (p. 5). The fact there is no clearmgbn or understanding of what it means
to be a teacher leader is one important reasonclaniy in role descriptions is so vital.
Role clarity, however, can not eliminate all theistural barriers to effective teacher
leadership.
Physical Structure of the Building

The need for space and building configurations ski@port teacher leaders in their
collaboration efforts can be categorized underragsion number five of the structural
frame, as described by Bolman and Deal (2003)utBtres must be designed to fit an
organization’s circumstances (including its gosshnology, workforce, and
environment)” (p. 45). The physical structure dftalding can affect a teacher leader’s
ability to communicate and collaborate with colleag. Bolman and Deal (2003) found,
“If the efforts of individuals or groups are tootamomous, people often feel isolated and
unsupported. School teachers feel lonely and witeopport as a result of working in

self-contained classrooms, rarely seeing othertsid{d. 71). Eraut (2004) found the
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structuring of work to be important to “the oppanities for meeting, observing, and
working alongside people who had more or diffeeexgertise, and for forming
relationships that might provide feedback, suppoddvice” (p. 270). This need for
schools to design spaces for communication andloalation was also recognized by
Silva et al. (2000) who found most schools arecomtmitted to providing space for
important conversations. “This is a barrier thatften present in schools that are not
truly learning organizations. Teachers can onlyobse leaders within schools when the
school culture is clearly committed to providingppart for the learning of all its
members” (p. 802).

Physical LayoutAdditional issues of physical structures also icapede teacher
leadership. In 1997, Zinn studied nine teacherdesath three elementary schools with a
focus on supports and barriers for teacher leadighan the educational context, outside
the educational context and within the teacherdeathemselves. The researcher utilized
interviews and focus groups to collect data ableetviarious supports and barriers
identified by these nine teacher leaders. In ortéede cases, the researcher found “the
physical layout of the school” a barrier to succasd because of physical problems, the
teacher leader expressed difficulties “getting atbthe five buildings” that comprised
her elementary school (p. 11). Sinden et al. (20@4) similar findings related to school
size. “Smallness and accessibility lend themsdlvasformal two-way communications”
and “smaller structures with informal conversatitetsto a greater sharing of decision-
making” in these environments, principals were nlikedy to leave classroom decision-

making to the teachers (p. 469).
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Access to classroomBlangin (2005) also drew conclusions about theortgmce
of physical layout. She conducted a comparative sagly of 12 teacher leaders from
five school districts. These teacher leaders had beleased from teaching
responsibilities to assist colleagues full timeisTiemoval from the classroom puts these
teacher leaders in Silva et al.’s (2000) secondeveategory of teacher leadership. Each
of the 12 teacher leaders was working to bring abwtructional improvement in math.
The purpose of this study was to examine how theher leaders “negotiate access to
classrooms and encourage instructional changghi ¢if teacher resistance” (p. 1). The
author found the issue of access to be vital toesg “If teacher leaders cannot gain
access to teachers, they may be unable to prommetarid of shared instructional focus
described by distributed leadership theorists asssary to support instructional change”
(p- 8). The teacher leaders in this study wereetkaccess to their colleagues in the most
fundamental of ways—they were denied access tol#ssroom, to the extent that “all 12
of the teacher leaders patrticipating in this strehorted having doors slammed in their
faces, both literally and figuratively” (p. 8). Albugh this may have been related to
issues of trust and relationships, the physicalidraof the locked door made accessibility
physically difficult. This represents an importatement of physical building structures.
Most schools are designed with individual classreovith doors that close and lock. To
date, little, if any, research has been done artlmeffect that building layouts can have
on effective teacher leadership.

Space for collaboratiorSilva et al. (2000) utilized a descriptive caselgt
methodology to study teacher leaders in one satistiict in the northeastern United

States. The researchers focused on the experiehtiesse teacher leaders in order to
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identify barriers and facilitators. The teacherghieir study were identified as third wave
teacher leaders, according to their explanatichrefe different waves in the
development of teacher leaders in education. Orleeoeachers in the study talked about
the need for space to collaborate. “We teach Araaridistory in 11 grade Social

Studies and American Literature in"lgrade English and never the twain shall meet.
How absurd. But in order to get English teaches Social Studies teachers to talk
together you have to create time and space” (p). 789

Organizational Structure of the Building

The need for a restructuring of the organizati@salects of schools in order to
support teacher leadership aligned with assumptime® and four of the structural
frame, as identified by Bolman and Deal (2003).yTaes as follows: (3) “Appropriate
forms of coordination and control ensure that dieezfforts of individuals and units
mesh,” and (4) “Organizations work best when ratliy prevails over personal
preferences and extraneous pressures” (p. 45).

Policies.School policies dictate the organization and g of roles and
responsibilities within a school. The hierarchis@lcture of most schools does not lend
itself to development of teacher leaders. Morg&97) explained:

Where hierarchical and horizontal divisions ardipalarly strong,

information and knowledge rarely flow in a free man Different sectors

of the organization thus often operate on the bafsisfferent pictures of the

total situation, pursuing subunit goals almostradsan themselves....The

bounded rationality inherent in organizational daghus actuallgreates

boundaries! Employees are usually encouraged tapycand keep a

predefined place within the whole, and are rewafdedoing so. (p. 88)

This shift in the traditional role of a teachernmegented by teacher leadership requires a

parallel shift in the structures of schools. Fuldard Miles identified this need as early as
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1992. “Reformers talk of the need for deeper, séamder changes in the structures and
cultures of schools rather than superficial firsley changes” (p. 745). They explained
second-order changes as those that are built themormal structures and practices of
the organization” (p. 748). Schools can be orgahihewever, to facilitate teacher
leadership. Sinden et al. (2004) found, ‘The intamg of teachers and principals from six
schools that had been identified as having enallingtures supported the contention
that bureaucratic structures can enhance thedstitand efforts of the teaching staff” (p.
473).

SchedulingBesides the policies that govern the leadershycttre in a school,
other organizational factors also affect teachadées. Time constraints seem to be one
of the most challenging factors. Doyle (2000) cartdd a qualitative case study to
examine the use of teacher leaders to supporhtpkementation of a standards-based
mathematics curriculum. She conducted observaaodsanterviews with two elementary
teacher leaders in a school district in Washingidm purpose of the study was “to
understand how a district employed their teacheatdes to support fellow teachers in
curriculum change” (p. 4). The study emphasizedueof eight fundamental principles
for effective professional development and the bekween teacher leadership and
professional development. One of the four majadifigs of this study was “The issue of
time constraints combined with the teachers’ tyjpitslike of being away from the
classroom for the district’s leader meetings” (p). I eachers in the study expressed a
need for more time to deal with all the additioredponsibilities, along with more time to

collaborate with their colleagues. Suranna and MB880) also found, “Lack of time
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was identified by the majority of the participaatsa major hindrance to teacher
leadership” (p. 13).

While lack of time can be a serious impedimentgetaiowance is seen as an
important support for teacher leaders. BeachumDendith (2004) explored definitions
of teacher leadership, as supplied by teachersamhéeaders in their schools. Their
study was conducted in five schools, “reputed tmgaize the value déachers as
leaders (p. 278) within one school district. A total ob2eachers participated in this
gualitative study. Interviews led to the identitica of three central themes related to
support for teacher leaders: specific types of schivuctures and organizational
patterns; processes and identities practiced am@dlamong the teachers in the study;
and a deliberate use of outside resources. Theofithese themes is most pertinent to
this study. Within the context of this first thentiee authors found that in these schools
known to support teacher leadership, “teacherstgpea in an organized and sustained
fashion to plan curriculum together, talk generalbput their teaching, relate student
successes, and work on problems or new initiativéise school” (p. 280). Zinn (1997)
also found that teacher leaders who said thegtglported, described, among other
things how their administrators “created flexilyilih their work days to allow for
leadership responsibilities” (p. 7). “Participaatgee time looms as the greatest barrier to
teacher leadership” (p. 9).

Team structuresAnother organizational structure that is importansuccessful
teacher leadership is a system of teams in whathtrs can collaborate. Schools have
not traditionally been designed to support collaltion. As Elmore (2000) pointed out,

“The existing institutional structure of public exdion does one thing very well: It
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creates a normative environment that values idiosytit, isolated, and individualistic
learning at the expense of collective learning”2@). Beachum and Dentith (2004)
described school structures which supported thehtgdeaders in their study. One
important structure was “Strong teacher teaming@iatog to grade levels or subject
matter, and consistent teacher committee work sues and events relevant to everyday
teaching and learning” (p. 279). Andrews and Cr@wn{2002) described the successful
collaboration that occurred in one of the nine Aalsin schools in their study. “Through
professional conversations, teachers are able ke &veplicit their personal (and now
shared) practices. Professional knowledge has ¢treated personally and, more
importantly, has been explored and discussed atialscontext with other professionals”
(p. 7). Teacher leaders experience frustration vdodiool structures do not support
collaboration. Silva et al. (2000) described thpeziences of one of the teacher leaders
in their study:

Clearly, the structures of the school blocked dsehers’ ability to work

together. Eventually, Laura was able to join a tedneachers that

attempted to negotiate the structures of schoolgeagjusting existing

resources. However, as they collaborated new prubtieveloped. (p. 789)

In 2003, Riordan found policies to support collaimm a strong component in
successful schools. Her research through the Mastkute for Science Education
centered on four school districts in New JerseyR@nsylvania. The report described
the development of teacher leadership within thesepartner districts and an analysis
of the strategies used. One important strategytieadesign of the Leader Teacher
Institute to provide professional development &aaher leaders. Providing time for

teacher collaboration was also identified as aromamt strategy utilized by those

schools with successful teacher leaders. All ofstinectural elements described in this
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section: role clarity, physical structures, andamiigational structures, must be addressed
with appropriate restructuring efforts if teachemders are to reach their full potential.
Effective Teacher Leadership

How can teacher leaders know if they are effectde® can teacher -leader
effectiveness be measured? When measuring effaesgegoals and purposes are
generally utilized. Teacher-leader effectivenessflshould be linked to the reasons for
teacher leadership. A review of the literature val@ation supports this approach. In his
bookUtilization Focused Evaluation: The New Centuryt]Batton (1997) explained
utilization-focused evaluation and argued, “Tbeusin utilization-focused evaluation is
onintended use by intended usefs. 20). He also explained that implementation
evaluation, one of the many types of utilizatiootfeed evaluations allows the
organization to “know the extent to which a progratains intended outcomes” (p. 197).
So, not only should an evaluation of effectivenasiide a focus on intended outcomes,
but according to Yukl (2006), those outcomes fadkrs should be all about change.
“...leading change is the essence of leadership —tbusg\else is secondary” (p. 284).
To fully examine what makes a teacher leader e¥fectesearchers should examine the
intended outcomes for schools which adopt a moidkedacher leadership, and those
outcomes should represent a change in the orgamzat

Schools adopt models of teacher leadership for maasons, but paramount
among those is to help with school reform effoBesgdchum & Dentith, 2004; Crowther
et al., 2002; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Silva et,&000; Webb et al., 2004). In today’s
climate of increased accountability, these refoffores are generally focused on

improved student achievement, and teacher leagessleims to be an effective means to
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that end (Mangin, 2005). Silva et al. (2000) pcsted, “Recent calls for teacher
leadership have appeared that suggest that telecturship is not only necessary for the
profession but also critical to educational refafiorts as well” (p. 779).

One reason teacher leadership is seen as an eéfeatithod of improving student
achievement is because teacher leadership hasmpeffeetive at bringing about changes
in instruction (Elmore, 2000; Mangin, 2005). Accimigito Yukl (2006), “The most
commonly used measure of leader effectivenes®isxtent to which the leader’s
organizational unit performs its task successfatig attains its goals” (p. 10). EImore
(2000) was more specific when he argued, “The memd leadership is the
improvement of instructional practice and perforegmegardless of role” (p. 20). For
teacher leaders this translates into the effed@ssroom instruction and student
achievement in the teacher leaders own classroahthanclassrooms of their colleagues.
This focus on changes in instruction and improvwedent achievement aligned with the
first assumption of Bolman and Deal’s (2003) asstimng of the structural frame, which
stated, “Organizations exist to achieve establigjeads and objectives” (p. 45).

Summary

Definitions and basic theories need to be undedsbafore embarking on any new
study of teacher leadership. A clear, establiskedohidion of teacher leadership has not
previously been developed, but a working definitionthe purpose of this study
identified teacher leaders as those who are witiingtep out of their classrooms and lead
others in improving classroom instruction. There @any obstacles that these teacher

leaders will need to overcome, including traditice@itudes, poorly defined roles, and
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limited support structures. However, teacher lemdee vital to the success of initiatives
to change and improve instruction for studentsublig schools.

For schools to be successful, those in the fieleldofcational administration need to
find ways to create structures that support tealedaglers. As Webb et al. (2004) found
“Schools in the new millennium however, requirectears to assume an integral role in
school reform” (p. 254). It is up to the currerdders to establish structures to support
the development of these new teacher leaders.

Chapter Two included a review of current literattelated to this quantitative
study. Chapter Three will include a complete dggian of the sample population and
research design, while Chapter Four will includeaew of findings based on the data
collected. Finally, Chapter Five will contain adission, conclusions and suggestions for

further research.

46



CHAPTER THREE
Research Design and Methodology
Introduction

Leadership beyond the classroom, especially relat@tstructional improvement,
is not a traditional role for teachers. TeacheiBngito accept this new role will
encounter many difficulties. According to Bowma®@2), “Learning how to accumulate
informal power, exercise influence, and reconcdeflicting collegial interests requires
nothing less than a profound identity shift for tmnporary classroom teachers” (p. 187).
Teachers can, however, be successful change afyjbreg are given the necessary
support. “It appears that teachers who take leagersles in their schools are successful
agents” (Beachum & Dentith, 2004, p. 283). Howetlegre are many variables that may
determine the effectiveness of a teacher leaderciBen and Dentith (2004) found “three
central themes explained the presence of and suppiaachers as leaders” the first of
these themes was “specific types of school strastand organizational patterns” (p.
279). Other studies include a variety of findinlgattinclude issues related to school
organization, politics and relationships. In orttemake sense of the wide variety of
findings and provide a focus for further reseathls study utilized the structural frame.
Bolman and Deal (2003) advised “Frames are windanvthe world of leadership and
management. A good frame makes it easier to knoat wbu are up against and what
you can do about it” (p. 19).

This study was proposed to add to the availabtevkedge about teacher
leadership, specifically the relationship betweHeaative teacher leaders and the

structure of the schools in which they lead. Adudtglly, the study allowed for the
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findings from previous case studies of teacherdesatb be expanded. Most studies in the
area of teacher leadership have been qualitatoxgeter, this study utilized survey data
to conduct a quantitative analysis. This chaptdrim¢lude the research questions that
guided this investigation, a description of theigie®f the study and the survey
instrument, a discussion of the data collectiorcedures, and a description of the data
analysis process.
Research Questions
Within the context of this study, four relationglgjuestions (Heppner & Heppner,
2004) were investigated:
1. What is the relationship between role clarity &&acher-leader effectiveness?
a. What is the relationship between overall role tjaand teacher-leader
effectiveness?
b. What is the relationship between clear role deting, clear role
understanding and clear role acceptance and tebedsr effectiveness?
c. Which of the components of role clarity is mostdicive of teacher-
leader effectiveness?
2. What is the relationship between the physicalcstire of the school building and
teacher-leader effectiveness?
a. What is the relationship between overall physitalcture and teacher-
leader effectiveness?
b. What is the relationship between the physical layproximity of
classrooms, hallways, and space for teacher coli#iba) and teacher-

leader effectiveness?
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c. Which of the components of physical structure istpredictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?

3. What is the relationship between the organimalistructure (scheduling, team
structures, and other policies) of the school lmgdnd teacher-leader
effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between the overall orgatnonal structure of the
school building and teacher-leader effectiveness?

b. What is the relationship between scheduling, tetaocires and policies
and teacher-leader effectiveness?

c. Which of the components of organizational structam@ost predictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?

4. Of all the structural elements, which is mogtdictive of teacher-leader

effectiveness?

d. lIs role clarity, physical structure or organizaibatructure most
predictive of teacher-leader effectiveness?
e. Of all the components of the elements of struclisted above, which is
most predictive of teacher-leader effectiveness?
Design
Much of the previous research on successful tedebdership has utilized case
studies through a qualitative research approaaeview of nine different case studies
published between 1997 and 2005 in various locatibroughout the United States and
Australia revealed some consistent findings rel&wespecific school structures that

impede the work of teacher leaders. Bolman and 28413) identified the two basic
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elements of structural design as: (a) “how to @teavork,” and (b) how to coordinate
roles and units once responsibilities have beeceted out” (p. 49). Findings from the
gualitative case studies were examined to idethidge that were related to either of
these two elements of structural design.

While these qualitative studies have provided soomelusions about the
conditions that contribute to successful teachedéeship, a survey conducted on a larger
scale with a specific focus on structure would gateequantitative data to further
identify structural elements that facilitate or iede teacher leadership. One of the
fundamental differences between the use of quaktand quantitative research methods
is the purpose of the study. In their definitiongoflitative research, Heppner and
Heppner (2004) explained, “Qualitative researcleesnterested in capturing the
individual's point of view through multiple stratieg such as interviewing and
observation” (p. 139), whereas a quantitative apghnallows the researcher to collect
data from multiple sources that could be meaningfa broad range of practitioners
within the field. Since the purpose of this studyswo expand on findings from the
previous qualitative case studies, the quantitap@roach was determined to be most
appropriate. The purpose of a study should be lgloskated to the epistemological view
of the researcher. Merriam (1998) advised, “Chapsistudy design requires
understanding the philosophical foundations undteglyhe type of research” (p. 1).
Quantitative research generally follows a positivierm of study where reality is
considered to be observable and measurable. Qsthibehand, qualitative research is
more likely to be interpretative and multiple réab can exist (Merriam, 1998, p. 4).

Examining teacher leadership from a different te&oal perspective and utilizing a
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different research method and frame from the pres/giudies will add to the available
body of research on the topic.
Population and Sample

Population

Previous case studies had focused on teacherfiachbeen designated as teacher
leaders. In order to expand on those studies, dasipppulation was necessary. Teachers
who had been accepted into a professional developpnegram designed to “provide an
intellectually stimulating and nurturing environniéor both personal and professional
growth” (program brochure, 2007-2008) were seleatethe population. Permission was
requested (see Appendix A) from the directors f pinofessional development program
to survey teachers who had participated in thewide program. This allowed for the
population to include teacher leaders from all gregraphic regions of the state.
Sample

All of the 180 teachers who were currently paritipg in the professional
development program were invited to be a part efsiudy. These teachers had been
selected to participate in the program based oractexistics of teacher leaders.
Applicants to the program must have three yeatsaifhing experience, demonstrated
classroom effectiveness and strong interest inegsdbnal growth. Participants were
selected through an application process which gaeeity to teachers from districts
involved in school reform. The objectives of thegnam were: (ajlevelop a professional
vocabulary, (b) demonstrate a deeper sense oéeffior student learning in the
classroom, (c) demonstrate a deeper sense of@fffoateacher leadership, and (d) use

new understandings to shape instructional praetcereflect on the impact on students.
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The strata for this sample was represented bglitfexrent regions within the state,
and all current participants in the program frorahestratum were selected. Including all
participants reduced the potential for samplingrsr{Fink, 2006along with potential
sampling biases, therefore increasing the genafality of the results (Heppner &
Heppner, 2004).

Data Collection and Instrumentation

The purpose of this study was to investigate étetionship between school
structure and teacher leadership. The types ofadcucture investigated were
determined by the findings from previously conddatase studies. The SSTLQ (School
Structure and Teacher Leadership Questionnairecveaded by the author to collect the
necessary data (see Appendix B). During developwiethie survey instrument, close
attention was paid to the alignment of the surviing research questions and the
theoretical perspectives of this study. Grix (20@dphasized the importance of this
approach.

One common mistake in students’ projects is a tdaonnection between the

theoretical section, the purpose of which is taddight on the empirical reality,

and the actual research undertaken, with the réd=atlboth sections could, in

fact, stand on their own. (p. 102)

To focus the investigation, previous case studie® analyzed to identify
specific areas of school structure. These ninetatigk studies ranged in scope from
Doyle’s (2000) case study of two elementary ma#ichers to Andrews and Crowther’s
(2002) five-year analysis of teacher leaders iremlifferent schools in Australia. Each of

these studies were described in chapter two. Fgsdirom these studies were charted

(see Table 1) in order to “construct categoriethemes that capture some recurring
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Table 1

Structural Barriers to Teacher Leadership

Structural Barrier Author Pudafiion

Role clarity Little (role ambiguity, role conflict) 1995
Whitaker (role conflict, role ambiguity) 1997
Zinn (role conflict, role ambiguity) 1997
Doyle (role tension) 2000
Silva, Gimbert & Nolan (role support) 2000

Suranna & Moss (role ambiguity, support) 2000

Riordan (role ambiguity, role support) 2003
Mangin (role ambiguity) 2005
Physical Structures Zinn (building layouts) 1997
Mangin (closed doors, limited access) 1997
Silva, Gimbert & Nolan (space) 2000
Organizational Structures  Little (time, policies) 1995
Zinn (time, policies) 1997
Doyle (time) 2000
Suranna & Moss (time, policies) 2000
Silva, Gimbert & Nolan (policies) 2000
Riordan (policies for collaboration) 2003

Beachum & Dentith (time & policies for 2004

collaboration)
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pattern that cuts across ‘the preponderance’ (T&/Bogdan, 1984, p. 139) of the data”
(Merriam, 1998, p. 179). This category construcapproach, although generally used in
gualitative data analysis, allowed for compilatadrthe findings from the previously
published qualitative studies. From this compilatithree categories of structures were
identified: (a) role clarity, including definitionsinderstanding and acceptance; (b)
physical structures, including physical layout apdce for collaboration; and (c)
organizational structures, including schedulingntestructures, and other policies.

The SSTLQ also included a set of 13 questiongydesli to determine the level of
effectiveness of the teacher leader. As explairyedukl (2006), “The most commonly
used measure of leader effectiveness is the ettevhich the leader’s organizational
unit performs its task successfully and attaingatsls” (p. 10). The goals of most
schools include improved student achievement. Aaithily, Barth (2001) postulated:

Most would agree that who the teacher is and wieatdacher does within

the classroom have a greater influence upon ste’deetomplishment than

any other school factor. There is considerableed, also, that what the

teacher does inside the classroom is directlyedltd what the teacher does

outside the classroom. (p. 445)

This reach beyond their own classroom is also pavanto the teacher leader’s
effectiveness and vital to the success of any dalefarm movement, since Reeves
(2006) found, “The majority of employees [accordiog Gallup poll] take their cues
from a trusted colleague rather than from the b¢ss34). Elmore (2000) also argued
this was an important aspect of teacher leaderdbgaders should be doing, and should
be seen to be doing, that which they expect ofirequihers to do” (p. 21). Therefore,

data collected for the section of the survey meagueacher-leader effectiveness

included teacher leader’s perceptions about theegetlg which the teacher leader has
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impacted: (a) instruction and student achievemehis or her own classroom, (b)
instruction and student achievement in other ctesas in the building, and (c)
instruction and student achievement in other bogdiin the district.

The last section of the survey collected demogcaipfiormation about the teacher
leaders who participated in the survey, includi@):grade levels in the teacher leader’s
building, (b) number of years of teaching expereer(c) number of years in current
building and district, (d) size of participant’siloling, (e) gender, and (f) age. This
information provided a profile of the teacher leadeho participated in the study.

In order to fully address the research questithressurvey included items aligned to
the three categories identified from the previousigducted studies. According to Cox
and Cox (2008), this cross-referencing helped tabdéish content validity for the
instrument. Data collected for the category of ity included teacher leader’s
perceptions about the degree to which: (a) thehtexdeader’s role is clearly defined, (b)
other teachers and administrators understand #tbée leader’s role, and (c) other
teachers and administrators accept the teachezrisadle. Components within each
subscale were also utilized for further analysee ($able 2).

Data collected for the physical structure of théding included information about
the general layout of the building and teacherde€aderceptions about the degree to
which: (a) the physical structure of the buildingpports communication among teachers,
(b) the physical structure of the building supptescher collaboration, and (c) the
building provides space for teachers to collaborate

Data collected about the organizational structdirtae building included teacher

leader’s perceptions about the degree to whichth@plaily schedule supports teacher

55



collaboration, (b) the weekly schedule supportshieacollaboration, (c) teachers in the
building work in teams, (d) building policies suppteacher collaboration, and (e)
building policies support the role of the teacls=der.

Table 2

School Structure and Teacher Leadership Questioariubscales and Components

Subscale Components ltems
Role clarity Role Definitions 1-5

Role Understanding 6-8,11,12,15& 16

Role Acceptance 9,10,13.14,17 & 18
Physical Structures Physical Layout 20 - 26

Space for Collaboration 27 - 30
Organizational Structures Scheduling 32-36

Team Structures 37-41

Policies 42 — A7
Teacher-Leader Effectiveness  Impact on Instruction 49 - 54

Impact on Student Achievement 55— 60

The survey also included an open-ended questitowiog each section, asking
teacher leaders to identify additional charactesstf role clarity, physical structure, and
organizational structure that either facilitatarapede his or her effectiveness as a
teacher leader. Additionally, an open-ended itentte category of teacher-leader

effectiveness asked for other results of effediacher leadership that the participant
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saw in his or her building. These open-ended iter® designed to solicit comments for
further explanation of the survey responses amtdwide guidance for further research.

In each of these four subscales, a five-point itikgoe scale ranging from strongly
disagree to strongly agree, as recommended bynR2€1), was used to determine
agreement with a series of statements. In ordguénd against possible bias in the
survey responses, the questions were kept “conanete€lose to the respondents
experience” (Fink, 2006, p. 11). The survey questiare closely aligned to the data
generated by the previously conducted case stygliegiding a measure of content
validity.

Item reliability was enhanced by the use of ree@mding on specific items within
the subscales. Of the 60 items on the survey (dixgudemographic items), 26 utilized
reverse coding within the five-point Likert scaldis reverse coding required
respondents to read each item carefully, and hetpesdduce what Patten (2001)
described as the “halo effect” (p. 38), where resi@mts who feel favorably about a topic
will simply mark “strongly agree” for each item.

After the survey was developed, a group of fivef@ssionals who train teacher
leaders were asked to review the instrument fayuage that reflected any personal bias
and other possible issues. The reviewers wereaalsed to determine if all relevant
topics had been included as a way to “bolster uglidFink, 2006, p. 40). As a result of
the review, the following questions were addeda(glestion to determine if the teacher
leader had a formal or informal role, (b) a dempbia question related to years in
teaching, and (c) a demographic question abougrthee level taught. A pilot was also

conducted to bolster the “reliability and validitgf the instrument (Fink, 2006, p. 32).
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During the pilot, four teacher leaders from foufetient Midwestern school districts
completed the survey and also included commentstdbe items. The purpose of this
pilot was to clarify the questions and identify gratial bias in word selection.

Next, a field test was conducted to establish bdltg, using a test-retest approach
(Heppner & Heppner, 2004). A sample group of 22healeaders from the same school
district completed the survey on two separate agnaswith a period of approximately
two weeks between occasions. The consistency cfdbies between the two
administrations of the survey provided a measurelability. The Cronbach-alpha was
calculated for items in each component within assale and on each subscale to provide
internal consistency reliability analysis (Fink,0&). The results of this analysis indicated
that all components and subscales had a correlati@13 or higher.

Test-Retest reliability was also conducted forheaicthe components within a
subscale and for each subscale utilizing the tyarsge administrations of the field test.
This was accomplished by conducted a bivariatestation using SPSS 15.0. The
Pearson correlation coefficient for each of thessakes was greater than .5, indicating a
large effect (Field, 2005, p. 111). Additionallyl, @ the component correlations for the
test-retest were above .5, with the exception etéfam structure component of the
organizational structure subscale (see Table 3).

The completed survey instrument and its use irsthey followed the guidelines
outlined by the University of Missouri-Columbia’sstitutional Review Board (IRB).

The IRB examined the instrument and all processdeocedures of the study.
Participants in the study were voluntary and n@rced in any way to participate.

Additionally, the participants did not benefit bgrgicipating, or suffer consequences for
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not participating. Participants were fully informefithe process through the informed

consent form (see Appendix C), and their identivese protected throughout the study.
The author traveled to a regularly scheduled mgetireach region to personally

administer the survey. This method was recommebgdenk (2006) to increase the

survey response rate.

Table 3

Correlation Coefficients for the Subscales and Conents on the Test-Retest

Subscale Components Coefficients
Role clarity .847
Role Definitions 722
Role Understanding .864
Role Acceptance .769
Physical Structures .850
Physical Layout .826
Space for Collaboration 797
Organizational Structures .945
Scheduling .833
Team Structures 481
Policies .932
Teacher-Leader Effectiveness .863
Impact on Instruction .730

Impact on Student Achievement .857
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Data Analysis

Data generated from the surveys included basiodemphic data about the
teachers in the leadership program, informatiommgigg individual perceptions of their
effectiveness as a teacher leader, and informatonit school structures. The school
structure data fit into one of three subscalesrdlp clarity, (2) physical structure, and
(3) organizational structure. The data collectednfthe survey was entered into a SPSS
15.0 program and analyzed using different statistitethods for each research question.
The data collected for each of the four resear@stons required the use of inferential
statistics. A forward multiple regression analysishe data allowed for examination of
the correlation between effective teacher leadedsvarious types of school structures.
The types of school structures included in the symwere identified through the analysis
of previously conducted qualitative studies, followthg advice of Field (2005) who
recommended, “predictors [in a regression analys$ispld be selected based on past
research” (p. 159). Specific items on the questmenwere identified for each
component and subscale (see Table 2, page 54).

The first research question concerning the retatigp between role clarity and
teacher-leader effectiveness was broken into tmbequestions for data analysis
purposes. For sub-question a, concerning the oaktip between overall role clarity and
teacher-leader effectiveness, a Pearson correlediefficient was calculated for subscale
totals for role clarity and the subscale totalstéacher-leader effectiveness. The Pearson
correlation coefficient was also used for sub-goedb, which addressed the relationship
between clear role definitions, clear role underditag and clear role acceptance and

teacher-leader effectiveness. In this case, ttdaksach of three components were
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correlated to the subscale total for teacher-leatfectiveness. The third sub-question
focused on which of these components is most piediof teacher-leader effectiveness,
and therefore required the use of a forward matrpgression analysis.

The next research question concerning the relstiprbetween the physical
structure of the school building and teacher-leadterctiveness was also divided into
three sub-questions for clarity. The first sub-giees examining the relationship between
overall physical structure and teacher-leader gffecess utilized a Pearson correlation
to determine the relationship between the two salbsahrough analysis of the subscale
totals. The second sub-question was concernedtinathelationship between the physical
layout of classrooms and hallways, space for teaabiaboration and teacher-leader
effectiveness. Totals for each of the two compamnertre correlated to the subscale
component for teacher-leader effectiveness usiadPtarson correlation. A forward
multiple regression analysis was used to analyzefdathe third sub-question—which
of the components of physical structure was masdiptive of teacher-leader
effectiveness.

The third research question focused on the reiship between the organizational
structure of the school building and teacher-leafferictiveness. This was broken down
into three sub-questions for data analysis. Sulstgpreone sought to determine the
relationship between the subscale of organizatistnatture and that of teacher-leader
effectiveness. The Pearson correlation coeffiorea used for the totals for each of these
subscales. The second sub-question also used a@ingoRebut totals for each of the
components: (a) scheduling, (b) team structures (@npolicies were utilized to correlate

with the totals for the teacher-leader effectivarm#scale totals. The third sub-question
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required the use of a forward multiple regressioalysis, as it was focused on
determining which of the components of organizatl@tructure is most predictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness.

The final research question was concerned witardening which of the structural
elements was most predictive of teacher-leadectffness. This question was divided
into two sub-questions. The first sub-question e@scerned with determining which of
the subscales (role clarity, physical structuregrganizational structure) was most
predictive of teacher-leader effectiveness andkzeatila forward multiple regression
analysis. The second sub-question focused on th@a@oents of each of the subscales to
attempt to determine which component was most ptiediof teacher-leader
effectiveness. This sub-question also requiredifieeof forward multiple regression
analysis.

Summary

This study was proposed to add to the availableviedge about teacher
leadership, specifically in the relationship betwedective teacher leaders and the
structure of the schools in which they lead. Treagch questions for the study were
developed by analyzing findings of nine previoustyducted qualitative case studies.
These findings were also used to develop the sunstgument for the quantitative study.

The survey was administered to a population afitealeaders enrolled in a
specific professional development program, anduchet teacher leaders from all
geographic regions of one Midwestern state. Forwautliple regression analysis was

used to determine possible relationships withincie.
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Chapter Three of this study included the resedesign and methodologghapter
Four will include a review of findings based on tteda collected. Finally, Chapter Five

will contain a discussion, conclusions and suggastfor further research.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Presentation and Analysis of Data
Introduction

Schools today are facing unprecedented accourttabihich demands large- scale
reform. According to ElImore (2000), reform effomtsist include, “...large scale
improvement of instruction, something public ediarathas been unable to do to date,
but which is possible with dramatic changes invlag public schools define and practice
leadership” (p. 2). This change in leadership iseseary because of the increased
demands on school leaders and the increased nemdpimvement in instruction. Barth
(2001) summarized, “If ever there was a time whengdrincipal could ride in alone on a
white horse, like John Wayne or Joan of Arc, anek satroubled school, those days are
certainly over” (p. 445). Instead, the accountapitaced by today’s schools demands
leadership from those who are closest to the ioBtmial changes that need to occur.

In order to accomplish the necessary reform to rneetiemands for improved
achievement, teachers need to become part ofddenghip structure of schools.
Teachers represent an untapped source of leadefgtuprding to the Institute for
Educational Leadership (2001), “The infinite potaithe nation’s teachers possess for
sharing their hard-earned knowledge and wisdom pldkers in education’s decision-
making circles—or even for becoming part of thasdes—remains largely
unexploited” (p. 1).

Because teacher leadership represents a majoirsth way schools are lead,
schools need to be restructured to support tedehders. Traditional school structures

were not designed to support teacher leadershigording to the Institute for
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Educational Leadership (2001):

As long as school leadership remains mostly toprdand hierarchical, there is

little chance that teachers will ever be more thisge players—available as a

resource when called upon, but seldom directlya@rdinuously involved in

decisions of substance. (p. 9)

In spite of the lack of structural support, theerof a teacher leader has grown over the
last 10 to 20 years.

Teacher leadership has evolved over the yearsghraat Silva et al. (2000)
described as three different “waves” of teachedéeship. The first wave included
traditional teacher leadership roles such as deyegtt chairs and mentors. The second
wave took teacher leaders out of the classroongamd them titles such as instructional
coach. The third wave of teacher leadership, tleetbis study has focused on, is teacher
leadership from within the classroom. This allowghhguality teachers to continue to
teach, but to influence the practices of theireajjues as well. According to Silva et al.
(2000), “the third wave of teacher leadership goewof a need to move away from a
focus on first-order change to engage in secondraridanges that would ‘reculture’ our
schools” (p. 780).

In order to restructure effectively, administratoeed to know what structures
support teacher leadership. Qualitative studieslected over the last 10 years have
yielded some findings related to school structuaes, this quantitative study will allow
those findings to be more generalized.

Study Design
The purpose of this study was to analyze theioglship between effective teacher

leaders and the structure of the schools in whiely tead. The study allowed for the

findings from previous case studies of teacherdesatb be expanded. Most studies in the
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area of teacher leadership have been qualitatoxgeber, this study utilized survey data
to conduct a quantitative analysis.

The SSTLQ (School Structures and Teacher Leage@héestionnaire) was
developed by the researcher and used to collecjuaetitative data for this study. The
survey was developed by categorizing findings froeviously conducted qualitative
studies which pertained to elements of school siracThese elements were divided into
three major categories: (a) role clarity, (b) pbgbstructure, and (c) organizational
structure. The questionnaire also addressed theeels of effective teacher leadership
and basic demographic data of the participants.

The participants in this study were enrolled state-wide professional
development program for teacher leaders in one Matiern state. The teachers had been
selected to participate in the program based oractexistics of teacher leaders.
Applicants to the program were required to havedtyears of teaching experience,
demonstrated classroom effectiveness and stroagesttin professional growth.
Participants in the program had been selected giwan application process which gave
priority to teachers from districts involved in sdhreform. Teachers from eight of the
nine regions of this Midwestern state were surve@te region did not have enough
applicants to form a group for the 2007-2008 sclyeal when the data was collected. Of
the 180 teachers enrolled in the program, 162 cetaglthe questionnaires. Three of
these questionnaires were discarded because thmgdgphic responses indicated the
teacher did not fit the definition of teacher leadtlized for this study, as they were not

currently classroom teachers.
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Data from the survey was analyzed using the Pearswelation coefficient and a
forward multiple regression analysis. Each of thér fresearch questions was divided
into sub-questions for data analysis. Sub-quesboesand two of questions one, two and
three sought to determine the relationship betwegious school structures and teacher-
leader effectiveness, and the Pearson correlatiefficient was used for the totals for
each of these subscales. The third sub-questiogaidr of the first three and both sub-
guestions for the fourth research question requhedise of a forward multiple
regression analysis, as these questions were fdausdetermining which of the
components of organizational structure is mostipti¥@ of teacher-leader effectiveness.

Research Questions
Within the context of this study, four relationglguestions (Heppner & Heppner,
2004) were investigated:
1. What is the relationship between role claritg éeacher-leader effectiveness?
a. What is the relationship between overall rédeity and teacher-leader
effectiveness?
b. What is the relationship between clear rolerdedins, clear role
understanding and clear role acceptance and tebedar effectiveness?
c. Which of the components of role clarity is mpsgdictive of teacher-leader
effectiveness?

2. What is the relationship between the physitacture of the school building and

teacher-leader effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between dVetaysical structure and teacher

leader effectiveness?
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b. What is the relationship between the physicala (proximity of
classrooms, hallways, and space for teacher coliéiba) and teacher-
leader effectiveness?

c. Which of the components of physical structunmast predictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?

3. What is the relationship between the orgaropati structure (scheduling, team
structures, and other policies) of the school gdind teacher-leader
effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between the overalanizational structure of the

school building and teacher-leader effectiveness?
b. What is the relationship between schedulingntsttuctures and policies
and teacher-leader effectiveness?
c. Which of the components of organizational striteeis most predictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?
4. Of all the structural elements, which is mogtdictive of teacher-leader
effectiveness?
a. Is role clarity, physical structure or organiaaal structure most predictive
of teacher-leader effectiveness?
b. Of all the components of the elements of stmecligted above, which is
most predictive of teacher-leader effectiveness?
Findings
Findings for this study include descriptive resuivhich include demographics,

and responses to open-ended item number 62. Fsdahated to the specific research
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guestions are inferential and involve the use ofatation analysis for the relationship
guestions and forward multiple regression analfggishe predictive questions.
Descriptive Findings

DemographicsThe demographic data collected on the SSTLQ include
information about grade levels in building, gradedl taught, years in teaching, years in
the current building and district, size of scha@@nder, age and level of education for the
158 of the 159 respondents. One respondent didamplete the demographic section of
the questionnaire. The grade levels in the builslingvhich the respondents taught
ranged from Pre-K-K to 10-12. The distribution e&sg@rade levels for buildings was
fairly even, with 28 of 158 in high schools, 34nmddle schools, 61 in upper elementary
buildings and 24 in primary buildings. There welsoahree respondents in K-8
buildings and 10 respondents in K-12 buildings. gtele levels taught by the
respondents were also distributed across the Kaidg@e with some respondents teaching
multiple grade levels. Grade levels taught inclug8dt the high school level, 48 at the
middle school level, 42 at upper elementary andt4ffimary. Three questionnaires were
eliminated from the findings because of a “NA” respe to item 64, “What grade level
do you teach?”. The “NA” response indicated thepoeslent was not currently a
classroom teacher and did not meet the definitideacher leadership utilized in this
study.

Additional demographics included size of buildiggnder and degree. The
building sizes were small (fewer than 250 studem&dium (250 — 500 students), and
large (more than 500 students). Of the 158 respuade this question, 60 reported

teaching in large buildings, 59 in medium sizeddnogs, and 39 in small buildings.
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Respondents included 10 males and 148 female$e(34 respondents who completed
the degree level item on the demographics secfitimeoquestionnaire, six had completed
a B.A. or B.S. degree only, 42 had completed anlaii hours beyond the initial degree,
83 had completed a Master’s degree, and threedragleted a specialist degree.

The remainder of the demographic findings, yeatsaching, years taught in the
building and district, and age of the responderggeesented in Table 4. These data
were more readily analyzed using the calculatiome&n, median and mode as identified
by the SPSS 15.0 software program utilized in ghisly.

Table 4

Additional Demographic Data

N Mean Median Mode
Years taught 158 12.35 10.00 4.00
Years in district 158 9.18 8.00 2.00
Years in building 158 7.91 6.00 2.00
Age 155 39.27 38.00 27.00

Open-ended questiom@pen-ended question number 64 asked, “Are you
compensated for your responsibilities as a tedelagler? If so, how? (stipend, extra
time, extended contract, etc.)” Of the 159 respatg]e80 responded to item 64,
including 58 negative responses. Of the 22 posregponses, nine indicated they
received a stipend, four mentioned they could ctumtours for career ladder, two
replied they received a salary increase, and sporelent had an extended contract.

Other response were more vague, including fourititatated they were “sometimes”
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compensated without identifying how, while thresp@ndents indicated the district paid
for their substitute to attend the meetings ang tonsidered the professional
development received through the program a foreoafpensation. Responses to the
other open-ended questions were widely varied agr@ wsed to provide additional
insight into the inferential findings. These wib liscussed in chapter five.
Inferential Findings

The four research questions identified earliehia thapter were focused on the
relationship between certain school structuresteacher leader effectiveness.
Additionally, the questions sought to identify sohstructures predictive of teacher
leader effectiveness. To address these questiateswds collected with the SSTLQ and
the data was entered into SPSS 15.0 for analysesPEarson correlation coefficient was
calculated for the relationship questions (see d &l A forward multiple regression
analysis was calculated for the questions relaiqutedictive value (see Table 6).

Role clarity.The first research question sought to identifylati@enship between
role clarity and teacher leader effectiveness. Aiezall correlation with teacher leader
effectiveness for the subscale of role clarity vé88l. The correlation between teacher
leader effectiveness and the role definitions camepbwas .250, the correlation between
teacher leader effectiveness and role understameasg391, while the correlation
between teacher leader effectiveness and role tctapwas .290.

Each of the components was identified as indepéandegiables for the dependent

variable of teacher leader effectiveness to calelddorward multiple regression analysis
to determine which of the components of role gJants most predictive of teacher

leader effectiveness. Of the three componentslefdlarity, role understanding was
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identified as the most predictive of teacher leadfactiveness with aR of .389 and an

R square of .152, indicating role understanding igted 15.2% of the variance of teacher
leader effectiveness.

Table 5

Pearson Correlation for the Subscales and Compatenteacher Leader Effectiveness

Subscales Components Teacher Leader
Effectiveness
Subscale: Role Clarity .394**
Component: Role Definitions .250**
Component: Role Understanding 391**
Component: Role Acceptance .290**
Subscale: Physical Structures .204**
Component: Physical Layout 153**
Component: Space for Collaboration 224**
Subscale: Organizational Structures .305**
Component: Scheduling 170**
Component: Team Structures .296**
Component: Policies 279**

Note. ***Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2¢d).
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Table 6

Forward Multiple Regression Analysis Results fortRaof Research Questions One,
Two and Three

Component R RSquare Adjuste® Std. Error
Square

Role Understanding .389 152 146 5.60

Space for Collaboration .209 .044 .037 6.16

Team Structures .300 .090 .084 5.96

Note.The dependent variable is teacher leader effewtis®

Physical structuresThe second research question focused on the rethip
between physical structures of the school and exdehder effectiveness. The overall
correlation with teacher leader effectivenesstiergubscale of physical structures was
.204. The correlation between teacher leader effautss and the physical layout
component was .153, and the correlation betweetedpa collaboration and teacher
leader effectiveness was .224.

Both components of physical structure were idettibs independent variables for
the dependent variable of teacher leader effeatis®im a forward multiple regression
analysis to determine which of the components wast predictive of teacher leader
effectiveness. Space for collaboration was idesdifis the most predictive of teacher
leader effectiveness with &of .209 and aR square of .044, indicating space for
collaboration predicted 4.4% of the variance othest leader effectiveness.

Organizational structureslhe third research question sought to identify a
relationship between organizational structurestaadher leader effectiveness. The
overall correlation with teacher leader effectivenéor the subscale of organizational

structures was .305. The correlation between tedehder effectiveness and the
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scheduling component was .170, the correlation &etweacher leader effectiveness and
team structures was .296, and the correlation lestweacher leader effectiveness and
policies was .279.

Each component was identified as an independeiahbla for the dependent
variable of teacher leader effectiveness in a fodwaultiple regression analysis to
determine which of the components of organizatistraicture was most predictive of
teacher leader effectiveness. Of the three comgsnam structures was the most
predictive of teacher leader effectiveness witliRanf .300 and aiR square of .090,
indicating team structures predicted 9% of thearare of teacher leader effectiveness.

Overall resultsThe final research question was focused on ideatibn of which
of all the subscales and components was most pirelaf teacher leader effectiveness.
Each of the subscales: (a) role clarity, (b) phalsstructure, and (c) organizational
structure was identified as an independent varigléhe dependent variable of teacher
leader effectiveness in a forward multiple regm@ssinalysis to determine which of the
subscales was most predictive of teacher leadecteféness. Of the three sub scales,
role clarity was found to be most predictive withRiof .385 and aRR square of .148,
indicating role clarity predicted 14.8% of the \&ante of teacher leader effectiveness.
When organizational structure was added to the imtdetwo together accounted for

18.7% of the variance of teacher leader effectigsrfsee Table 7).
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Table 7

Forward Multiple Regression Data for Research QisesNumber Four (Subscales)

Subscale R RSquare  Adjusted Std. Error
Model R Square

®Role Clarity .385 .148 141 5.61
P Organizational Structure 432 .187 175 5.50

Note.The dependent variable is teacher leader effewtis®
#Predictors: (Constant), Role Clarity.
®Predictors: (Constant), Role Clarity, Organizatio®muctures

The eight components of the three subscales wéeeeehas independent variables
for the dependent variable, teacher leader effec@ss (see Table 8). Of these, role
understanding was the most predictive witiRaof .375 and alR square of .141,
indicating role understanding predicted 14.1% ef\hriance of teacher leader
effectiveness. The addition of team structure éorttodel created drR square of .193 and
the addition of space for collaborationRsquare of .228, indicating that these three
components together account for 22.8% of the veeari teacher leader effectiveness.
Table 8

Forward Multiple Regression Data for Research QuesNumber Four (Components)

Component R RSquare Adjuste® Std. Error
Square

#Role understanding 375 141 134 5.63

® Team structure 439 193 181 5.50

¢ Space for collaboration 478 .228 210 5.40

Note.The dependent variable is teacher leader effautis®

Note.The dependent variable is teacher leader effautis®

#Predictors: (Constant), Role Understanding.

®Predictors: (Constant), Role Understanding, TeamcS8tres.

°Predictors: (Constant), Role Understanding, Teamc8tres, Space for Collaboration.
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Summary of Findings
Descriptive Findings

The participants in this study consisted of 15¢hea leaders from schools of
various sizes and from eight geographic regiormnef Midwestern state. The teachers
were all participants in a professional developnmogram designed to enhance the
knowledge and skills of teacher leaders. Theseggaahts completed the SSTLQ to
provide data about their perceptions of variouwethtructures and their effectiveness as
teacher leaders.

Inferential Findings

The data collected with the SSTLQ identified sigmaifht relationships between
various school structures and teacher leader eféexetss. The school structures included
in the questionnaire were components of three réiffiesubscales—role clarity, physical
structures, and organizational structures. Compsrfenthese three subscales included:
(a) role understanding, (b) role definition, (cleracceptance, (d) physical layout, (e)
space for collaboration, (f) team structures, @dpesiuling, and (h) policies. Of these
eight components, role understanding was founcktthé most significant, with a
correlation of .391 with teacher leader effectivenll eight components are ordered
according to significance in Table 8.

A forward multiple regression analysis was alsodtaed for subscales and
components to determine which was most predictiveacher leader effectiveness.
When components within each subscale were analgned¢component for each subscale
was identified as most predictive of teacher leaffactiveness. For the Role clarity

subscale, role understanding was the componentpnedictive; within the physical
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structures subscale, space for collaboration was predictive; and, for the
Organizational structures subscale, the compouentified as most predictive of teacher
leader effectiveness was team structures. A forwairliiple regression (forward) was
also conducted to determine which of the subsaadéssmost predictive of teacher leader
effectiveness and this test identified the subsoRole Clarity. Finally, each of the

eight components of the combined three subscalesnghided in a regression analysis
and it was determined of the eight, role understandias the most predictive of teacher
leader effectiveness.

Table 9

Pearson Correlation for Components in Order of $igance

Components Subscale Teacher Leader
Effectiveness
Component: Role Understanding Role Clarity 391**
Component: Team Structures Organizational Structure .296**
Component: Role Acceptance Role Clarity .290**
Component: Policies Organizational Structure 279
Component: Role Definitions Role Clarity .250**
Component: Space for Collaboration Physical Stnectu 224**
Component: Scheduling Organizational Structure *M70
Component: Physical Layout Physical Structure .353*

Note. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2dd).

The findings of this study verified the findingseviously conducted case
studies, indicating that all of the components aatiatistically significant correlation

with teacher leader effectiveness. It seems cheawgever, that of the three subscale
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structural elements included in this study, robity had the most significant
relationship R = .385) with teacher leader effectiveness.

Chapter Four of this study included a review othbdéscriptive and inferential
findings for the four research questions and sutstions. These findings were based on
the data collected with the SSTLQ from 159 teadbaders enrolled in a professional
development program in a Midwestern state. Chdpter will contain a discussion of
this data, limitations of the study, implicatioms practice, and suggestions for further

research.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Introduction

The current demands of school accountability carbeanet without large-scale
reform and those reform efforts must include aruestiring of school leadership. EImore
(2000) explained, “School leaders are being askedsume responsibilities they are
largely unequipped to assume, and the risks ansecpuences of failure are high for
everyone, but especially for children” (p. 2). Rimgk from the Institute for Educational
Leadership (2001) supported this theory, “As prissently constituted, educational
leadership needs all the help it can get” (p. 8hddl leaders must begin to distribute
leadership in order to attain the necessary gaissudent achievement.

This distribution of leadership would include cllassm teachers in leadership roles
in the school. Danielson (2007) postulated, “Teatdmdership is an idea whose time has
come. The unprecedented demands being placed oals¢bday require leadership at
every level” (p. 19). This leadership from withlretclassroom, however, can not be
accomplished effectively within current school stures. Johnson and Donaldson (2007)
agreed. The authors interviewed 20 teacher leadersariety of settings and found,
“The schools in which they worked remained largetghanged, with an egg-crate
structure that reinforced classroom boundaries9jp.

Schools need to be restructured to support tedeaders. It is vital that schools
identify the structures that support teacher lestiprin order to make the correct
changes. Sinden et al. (2004) explained:

All organizations have structure and schools arexoeption...The key to success
is to avoid the dysfunctions of structure while eading its positive forces. In
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particular the task is not to try to eliminate strue but rather to change tkied of
hierarchy. (p. 464)

A number of qualitative studies have been conduictedcent years around the topic of
teacher leadership. While none of these studiasstmt specifically on school structures,
many of the studies included findings that indidagpecific structures which either
supported teacher leaders or created barriersgdotige teacher leadership. This study
expanded on the findings of nine qualitative stsdiieorder to collect quantitative data
about the relationship between school structurdse#fiective teacher leadership.
Overview of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate thaiomship between certain types
of school structure and effectiveness of teactatdes. The findings of this study would
add to the body of knowledge related to effecteacher leadership and could be
important for guidance in school restructuring gfo

Participants in this study were teachers fornrmiglé regions of a mid-western state
who were involved in a professional developmengpam for teacher leaders. All of the
180 teachers currently participating in the prograene asked to participate. These
teachers had been selected to participate in ttgrgom based on characteristics of
teacher leaders. Applicants to the program must kianee years of teaching experience,
demonstrated classroom effectiveness and stroagesttin professional growth.
Participants were selected for the program thrarmghpplication process which gave
priority to teachers from districts involved in sch reform.

The SSTLQ (School Structures and Teacher Leade@igstionnaire) was
developed by the researcher and used to collecjuhmetitative data for this study. The

survey was developed by categorizing findings frane previously conducted
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gualitative studies (Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Doyl@00; Little, 1995; Mangin, 2005;
Riordan, 2003; Silva et al., 2000; Suranna & M@8&£)0; Whitaker, 1997; Zinn, 1997).
These elements were divided into three major caiegiqa) role clarity, (b) physical
structure, and (c) organizational structure. Thestjonnaire also addressed the elements
of effective teacher leadership and basic demograjgia of the participants.
Research Questions

Within the context of this study, four relationglgjuestions (Heppner & Heppner,
2004) were investigated:

1. What is the relationship between role claritg éeacher-leader effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between overall ro&itt and teacher-leader
effectiveness?

b. What is the relationship between clear rolerdgdns, clear role
understanding and clear role acceptance and tebsader
effectiveness?

c. Which of the components of role clarity is mpsadictive of teacher-
leader effectiveness?

2. What is the relationship between the physicakstre of the school building and
teacher-leader effectiveness?

a. What is the relationship between overall phystracture and teacher

leader effectiveness?
b. What is the relationship between the physicaud (proximity of
classrooms, hallways, and space for teacher aobidibn) and teacher-

leader effectiveness?
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c. Which of the components of physical structumast predictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?
3. What is the relationship between the organimafistructure (scheduling, team
structures, and other policies) of the school lgdind teacher-leader
effectiveness?
a. What is the relationship between the overalanizational structure of the
school building and teacher-leader effectiveness?
b. What is the relationship between schedulingntsttuctures and policies
and teacher-leader effectiveness?
c. Which of the components of organizational striteeis most predictive of
teacher-leader effectiveness?
4. Of all the structural elements, which is mogtdictive of teacher-leader
effectiveness?
a. Is role clarity, physical structure or organiaaal structure most predictive
of teacher-leader effectiveness?
b. Of all the components of the elements of stmecligted above, which is
most predictive of teacher-leader effectiveness?

Summary of the Findings

Demographics

The demographic data collected on the SSTLQ includi®rmation about 158 of

the 159 respondents, with one respondent not camglne demographic section of the

guestionnaire. The grade levels in the buildingaich the respondents taught ranged

from Pre-K-K to 10-12 and were of various sizese Ghade levels taught by the
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respondents were also distributed across the Kag@er with some respondents teaching
multiple grade levels. Respondents included 10 snahel 148 females, most of which
had completed hours beyond their initial degrekam complete a Master’'s degree. Most
of the participants were 35 years of age or oldad, been teaching 10 years or more and
had been in their current building seven years arem
Relationships

The data collected with the SSTLQ identified sigraifht relationships between
various school structures and teacher leader eféetss through data analysis for each
research question. Correlations and forward meltipgression analysis were conducted,
using SPSS 15.0. A brief summary of those findisgacluded in this section.

Role clarity.The first research question sought to identifylati@nship between

role clarity and teacher leader effectiveness. Aiezall correlation with teacher leader
effectiveness for the subscale was .394. The @tioel between teacher leader
effectiveness and the role definitions componers. 20, the correlation between teacher
leader effectiveness and role understanding wéls \8Bile the correlation between
teacher leader effectiveness and role acceptanse2®@. Additionally, each of the
components were identified as independent varidblethe dependent variable of
teacher leader effectiveness in order to calca@dteward multiple regression analysis to
determine which was most predictive of teacherdeadfectiveness. Of the three
components of role clarity, role understanding wiasitified as the most predictive of
teacher leader effectiveness withRanf .389.

Physical structuresl'he second research question focused on the rethio

between physical structures of the school and tzdelhder effectiveness. The overall
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correlation with teacher leader effectiveness liergubscale was .204. The correlation
between teacher leader effectiveness and the @hyayout component was .153, and
the correlation between space for collaborationtaadher leader effectiveness was .224.
Both components were also identified as independanbles for the dependent variable
of teacher leader effectiveness in a forward migltipgression analysis to determine
which was most predictive of teacher leader efiectess. Space for collaboration was
identified as the most predictive of teacher leatfactiveness with aR of .209.

Organizational structuresihe third research question sought to identify a
relationship between organizational structurestaadher leader effectiveness. The
overall correlation with teacher leader effectiven®r the subscale was .305. The
correlation between teacher leader effectivenedgf@scheduling component was .170,
the correlation between teacher leader effectiveenad team structures was .296, and the
correlation between teacher leader effectivenedgalicies was .279. The three
components were also identified as independenabi@s for the dependent variable of
teacher leader effectiveness in a forward multipgession analysis. Of the three
components, team structures was identified as thst predictive of teacher leader
effectiveness with aR of .300.

Overall resultsThe final research question was focused on ideatibn of which
of all the subscales and components was most pirelaf teacher leader effectiveness.
Each of the subscales: (a) role clarity, (b) phalsstructure, and (c) organizational
structure was identified as an independent varigléhe dependent variable of teacher
leader effectiveness to calculate a forward mudtiglgression analysis. Of the three sub

scales, role clarity was found to be most predectif’teacher leader effectiveness with an
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R of .385. When organizational structure was adddti¢ model, the two together
accounted for 18.7% of the variance of teacherdeatfectiveness. The eight
components of the three subscales were also erdenedependent variables for the
dependent variable, teacher leader effectivendsheSe eight, role understanding was
the most predictive with aR of .375 and aRR square of .141, indicating role
understanding predicted 14.1% of the varianceaxfher leader effectiveness. The
addition of team structure to the model create® aquare of .193 and the addition of
space for collaboration dsquare of .228, indicating that these three coraptan
together accounted for 22.8% of the variance afttealeader effectiveness.
Discussion of Findings

The relationships between the various subscal@s@mponents of school
structure and teacher leader effectiveness arestied in this section. The section is
organized around the three categories of schaattsite identified through an analysis of
previous research and included in the SSTLQ. Dsousof these categories: (a) role
clarity, (b) physical structure, and (c) organiaatl structure, will also include
discussion of the data associated with each of@hgponents within the category.
Role Clarity

Role clarity refers to the extent to which a teadbader’s role is made clear to the
teacher leader, other teachers and administraéioaview of current literature and
previously conducted case studies led the reseat@li@cus on three specific area of role
clarity: (a) clear role definitions, (b) clear raladerstanding, and (c) clear role
acceptance. These three subcategories were measilizag teacher leader responses

on a Likert scale to statements on the SSTLQ.

85



Findings related to role clarity and its componemse significant. The overall
correlation with teacher leader effectiveness liergsubscale of role clarity produced a
medium effect and was the highest of the threecalbs. The components of Role clarity
included: (a) role definition, (b) role understamgliand (c) role acceptance. The
correlation for role definition was small, as whe torrelation between teacher leader
effectiveness and role acceptance. The correl&iorole understanding, however,
produced a medium effect and was the highest ediwalamong all of the eight
components. Regression analysis also identifiezlglalrity as having the highest
predictive value among the three subscales, acomuiar nearly 15% of the variance for
teacher leader effectiveness. Additionally, regaesanalysis identified role
understanding, a component of role clarity, astgathe highest predictive value of all
eight components.

While role clarity is not the only structural elemi@xhibiting a relationship with
teacher leader effectiveness, it clearly is impdrt&hese results buttress the findings of
gualitative case studies which also identified ésstelated to role clarity as either
barriers or supports for teacher leadership. Eofltthe nine studies (Doyle, 2000; Little,
1995; Mangin, 2005; Riordan, 2003; Silva et alQ@0Suranna & Moss, 2000; Whitaker,
1997; Zinn, 1997) had findings related to role ityaiOther literature exhibited similar
findings. For example, Johnson and Donaldson (2fiif)d, “Most teacher leaders we
interviewed were left to define their own roles,igfhproved to be more of a burden than
an opportunity” (p.12). One of the most traditiotedcher leader roles for classroom
teachers is that of department head. In her 198/ st ittle lamented the lack of any sort

of clear definition for the role. Participants mg 2008 study apparently still feel the
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frustration. Comments in response to an open-egdesdtion about role clarity on the
SSTLQ included, “I have the title of departmentdhdaut there is no formal description
of duties, we become a person to blame if any tlengrong with the department but are
given no authority to make changes.” The finding8vbitaker (1997) indicate
understanding of newer teacher leader roles istytcéearer. “Findings suggest that
ambiguity and organizational constraints surroure@rtew roles for teacher leaders” (p.
1).

Although much of the literature on school chandiestabout the importance of
changes to instruction and the need to involvesatesn teachers in the process, “the
change literature has not specifically describedrtthe of classroom teachers in
facilitating change in their colleagues” (Silvaaét 2000, p. 797). Roles must be defined
clearly so teacher leaders can become effectiviibators to school reform efforts from
within their classrooms. Riordan (2003) found thiegpal to be vital in this process. His
study focused on a specific partnership progranciwbeveloped “Leader Teachers”.
The partnership worked with the teachers, butdaiteinvolve principals. “As a
consequence, the role of the Leader Teachers wasvdoat vague. These teachers were
taking on new responsibilities and felt pressurtutfil an ambiguous role” (p. 25).
Responses to the open-ended question concernmglesity on the SSTLQ support
these findings. “My role as a teacher leader hasmigeen addressed with myself or the
others in my building. | don’t think that my pripal is aware of what a teacher leader is”
and “The administration shows their feelings ofgethreatened by knowledge and the
gains that | make in my professional developmehgyldo not use my experiences for

the advantage of the students and/or district.”
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Principals could begin to address this ambiguitgtaborating with teacher
leaders to develop a clear role definition and médoin a district document. Of the 159
respondents for the SSTLQ, 78 (49%) marked “disglgoe “strongly disagree” for the
statement, “My role as a teacher leader is destiibeome type of school document.” In
Mangin’s 2005 study, the principal’s involvementdefining the role of one of the math
coordinators proved beneficial for the teacherdeatn this case, the principal has set
clear expectations about the teacher leader’siratkiding the expectation that other
teachers will interact with the teacher leaderaissult, the teacher leader indicates his
job is easier” (p. 17). Developing, recording, @ethmunicating a clear role description
for teacher leaders can go a long way towards ammgtheir effectiveness.

Analysis of the quantitative findings of this studgicate the importance of role
clarity in supporting effective teacher leadersipthe structural elements included in
this study, role clarity had the most significaglationship with teacher leader
effectiveness. Qualitative case studies conductedtbe previous twelve years also
identified the barriers that occur when teacheddea roles are not clearly defined, and
the support that clear role expectations can peovid
Physical Structures

Physical structures can include many elementseo$tihool building; however, a
review of current literature and previously con@actase studies caused the researcher
to focus on two specific areas of represent physicacture for this study: (a) physical
layout of hallways and proximity of classrooms, d&byfispace for teacher collaboration.
These two subcategories were measured utilizindhegdeader responses on a Likert

scale to statements on the SSTLQ.
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The second research question focused on thearsaip between these physical
structures of the school and teacher leader effautiss. The subscale of physical
structures was found to have the lowest correlatidhe three subscales with teacher
leader effectiveness, although the relationshgd Emall statistical significance. The
correlation between teacher leader effectivenedgtaphysical layout component
exhibited the lowest correlation of all eight compats, and the correlation between
space for collaboration and teacher leader effen@igs also exhibited a small effect.
Both of the components of physical structure weoduided in a forward multiple
regression analysis to determine which of the camepts was most predictive of teacher
leader effectiveness. Space for collaboration wastified as the most predictive of the
two components, indicating space for collaborapoedicts a little more than 4% of the
variance of teacher leader effectiveness.

These quantitative findings were aligned withfindings of the qualitative studies.
Of the nine qualitative studies used to developSB&LQ, only three (Mangin, 1997;
Silva et al., 2000; Zinn, 1997) found elements lofgcal structure to be either barriers or
support to effective teacher leadership. This stimat element seemed to be of the least
importance in the qualitative findings since so f@vthe studies included findings related
to physical structure. Although the results onlthkert scale items did not exhibit a
strong correlation to effective teacher leadersthip,responses on the open-ended
guestion did indicate that some teacher leadersdftie layout of their building
frustrating. There were 67 responses for questisnber 31 “What other characteristics
of the physical structure of your building (layaitgrade levels or department, etc)

facilitate or impede your effectiveness as a tealdaeler?” Of those 67 responses, 22
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included negative comments about the layout obthikling, such as; “Very spread out;
little time to have conversations with other teaslieand “My classroom is in a trailer
behind the regular buildings, so | only see ankltialthe other teachers on break or at
lunch.” Perhaps the reason teachers did not resipoathanner on the Likert scale that
emphasized these barriers is that they don’t sephlgsical layout of the building as
something that could be any different. One responhdemmented, “Our school seems
poorly designed, but | can’t think of a more effegetplan with 7 per grade level and 7
grades.”

The quantitative findings of this study indicatddypical structure was the least
important structural element when considering uestiring schools to support teacher
leaders. This is good news for schools since chatagythe physical layout of a building
would be cost prohibitive for most districts. Thifehe nine qualitative studies found
elements of physical structure to be barriers ppst to teacher leadership, and this
study found space for collaboration to have a syghigher correlation with teacher
leader effectiveness than physical layout.

Organizational Structures

There are many organizational structures withiohesl, but a review of current
literature and previously conducted case studiasezhthe researcher to identify three
specific elements of organizational structure tufthis study. These include: (a)
scheduling, (b) team structures, and (c) othercfasdi These three subcategories were
measured utilizing teacher leader responses okeaatlscale to statements on the

SSTLO.
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The qualitative findings for organizational struetindicated some significance.
The overall correlation with teacher leader effeatiess for the subscale of
organizational structures was of a medium effest.sThe correlation between teacher
leader effectiveness and each of the componermsgyahizational structure exhibited a
small effect size, although the correlation betwesacher leader effectiveness and team
structures was the second highest correlation arathegght components. Each of the
components was also used to calculate a forwartpteutegression analysis to
determine which was most predictive of teacherdeadfectiveness. Of the three
components, team structures was the most predictiteacher leader effectiveness,
indicating team structures predicts 9% of the vargaof teacher leader effectiveness.

Open-ended question number 48 asked, “What otlaacteristics of the
organizational structure of your building eitheciféiate or impede your effectiveness as
a teacher leader?” Of the 159 participants, 48amded to this question, but only 19
made positive comments about their collaboratiqreeences. Positive team structures
mentioned in these comments included: (a) weekI@ FRrofessional Learning
Communities) meetings, (b) monthly faculty meetin@$ interdisciplinary team
meetings, (d) vertical team meetings, and (e) compianning times. Most of the
negative comments related to team structure inddidestrations about lack of time for
collaboration. There were also a few commentsitithtated just having teams and time
to meet was not enough to ensure effectivenessexample, “Collaboration mandated,
but often taken for other PD,” and “Team meetingsret regularly scheduled or

checked on.”
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These findings support the findings of the qualitastudies. Of the nine studies,
seven (Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Doyle, 2000; Ljtll@95; Riordan, 2003; Silva et al.,
2000; Suranna & Moss, 2000; Zinn, 1997) includedifigs related to organizational
structures. The quantitative data indicated therntstructures had the closest relationship
with teacher leader effectiveness among the compsd organizational structure. This
finding is consistent with the literature and quiatitze studies. Beachum and Dentith
(2004) found in schools with effective teacher krad“Strong teacher teaming according
to grade levels or subject matter, and consiseauditer committee work on issues and
events relevant to everyday teaching and learniexg wresent” (p. 279). For teachers to
be able to lead from within their classrooms, thegd to have frequent, scheduled
contact with their colleagues. Ackerman and Macle(2006) explained, “The rub for
all teacher leaders? Their strength comes froncldssroom, yet unless they venture out
of it, connecting and relating to other adultsha school, they do not fulfill the power
implicit in their teaching role” (p. 66).

The findings of this study, along with the quadlita findings of previous studies
indicated organizational structure, especially tsamctures was connected to effective
teacher leadership. Team structures had the sdughest correlation to effective teacher
leadership of the eight components analyzed. Fmhiers to be effective leaders, they
must have opportunities to collaborate with otleachers.

Although some of the structural components analyaehis study had a higher
correlation to effective teacher leadership thdrers, each of the subscales and

components exhibited a significant relationshipe3érelationships were also supported
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by the findings of nine different qualitative cagadies. Figure 1 exemplifies a model of

structural elements necessary to support effetdi@eher leadership.

Role Role Role .
Acceptance Definition Understanding

Role Clarity

Teacher Leader
Effectiveness

Physical Organizational
Structures Structures

Physical Space for Team Policies Scheduling
Layout Collaboration Structures

Figure 1.Model of structural subscales and components napets support teacher

leader effectiveness.
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Limitations of the Study

Although the researcher received guidance andrgigpmn from an experienced
researcher throughout all steps of the researelg tliere certain limitations to this study.
First, the study utilized a new instrument devetbpg the researcher limiting the known
reliability and validity of the study. The SSTL(Balcollected the perceptions of teacher
leaders and therefore included the assumptiorstiraey participants were honest in
their responses. The findings are also limitedhgysize and nature of the sample group.
Although this study included teacher leaders fr@amous regions of the state, all teacher
leaders were from the same Midwestern state aralvied in the same professional
development program. Additionally, the numbers wengéed to those teacher leaders
currently involved in the program, which limiteceteample to 180 participants.

Steps were taken, however, to reduce the impatiest limitations. To reduce
errors related to the questionnaire, the SSTLQrersiewed by experts, piloted and field-
tested. A test-retest process was used for thet tsk to ensure the reliability of the
items. A definition of teacher leadership was gdsavided to participants (see Appendix
C) to minimize interpretation errors and incredsegrobability of a valid response. The
guestionnaire also included reverse-ordered itenhelp ensure reliability of responses.

Implications for Practice

Schools are facing unprecedented accountabilitgingla serious need for reform.
Elmore (2000) wrote about the need for large-sdatibution of knowledge in order to
bring about the type of reform needed. He explaifi¢ds this problem of the
distribution of knowledge required for large sciagprovement that creates the

imperative for the development of models of disttdal leadership” (p. 14). These new

94



models of distributed leadership need to incluéehers as leaders. In order for these
teacher leaders to be successful, however, scheel$ to consider restructuring. Simply
creating new responsibilities for teachers withimrent structures will not be effective.
Johnson and Donaldson (2007) found, “On the wHele,schools have reorganized to
make the most of the expertise teacher leaders affeially, the new roles are simply
appended to a flat, compartmentalized school stradh which classroom teachers
continue to work alone” (p. 10).

While the idea of restructuring may seem overwhegjio schools, even small
changes could have an impact. This study identrodel clarity as the structure that had
the highest predictive value for teacher leadexatffeness. Schools could potentially
increase the effectiveness of their teacher leduectearly defining their roles and
clearly communicating those roles to everyone edthool. A clear role definition that
is recorded in a school document and articulatexttter teachers can help those teacher
leaders who are hesitant to “over-step” their baud Bowman (2004) pointed out,
“Learning how to accumulate informal power, exegdigluence, and reconcile
conflicting collegial interests requires nothingdehan a profound identity shift for
contemporary classroom teachers” (p. 187). Thesshte leaders need the support of
clearly defined roles to ease this transition. Teateaders also need their roles defined
to provide them with guidance. As Bolman and D280g3) explained, “If employees are
unclear about what they are supposed to be ddiry,dften shape their role around
personal preferences instead of organizationakgé@quently leading to problems” (p.

70).
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Team structures also seem to be important for emhgmeacher leader
effectiveness. Andrews and Crowther (2002) desdribe advantages of the
collaboration that occurred in one of the schooltheir study. “Through professional
conversations, teachers are able to make exgiit personal (and now shared)
practices” (p. 7). It seems clear that teachersncauve effective leaders if they do not
have the opportunity to collaborate with their gedream structures provide the
opportunity for this collaboration, but many of tlespondents on the open-ended
guestion expressed frustration that their teamsdidneet often enough. School
administrators can ensure teachers have dailybmyldion opportunities by scheduling
common planning times for teachers of the sameegiack| or subject area. Schools can
also provide weekly collaboration opportunities lemger groups by scheduling “late-
starts” or “early-outs.”

Team structures, along with clearly defined rotastéacher leaders could enhance
the effectiveness of those teachers attemptingao from within their classrooms.
Clearly defining and articulating roles for teactesders is a fairly simple step that could
make a big difference in the effectiveness of teatdnaders. Similarly, schools should
develop teams and find a way to schedule timehfose teams to meet.

Recommendations for Future Research

The combined findings of previously conducted gaélre studies and this
guantitative study allow for generalizations abschool structures and effective teacher
leadership. Teachers who take on these new rokxsclear definitions of their

responsibilities and those definitions need tolbarty articulated to everyone in the
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school building. Once the roles are clearly defiaed understood by all, teachers leaders
need appropriate team structures to allow themrmae/éo share their expertise.

Although this study was designed around the finsliofgpreviously conducted
gualitative studies, the number of published swiftbeused on teacher leadership is
limited, and many studies included teacher leadéis were in roles that took them out
of the classroom. More research is needed arowntypie of teacher leadership described
by Silva et al. (2000) as “third-wave,” or teachkading from within their classroom.
The authors explained that these third wave tedelaéders “collaborate with other
teachers, discuss common problems, share appro@chasous learning situations,
explore ways to overcome structural constraintgmted time, space, resources and
restrictive policies” (p. 781). More research i®ded around how these teachers work
together to problem solve and improve school stinestto support their own
collaboration.

This study was unique in that it utilized the stunal frame to analyze teacher
leadership, but was limited to specific types dfau structures. Bolman and Deal
(2002) suggested that leaders need to analyzedigznizations from multiple
perspectives. “We have repeatedly found that adinators and executives are more
successful when they can look at things from maa tone angle. The best leaders use
multiple fames or lenses, each offering a diffeprspective on common challenges” (p.
3). Much of the research on teacher leadershigdtased on relationships and school
culture, rather than structures. But both are v#alSilva et al. (2000) pointed out, “We
must change the culture and structure of schoolsatdhey value developing teachers

over developing efficient and effective structu(p’ 800).
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Findings of this study indicated that role clatigs a significant relationship to
teacher leader effectiveness, but the findinggiamieed to the extent they only included
159 participants from one state. Replicating thislg in a larger setting which included
more participants or more than one study wouldfbalue. Additional research is also
needed with a specific focus on role definitionseTiterature includes many references
to the lack of role definition, and the vaguenesthose definitions that are in use.
Riordan (2003), along with several other reseascharphasized that teacher leader’s
roles are often ambiguous. The field of educatieads additional research on how best
to model and define these new roles for teacherause teacher leaders clearly need to
be supported to be effective.

These third-wave teacher leaders are vital tetiveess of school reform efforts.
This call for teachers to take on new roles angdamrsibilities must be accompanied by
new structures to support this change. Schoolaa@treurrently structured to support
teachers leading from within their classrooms. Ntheugh, is the time to make such
changes to the structures of schools. Accordir8gioh (2001), “In the next 10 years, 2.2
million new teachers will be needed to staff Aman's schools. Approximately two-
thirds of the entire teaching profession will bplaged...The coming decade brings with
it a profound opportunity tce-createthe teaching profession” (p. 449). Schools can
begin this recreation process now. Clearly defirang articulating the roles that these
new teacher leaders will fill can be the first stewards the restructuring necessary to

support effective teacher leaders.
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Appendix A

Dear [names of program directors]:

| am a doctorial student in the University of MigseColumbia program in Educational Leadership and
Policy Analysis and am preparing to conduct redefoc my study, titled “School Structures and Effee
Teacher Leadership.” This study is being condutteztbmplete my dissertation. As part of the redearc
study, | would like to survey teachers involvegnofessional development programs designed torfoste
teacher leadership throughout the state of [nans¢até]. This questionnaire should take approxilpdte
minutes to complete. These data will then be alalya see if a relationship exists between spesifiool
structures and effective teacher leaders. If sofitidings could serve to assist teachers and ipéixin
changing structural components in their buildinggtiprove the effectiveness of teacher leaders.

| am writing to seek your permission to conductshbeveys with teachers involved in [state departroén
education] sponsored professional developmentitigiprograms. | would appreciate your support with
this project because limited research is availedd@rding the structural conditions that contriktoteor
impede, the effectiveness of teacher leaders. Gentiiality of the teachers and the specific prograwil
be protected throughout the study. No teachergionewill be identified in reporting results. Paifiation
is completely voluntary. Participants may withdratxany time without penalty. Individual responsethe
survey are completely confidential and anonymousy @ggregate data will be reported in the study
results.

If you grant your permission for participation, lllcontact the [regional center] directors to sdhie
administration of the survey and make all necesaagngement with as little inconvenience as pdessib

If you have any questions about this research prgpease feel free to contact me. You may alsuamt
my Faculty Advisor, Dr. Cindy MacGregor, at (418686046, oilCMacgregor@MissouriState.edu

Thank you in advance for your assistance with phigect.
Sincerely,

Cathy Galland

Republic R-Ill School District

417-732-3605 (work)

417-823-8982 (home)

cg59a@mizzou.edu Keenp for vour record

Please return to researcl

l, agrdiote teachers in the state sponsored
professional development program to participatianénstudy of school structures and teacher
leadership conducted by Cathy Galland. | understiaaid

» Their answers will be used for dissertation redearc

» Their participation is voluntary.

» They may stop participation at any point withounbgigy.

* They need not answer all of the questions.

* Their answers and identity will be kept confidehtia
I have read the material above, and any questiaskdd have been answered to my satisfaction.
| agree to allow participation of teachers in #sivity, realizing that they may withdraw without
prejudice at any time.

Signed: Date:
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Appendix B
Informed Consent Form for School Structure and Teacher L eadership Questionnaire

Thank you for considering participation in the stud the relationship between school structures and
teacher leadership. This study is being conductedmplete a doctorate in Educational Leadership an
Policy Analysis through the University of Misso@slumbia.

| am requesting your participation in my study aseanber of the [name of professional development
program]. This program has been selected as ths faicthis research because of the involvement of
teacher leaders in this statewide program. Youigpaation will provide valuable assistance as amne
the relationship between school structures anchezdeadership. Permission to ask for your parditgm

was granted by [program directors] at the [stafmdenent of education].

Data collection will consist of administration diet School Structures and Teacher Leadership
Questionnaire (SSTLQ). The SSTLQ should take apprately fifteen minutes to complete.

Before you make a final decision about participatigease read the following about how your inpilit w
be used and how your rights as a participant wilplotected:
» There are no foreseeable risks associated withttiuy.
* You should feel no greater degree of discomfon tikanormally experienced in expressing
personal views about your work.
* Your participation is completely voluntary. You majthdraw at any time without penalty.
* Your individual responses to the questionnaire keithain confidential.
* Only aggregate data from the SSTLQ will be sharetiraported in the study results.
» At your request, | will provide you results fromglstudy.
» Data will be stored in a locked cabinet for a pgd three years after completion of my
dissertation. Only the researcher will have actedise data.

The project is being supervised by Dr. Cynthia Maagfér, Doctoral Supervisor, Educational
Administration, Missouri State University. If yoeed further answers regarding research participant’
rights, please contact University of Missouri Ihgional Review Board at (573) 882-9585.

If you have any questions about this study, pleas¢act me via e-mail @g59a@mizzou.edar by
phone at (417) 732-3605. Dr. Cindy MacGregor, a7§4836-6046, o€EMacgregor@MissouriState.edu
Thank you in advance for your assistance with phigect.

Sincerely,

Cathy Galland

Doctoral Candidate

University of Missouri — Missouri State UniversiBohort
Curriculum Director

Republic R-11l Schools
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l, agnearticipate in the study of effective
leadership practices of teaching professors coedury Cathy Galland. | understand that:

* My answers will be used for dissertation research.

* My patrticipation is voluntary.

* | may stop participation at any point without pepal

* | need not answer all of the questions.

* My answers and identity will be kept confidential.
| have read the material above, and any questiaskdd have been answered to my satisfaction.
| agree to participate in this activity, realizitigat | may withdraw without prejudice at any time.

Signed: Date:
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Appendix C

School Structure and Teacher Leadership Questimnai
Cover Sheet

You have been selected to complete this surveyibegau are enrolled in a professional development
program designed to foster teacher leadership. @hta is being collected for a research project in
partial fulfillment of the requirements for a docdite degree through University of Missouri, Columbi
This research project is focused on analyzing theracteristics of teacher leaders and structural
elements within their schools. Your time and hgnestthis survey will be very much appreciated.

For the purposes of this questionnaire, you shoglel the following definition for teacher
leader:

Teacher LeaderA teacher leader is a teacher who is committechfraving
professional learning opportunities for self ankdens and is willing to “go public”
by modeling, sharing and influencing others asraqfehis or her day-to-day work
on behalf of children.
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School Structure and Teacher L eadership Questionnaire

Please rate your agreement with the following statements by marking an X in the appropriate box:

Role Clarity Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. My role as a teacher leader is formal and inedua title.

2. My role as a teacher leader is informal and smésnclude a title.

3. My role as a teacher leader is clearly defined.

4. My role as a teacher leader is vague and ndtdeéhed.

5. My role as a teacher leader is described in dgp@®of school
document.

6. My role as a teacher leader has been explamstbt

7. Other teachers in my building clearly understamydrole as a
teacher leader.

8. Other teachers in my building have only a vaigea of my role as
a teacher leader.

9. Other teachers in my building are accepting pfrale as a teacher
leader.

10. Other teachers in my building resent my rola &sacher leader.

11. My principal clearly understands my role asacher leader.

12. My principal has only a vague understandingigfrole as a
teacher leader.

13. My principal supports my role as a teacherdead

14. My principal resents my role as a teacher leade

15. Other administrators in the district clearlydarstand my role as p
teacher leader.

16. Other administrators in the district have cnlyague
understanding of my role as a teacher leader.

17. Other administrators in the district supportnoig as a teacher
leader.

18. Other administrators in the district resentrolg as a teacher
leader.

19. What other characteristics of role clarity eithailitate or impede your effectiveness as a teadaeler?
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Physical Structure of the Building (classrooms, hallways,
etc.)

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

20. The physical layout of my building facilitatesicher
collaboration.

21. The physical layout of my building contributegeacher
isolation.

22. The physical layout of my building facilitatesquent,
informal conversations with other teachers.

23. The physical layout of my building does nobwaidlfor
frequent, informal conversations with other teasher

24. My building has mostly self-contained classreamith four
walls and a door.

25. There are few open areas in my building.

26. My building has open classrooms with few walsloors.

27. My building has many open spaces for infornahgrings.

28. My building has few or no spaces for informaitgerings.

29. My building has spaces designated for teachitmration.

30. My building does not have room for teachemné®t and
collaborate.

31. What other characteristics of the physicalcstme of your building (layout of grade levels @partments, etc.)

facilitate or impede your effectiveness as a tealdasler?

108




Organizational Structure of the Building
(schedules, teams, policies, etc.)

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

32. The daily schedule in my building allows tinoe f
teacher collaboration.

33. The daily schedule in my building does notudel
time for teacher collaboration.

34. The weekly schedule in my building allows tifoe
teacher collaboration.

35. The weekly schedule in my building does not
include time for teacher collaboration.

36. Sufficient time is included in the schedule for
teacher collaboration.

37. Teachers in my building are organized into f@rm
teams.

38. Teachers in my building are on more than one
formal team.

39. Teachers in my building are on formal team#$ wit
teachers in other buildings.

40. Teachers in my building have organized thenese
into informal teams.

Iv

41. There is no team structure in my building.

42. Building policies support teacher collaboration

43. Building polices inhibit teacher collaboration.

44. Building policies support my role as a teacher
leader.

45. Building policies inhibit my role as a teackeader.

46. Building policies support teacher teams.

47. Building policies inhibit the work of teacheams.

48. What other characteristics of the organizatistracture of your building either facilitate anpede your

effectiveness as a teacher leader?
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Effectiveness of Teacher L eader Strongly Disagree | Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

49. My role as a teacher leader has significantly
improved instruction in my own classroom.

50. My role as a teacher leader has had no impact @
instruction in my classroom.

51. My role as a teacher leader has significantly
improved instruction in other classrooms in my
building.

52. My role as a teacher leader has had no impact g
instruction in other classrooms in my building.

53. My role as a teacher leader has significantly
improved instruction in other buildings in the dist

54. My role as a teacher leader has had no impact g
instruction in other buildings in the district.

55. Student achievement in my classroom has imgrove
as a result of my role as a teacher leader.

56. Student achievement in my classroom has nat hee
affected by my role as a teacher leader.

57. Student achievement in other classrooms in my
building has improved as a result of my role as a
teacher leader.

58. Student achievement in other classrooms in my
building has not been affected by my role as aheac
leader.

59. Student achievement in other buildings in the
district has improved as a result of my role asaaher
leader.

60. Student achievement in other buildings in the
district has not been affected by my role as aheac
leader.

61. What other results of effective teacher leddprdo you see in your building?

62. Are you compensated for your responsibilites @aeacher leader? If so, how? (stipend, extra, ti
extended contract, etc.)
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Please answer the following questions about your self and your teaching experience:
63. What grade levels are in your building? @il that apply.

K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th/th  8th  9th 10th 11th 12th

64. What grade level do you teach? Circle all gpgdly.

K 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th/th 8th 9th  10th 11th 12tNA

65. How many years have you been teaching?

66. How many years have you been teaching in youent district?

67. How many years have you been teaching in youwent building?

68. Please check the size of your building, ascatdi by the number of students:
small (fewer than 250 students)
medium (250 — 500 students)

large (more than 500 students)

69. Are you male ___ or female ?

70. What is your age?

71. What level is your last completed degree?

B.S. ______Masters + additional hours
_______B.S. + additional hours Specialist
Doctorate
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Cathy Galland was born Cathy Chism on Februaryi @62 in Moberly, Missouri.
She spent her childhood in the Moberly area arehdéd Moberly and Renick Public
Schools. After graduating from Moberly High Schaiie received the following
degrees: B.A. in English from Simpson College ididmola, lowa (1991); M.S. in
Education form Central Methodist College in Fayeiulessouri (1999); Ed.D. in
Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis fromtmeversity of Missouri-Columbia
(2008).

Cathy taught English at Higbee R-VIII High SchaoHigbee, Missouri for eight
years and became involved in the Missouri AssessPrEgram (MAP) as a teacher
representative. She then went on to become a MAJioRa& Facilitator at the Heart of
Missouri Regional Professional Development CemtéZolumbia, Missouri for two years
and then at the Southwest Missouri Regional PradfeakDevelopment Center in
Springfield for four more years.

In 2005, Cathy became the Curriculum DirectorRepublic R-11 School District,
Republic, Missouri. She is very active in currioml and staff development and serves as
president of the Southwest Area Curriculum Diregtdssociation and is on the board of

directors of the Missouri Staff Development Council
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