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+ educators, students, and state teghn:cai assistants in the form of

- observational 1nterv1ews, qnest:onna:res, ‘and document ~analysis.

summarized in the -form of recommendat:ons. For a_ teacher to be

A successful as an 1L: (1) implementation in the first. year should. be
limited to the:-teacher's school; (2) ILs should be given sufficdient *
time to plan ‘and develop enoﬁgh;ﬁatétiéls-fbr,é complete course.
before implementation begins; (3) the IL should be involved from the.

“initial phﬁsés of planning and training; (4) IL expertiSe in the

instructional model is necessary;; (5) IL leadership style should be
democratic; (6) the two key tasks of the IL are training and coaching
ather teachers in the 1nnovatzon' and (7) administrative support 1s

essential for IL success. (JD)
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. TEACHERS AS INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERS (Summary)* : i :
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‘ This study examined the roles,,functions, and’ effectiveness of a group of

tepchers who, in _addition to their traditiongl classroom robes, became instruc-

. tional 1eaders {ILsYy,* assuming majof responsibility fot assuring implementation
of a voluntary school improvement program Within their respectfbe schools.

e

This program, c¢alled SITIP (School Improvement_ Through Instructional Process), S

was initiated b he Maryland State.Department”of; Edﬁcation, which snpported T
local educationxgéencies (LEA8s) 1in- their’ adopgion -and dmpiementation of four |
‘research-based instructional ‘niodels: Active Teaching (AT),; Mastery Liearning K
(ML);‘Studeﬁt Team Learning (8TL), and Teaching Variables (TV) E \

ot ‘ R

Data were collected from local educators (principals; teachers; central \

oftice staff) students, and the statettechnical-assistants assigned to Provide

support in the eight (8) projects in the seven (7): LEAs with teachers as \

.instructional 1eaders. Four general methods of data collection werejnsed 1y

observatiens-of training and planning activities and - at yigits to schools; .2) -

interviews with key- LﬁA and SEA staff; 3) quescionnaires ‘given to participants ‘:\,

of critical events_ andrtb local implementers, and' 4) document-analysis of | \

~mrvemd - 4 1

* materials such ‘as LEA’ proposals and data summaries of cognitive and affective Ve
" measures of student impact. e :

o ) : ; &‘,,\
‘ el ~ 7 v o en i \\
- Results of the study indicated several factors or conditions related to - R

:he success of teachers as. instructional leaders: These factors/conditions

are summarized here in the form of recommendations. ‘ \
e " : ’

For a teacher to be successful-as an IL: . . S

L4

‘,; : é Implementation 1n the firét year shonld be iimited to the

- teacher's school, preferaﬁly in one gr two grades in one

subject area at the ‘elemertary level;, with a team of teachers '

-

S~ at the middle school level, or within a single department at
' the high school 1eve1 ¥

The teachers involvediinitheiproject should be given tifie to -

plan and develop enough materials for a complete Course before

' implementation begins: 1It; 18 most-.desirable for the innova-

tion to be used for at least a full semester in a given .

.
[ ]

[\ ‘subject for a given grade or class. ThHis suggests that ILs

work with other teachers on planning and development in blocks .

of time e:g:; during the summer vacation: Also; teachers need

'ggggggiplanning time to review and improve Ypilot"' version
materials., g o o P
\ . R ‘ . -

e 1In orde? to have a sense of awﬁéf;;I% of the project and to
" vdevelop the necessary expertise, the IL should be involved in o 3

a - -
LR

[N

at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New .
Orleans; April 1984. ' IR S ’ '
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‘¢ To manage the project within his or her own school, the IL

principal 8. acknowledgement and support. However,; if the 1L

" - 18 responsible for expanding the model tJ other sites, central
officé?suppbtt is essential.’ The support frvom administrators
ghiould be democrati¢ and programmatic rather: than authori-

‘"tarian and bureaucratic. The latter type of support, leads 90

compliant instead of cooperative work efforts. . ] i

.

’The leadership style cf an effective teacher leader 1is . ]
democratic, allowing other teachers to participate'in A

decision-making, treating teachers with colleagueaiity and

"mutual respect, and sharing responsibility for. project

( success. The major types of behaviors engaged in by
successful IL8 are initiating and piecing out tasks, rather .-
thén maintaining tasks assigned tﬁ them by admintstrators:

The two Rey tasks performed by ILs are training and coaching :
. other teachers .implementing the innovation. Iks. need
B credibility (expertise or a position of authority) and
principal support- to be successful;trainers]coaches in their =~ -
- own school, tand must also have central office support (e. 8.
acknowledgement, release time) to train/coach teachers-at ,
other schools within the district and in other LEAs.

¥
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teachers outside the IL's domain) to encourage participation.
) . Administrators may also provide indentives such as arrariging - }
Te °  for ILs of several schools ot districts to meét together and ’
share experiences, or to present their projects to oytside

- audiences. ° - . z

Teachers can be effective ILs if the cond tions mentioned above afé B
present.r Teachers expand . their roles _beyond _the classroom, becoming involved
in; plannigg and decision-makiﬂg, and increasing communication and _ coordination
am%ng school staff These activitiesﬂappeal to teachers and could be
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room ro}e of the €aacher, studying such factors as teachetrs' Hnowledge;of

lt",

subject mat&er ‘and” their c1assroom managementiﬁéchniques (e. g., Btophy, 1979

meer & Fvertaon, 1981) Current concern about teacher quality also éuggeqrq

LU

~that aeséssment ond rewqrds are based on the teacher's performance in 'the’

I3

claséroom (e“gis Neweombe; 1983) Haqwever, resedrch and practice in school ’
g -';v‘. f > >

- s o

to the teacher s role These f?ctorg include teacher involvement'in planning,

.
-

decxsion—making, and é&oblem solving activities (e £ Firestone, 1977 Loucks
2 ; [ <3

s,

1982; Louils et al’.; 1981 Roberts et al., 1982), which should_be legitimatety

-fééagﬁiééaisy adﬁinistrative-and superv1sory staff. S
*'1", . '; ¢

. This study examines{the rolés, functions, and effectiveness of a group

* . . - /.§ A

e e e P
of teachers who;,in addition to their traditional claesroom roles;‘bccnme

instructional leaderq (TLe), assiming majoﬁ;responsiﬁiiity for aesuriné impie~
N

mentation of a Vbluntarv school 1mprovement program within the1r respective
o
schools. = o R B Y ‘ N
This program, called éiitétféchooi'tmproveméne Through inéfrﬁéfiéﬁéif
Process), ﬁa&‘initiatéd By the Maryland State ﬁeﬁartment of' Education, which
supported local education agencies (LEAs) 4in their adoption and.Impiementation
o ‘

of four reqearch—based instructional modeIS' Actxve Teaching (AT), Mastery [

Learning (ML), Student Team Learning (STL), and Teaching Variabies (?V)

- While staff involved included teachers, echool adminxstrators and central

office stafﬁ;iin most of the 29 projects-xn‘the state; primary,leadership;

a -
.

3

¢

e :

(9]
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llowever, -at eight projects a teacher-or team of teachers assumed major

responsibility for the project s success. Tn generatl; thé§ provided, inforﬁa:_

\tion and support 'to other implementing teachers and/or had a preat deal of

influence on project decisions (e.g=, extensive inftuence on the désjgn and

deVelopment of materials end procedUres) These teachers ire e J
considered o be instructionaLvIeaders and are the subject o

f this papér.
Folloning a description of methods and measures . used, operational fg:tqrs
i : i ] .
ate discussed; roles and‘eccomplishments are reviewed;\?nd COnclusions' -
presented. ST - Sy “

-

o .Methbds,aﬁd-i&éééﬁféé’ - Ce

- ’ -

This paper summar 1zes part of ‘an evaluation study covering the firat two

and&one—half yearsrof the STTIP program.*f This period ran from December/1980
J A -

to June 1983 with the first ntne months consisting of tra1ning and&\repara+

tion; followed by implementation whxch.began in September or October ﬁ981 ~

" The following research quthions are addressed

o What are the roles and responsibilities "G ‘the IUs and how-did

they evolve? oo : :

) What‘factors influencedxthe relative effectiveness of ILs? .

R o How éffective wvere the ILs in bringing about implementation of

o the instructional process in terms of local quectivés '

; X specifted in district ﬁlans and in terms of impact on students ]
'\ » gnd teachers7 o . 2 : . . 77

Four general methods’ of data collection were used; (1) observations of -
éfaiaiag; and ﬁlanning‘activitiés mi at visits‘ to s'cii'o'o'is; (éj‘ iﬁterviews'with

e

N - ¥ i i o
> e

* Other réports relating to Maryl nd's school “improverenit prograt are listed:
gn-:the bibilography. . | S : :i" UCE R

. -
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ovents and to local implementers;, and (4) document analysis ofe materials” siich

K . ~ ~ o .
as LEArproposnls and data-summaries oficognttive and affective measures of,
~‘-'- “’ -;

-

student impact. P . -

-

Data were collécted from local educators (principals, teacherQ, central

provide support related to eight (8) projectq in seven (7) LEAs thag had

teachers as instructional leaders: x I ,g. ; 5

. [} ' .
- o - - - o P \ . 7!
’ serationa actors Influencing the Roles, Responsibilitiesx - B

andAEiiectiveness of~the Instructional Leaders - , B
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;level of authosity of the lLs within their school.. These operational factors

‘functioned as "inputs" to the projects implemented, influencipg the role and
effeccivenéqs qf/the its. Tablé 1 préséﬁté tné"factarglin operation in the - .’

_fall of 19&1, summarizing key elements of ‘local’ plans. éach set of factors isid\ .

/
"ﬁd;f o

<

Kinnovations);

- S i . - - . &

:
described. . . - P o , -
A . . : ; .

of teachers. > . : :
s : , 7 ; S i - :

4

**,Complexity.is deffhed ast knowledggr—— amount of new information to be~

acqu1red materials - redesign and/or development of new materialS’ methods

""""" " ool',apd organization ——
L degree of role change "and administrative action required. ) ‘ - .
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o. Active Teaching (AT) is a system of: direct instruction
developed ;by Thomas Goodiand Douglas Grouws at the University

of Missourdi. AT consists of: ‘(1) Pre-lesson developmernt —--

v

~ homework review; and 'mental exercises; (2) Lesson development

.~ -, *-.prerequisite skikls review, new concepts demonstrated, and
-student controlled practice; (3) Seatwork == individual .

practice; -(4) Homework; and (5) Review/maintenance —- weekly

“and end-of-unit reviews: ,Two out of the éigh;,prbjéété.with

ILs implemented &i;}: .

' AT is relatively simple requiring little new knowledge.

K

Additional materials may, need to Bé:aéYéiaééé,gég,bo@eWGtk;
but few major changes are required in the clasgroom or school.
No role changes dr new administrative action are required,

_with the possible exception of an active poticy about
»Homework. T - e '

Y

.o 'Madstery Learning (ML), developed by Benjamin Bloow and James

o Block, combines curriculum alignment and diagnostic/prescrip-4
tive instruction with a philosophy that all students can
gqccged; Essential components are: (1) déVélnpipgig scope

and, sequence of objectives; (2) providing appropriate

ingtruction aligried with the objectives to be mastered; (3)
testing the student's progress in mastering the objectives
neasure; (4)

through the use of a forwative evaluation
istery with
areas specified by

@gé?;ding,scudeﬁts,who'havé,ﬁat,écbievéd'j

:;Qditionélrcorrec;ive'gbrk'iﬁfthé deficien

.the formative test, and providing, students who have achieved

learning; (S)Jteégiﬁgifiﬁgﬁ mastery of the objectives with a
summative evaluation measure, and (6) recording student
progress in terms of individual mastery of specific objec-

mastery with enrichment activities to reinforée and supplement

tives: "Mastery" is usually defined as 80% of the gsjééEiVég;\:{
" in a given unit of instruction. Three oit of the eight = -’ °
‘projects with ILs implemented ML. , ' SR
™ . » .- o ~ .
ML is fairly complex, requiring new knowledge in curriculum .

-~ and assessment, analysis and development; and subsequent

- seléction, redesign or development of approprtate materials.
The way things ate done change$ in the classroom and the
school sinte instruction becomes more structured, and record

~ keeping and curriculum alignment make new' demands on faculty.
- ' Administrafive action 1s required to arrange for "planning
-time" for-analysis and developments and to facilitate test
scorisg and record-keeping. Alsggrteachers' roles change -
somewhat since ML ré&quires more t sffort o
analysis and development of systematic diagnostic/prescriptive
instruction. . L o '

o Student Team Learning (STL) “techniques use peer tui

team competition to facilitate student learning. Student

an the usual effort in

i

__e_

toring and

Team-Achievement Divisioins (STAD) and Teams-Ggmes-Tournaments
- (T6TR—ere developed by Robert $lavin and staff at the Johns
- Hopkins) Universf{ty. Jigsaw was started at the University of

. - _ . . .

ty




Texas by Elliott: Aronson who 1s curréntly at the University of
alifornia at Santa Cruz: The key factors 'of STL are_peer

" iteraction,. cooperation, and competition. One out 9f the

eight projects with ILs impiemented STL. _ .

¥ STL requires knowledge of groupi”’ procedares, appropriate

" changes in delivery of- instruction,- and methods of assessing:
and recording student achieveflerit. Materials need to-be -
purchased or developed to fi peer learning. Changes are *

- required in classroom practife but few are required from a e
3chool perspective. No role or. administrative changes are

required although the principal's support is helpful in .
publicizing(stpdent successes, . . ’

o Teaching ‘Variables (TV) was developed by David Helms ahd‘staﬁf

at Research- for Better Schools, fic. (RBS) Two variabtes,are

‘addressed. The "content.' variabl encompasses two-fact

*{1) assessment of prior, learning, and (2) alignment of

curriculum objectives and classroom instruction to the teqting

instrument. The "time" variable -improvement cycle involves:

(1) measuring student engaged_ time (SET) via classroom P

observation; (2) comparing SET to res rch data in order to
determine ‘level of predicted achievem§§§ and opportunity’ for
improvement, (3) reviewing and selecting rééearch—based \ -
improvement strategies, (4) implementfng strategies}, and €5)

evaluating the effectiveniegs of the strategies in improving

SET via additional classroom observations: Two out of the v

eight projects with ILs implemented TV. ﬁnly gne project f\)'

implemented both the time and "content" variables.

TV 18 most complex 1f both variables age addressed ) New

" knowledge is required relating to analysis and development for -
"oontent”" (which is similar to- -Mastery Learning since it
requires altignment of curriculum, instriction, dnd tests).
For "time," participanzs need to know how to observe, code,
and analyze students' "engagement - rate{( §ompare findﬂngs with >
given norms and/or desire@ resylts, then determine an ;
implement improVement strategies. Extenglve materials; =J
used for analysis (provided to tra%ﬁﬁes Y developergi; Also;
in order to ensure curriculum alignflent (for the ' content ‘
variable) appropriate materials may need to be developed. At

the school level, faculty meeting time is used to determine

*. improvements, some of which may, ‘be. school—wide. Since -

‘teachers are observed by their peerS or school administrators,
organization changes occur to facilitate scheduling - This:

~dimension (organization) is made more complex since teachersj

“ change their role == to become observers and toAingrease.

efforts:in systematic diagnosticfpreScriptive instructional
improvement.,' _ )7 : . ; Lo~
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The three typea of implementation strategies used by the LEAs with

teachers as ILs ?re deScribed here.

o

-

> »

) one’TV project with ILs used this’ txpe of strategy.

A E -
L€ .

The Eilot/district strategy involves one or a few schools in

‘the first year with® commitment from central office to become

actively involvig in dissemination/implementation to many more

schools in subsequent years. One ML project and one TV”

project ‘with ILs used this'type of: strategy. S .

Capacity building,is essentially a staff development approach

which encourages voluntary -implementation following training :

conducted 'by those first involved with STTIP One, ATAprojecf

with an IL used this type of strategy. ;

¢

The lighthouse schooT'strategy focuses implementation/of an

innovation in a 'single school. ‘One AT; tWo ML;- onme STE; and

-~ 'i‘

s
Lt

Yo
¥

-

Y

Pachvof the eight projects began implementation of the modei in a single

school. <l

<9

lemeatation

following dimensions‘

areas, and time spent’

" RN

\

//

a . . .
v N

o Schools - During the first year each project was -in a ‘single

o

1

'secondary schools. _ . S

school. Only two projects remained in a single school durime

"the sevond year of implementation, with the thtal number of
schools increasing from eight to 23,¢17 of which wereé _

. a .
Teachers —-.From year 1 to year 2, the number of teachers &

increased from 96 to 252; with between three and 40 involved

in any single school during year _otie, 'and between 3 and.I150°

involVed,in -any single district during yedt two of the

- project. - All ILs and ‘two or three "pilot" teachkers from each

‘site received. fairly intensive training from the SEA and/or

model dévElopers during the first year of the project. Most

other, teathers were trained by ILs, with assistance from SEA

staff in some cases._;
o~ i} -

Gradeg -- In the first year, four projects focused on_ i

secondary grade levels; three focused -on middle _school grade

levels;, and one focused on grades 3—4., Four projects involved

~additional grade leveils in~the second _year:

‘
fl -

'{ '._ ;' . '3l ?.. 7 .123

Seope of . implementation is-summatized in Table 2, and inVolves the

3

nutiber: of schools, teachers* grade levels, subject

N

-

wl



~* Subject areas -- Mathematics,” lat

" and social studies were each uss ‘six projects, with only
two projedts using a single subiect. (Single subject focus
increased classroom time for iveil model with resqlting
evidence of impact on student’ eftent.) Diverse other

subjects were included by fiver"'”iicts;' - o

o Time spegt - Two:of the eight proiects (hpth implementing ML)
used the selected instructional model for a given subject and’

grade level for two full school ¥ears. Others each used their.

models for at least one unit of instruction. For TV, each

y lage arts/reading, science; .

participating teacher. was "time-on-task" observed three timéq.gg

: b
- Table 2 . -
B * « “Pprojects' Scope: Years One and Two ;
Projects . || # schools | # Teachers | # Grades. | # Subjects
. Yr.l Yr.2 Yr.l Yr.2 Yr.l Yr.2 Yr.1l Yr:2
Allendale = - | - 1s 1s | - 3 3| 4 3 N B
Batdwin - 1s | 55 | 40 150 | 3 6 | 15 | 15
Burlington - | #1E | 3E |. 3 [ "137% 2 N IS S B
centrall. - 1S 1s 3| 6] 3 |t T2 3%
- . ‘ 2E ) ; '
Central 2 - is | 3s 8 | 23| 3 | 3 T
_ o ) . % o S I B ,
Franklin - | 1S .| 1s 12 5| 2 2 5 . 4.
) LN . ) : : .. . e o -
carrison 1s | 25 -| 7 3 2 PR T - T S B
Millersville |* 1s | 48 [ 10 27 | 4 ‘9 g 4 |
, | C1lE ' 3 o .
7 . N
Totals - *, | 78 | t7s 96 252 -
- 1E - 6E <
[ T ok - v
Yr.l = Fall 1981 to Spying 1982 ‘ ? g
: Yr;2 = Fall 1982 to Spring 1983
" S = Sécondary N , LA
E = Eiementary -
' e
5 R

L4l



PEajé&t Relationship to Local Priorities 'i, o o ’: :

. . o

- { . BN

room effectiveness, in: only one LEA was the moder adopted (Mastery MEarning)

'
-

as a stated:district priority. In another EEA, the principal s priority was

¢

build .a cohesive and effective staff team in a new school, and he used two
SITIP models (Student Team Learning and Teaching Variables) to he1p achieve
that goal. As implementation began (fall 1981) the five‘bther projects were

working outside local priorities. In the second year, as three qf those

)

projects demonstrated success, greater support was provided to the ILE.U.

Success of a project within the IL's own school was ﬁbt strongly influenced by

iy rd

.

Successful expansion to other 5chool§-was only possible when centra] -office -

support was given, and that occurred_only when the SITIP project was, awarded
greater priority. - L.

LEA ParticipatioaeinASEAeBlanning and Training Activities

The SEA requested that each LEA send at least one representative from

‘e - - -

- . R

teachers) to the six training and planning activities sponsored by the QEA
‘that individual representation would be sustained in Order to maintain a sense
of continuity,'and to buiild a cross—hierarchical knowledge base anﬂ,consedsus

about the model and how it was to be implemented. In each of the efght -
projects, cross—hierarchical teams’ attended SEA—sponsored évents, and'the

I

teachers assigned as instructional leaders attended at least two: tratning and

as heaVily involved in planning during the first year of the project. Partic-

tpation in initdal planning and training activities gave the iLs a sense of

. ; i | 2 _lﬂﬁ : 5 - %



ownership ‘fn the project and. built their expertise in the model. Their ;
involvement and expertise made them eligible candidates for the role of

#, - --' : ’- . e

- . ¢

instructional leader

Level of’Authoritygoigtheclgsumnctional Leaders = -

~

In two of the projects the ILs had prior positions of authority within
their gc'goa'ig,_ Gne 1L was a department head who performed his Teadership.
esle in addicion to ceaching; wile the other IL was a curriculun coordinating
teacher who did not have classroom responsibilities. e ) . o,
In a third’project, the iL had previously been a teacher inrthe pilot.
school but was reldased by central office from her classroom duties to ‘

coordinate'the ML project full time in her own school, and to eventually

disseminate the;model to other schools in the district._

In the remaining five projects, leadership responsibilities evolved and

were carried out ~in add i tion to regular classroom duties. ILs in four of
f

these projects were given release time to conddzt training durihg the second

.year . of the project. The léadership rolé was.legitimized primgrily by the

teachers expertise and the effort and energy they invested. '_% -

Relationships of Operational Factors to the IL Role - !

- N

ILs were involved with all four models and with three of the four imple—

“«
PEERS

mentation strategies used 1in the state. ﬂpey all began in a single schqol,
R

with'various lpvels of LEA intqrest or priority. ParticipatiBn An initial
planning and training was high. Initial levels of authority varied.

r v y .
g The models most iﬁportant influence on IL& related t0’complegity5'_ s

el

RO o - T _ - .
classrooﬁ:contained\innovations_required less management and coorgination and™
ok ILs (as long as they were in a single school). ML and TV,

were easier
o O ,

v -

‘requiring sore
s

’
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management skills. However, ILs did manage complexity effectively if they had,
leadership éxpégiéﬁcé'aﬁéfbr.schcai administrators provided logistical’

-

support.f - , ' : ' .. . . . o o
° ."' . . . h; . s . -” E‘

The most influential feature of the implehentation strateg:es was hé

fact that they aii hegan in a single school --"allowing ILs to get started in

a. familiar éﬁviraﬁmaﬁt. ‘When expansion was planned’ ILs were not effective -
,\ - N

staff) i v P - .' ’-. o ) . RN ;o

In terms of §cope, ILs were most effective if they Worked intensively .

rather than broadly; with a.few;teachers rather xhan many; aiming for-a-step%
o . L S : .
by-step series of successes rather than a.bro&d range. 'This area related to
.’ B ‘7'7 ~ 77‘7; 7 P 7 o Vi S 777”_7 ”— 777'”777 )
- student achievement; with greater evidénce of.aCCompiishment when a model was

omplete course) Broad implementation involved many teachers (increasing

- )
e - -
% . -

By . o

sEudents. SN k _ .o . : :
7/

Administrators £££g£ infiuenced Ib success in that when the proJect.

~

supported a pr,ncipal 5 pridrity its could be Sure of encouragement and

priority (one case) Its' anthority increased. Principals or central office :
staff who considered the projects relatively unimportant increased the burden

on ILs, whose exper&ise was not bolstered by legitimate authority to persuade'
Vs

other teachers to participate. N . . ; } o
0 X .

-

s

lity. A o o ' . L

o . . . . . ~
. - . . . A —
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.Levels of anthoritz were less important tham the leadership style :

~-

B employed. However, in the beginning, Ehe three ILs who had "titles other

L&

2

than 'teacher: got activities underway mdre quickly and demonstrated greater

'éaﬁfiaéﬁaé; Lack of iegitimate authority ‘meant that ILs either had to use
<

- democratic 1é5&éf§51§ skillfully or rely on administratiVe support. Even
‘ . )
ski;lfnil ILs could not expand to other schools without central office

R -
. ~ A . -
support: C : : -\

The Roles, Resgonsibilities, and Accomplishments

of the Instructional Eeaders - ‘

‘ . . -

 There were'siggkey tasks nndertaken by the iLs. ‘There were also three

key dimensions’of the IL role that were found to have strong influence on the

success of the ILs. In the following aiééaééiaﬁwEﬂéiitéiare degeribed in

. T - - SR ' .
terms of these tasks and dimensions, and their a:§§§%lishments are-reviewed.

,,,,,,, ) .7. \ .
¢ ' ) - :
There wéré six key tasks undertaken by the %Ls: training; coaching; -

2

linking, developing; monitoring; and‘publicizing:

Training“' The training—ﬁrovided by,;ﬁéiiré was similar fo EEé Eféiﬁing

f effective training for maximum transfer of knowledge and-skills. in -
. . ‘ - . .
general, training conéistéd of tragitional ﬁorksﬂoﬁs/whéré thé IL ﬁ?ééi&é& a

a . e 2

trainedifour different kinds of audiences- teachers.in their own school f6

projeets), teachers in other schools within the district (5 projects),
T ro . i N

‘ - . - . . : )
K3

s
:



i

- . —
. P - -

sponsored follow—up training everts (3 p jects) Every i engaged i

. M .
‘

training at 1east one type of audience. During the first year of implementa—

tion, most of the training was limited to the teachers within the iL s\schOOI

whereas during year éwo many of the ILs were giVen release time to train

teachers in other schools within the LEA. The ILs in two LEAs trained atl -
/ s . .

. \ - B ,_,

four types of audience 8. o TN N s

v -

'effective_staff development; Coaching consisted of individual assistance to .
. teachers as they ;a'ttemp’ted:to implement the maaéi' within their ‘classrooms: '

'

By

¢OA1L of the ILs provided- assistance to teachers. ﬁéﬁé@é;; the TLs in 651& two

LEAs provided oaching on a systenatic basis: - In one- of " those LEAs, thc IL
was given full time responsibility by central Gffice to cobrdinate and )

disseminate the ML prdject and therefore had the ‘time to train teachers and °
. e oL T
provide systematic follow-up assistance. As a result of the success of ML
"during the first year of;the pr'o'jeeé; the it Eéaﬁfaa the second LEA was -

-
-

given one—half ‘of a day per month release time to train and coach other

N »

teachers in their district. The remaining.ILs provided assistance,if

requested; usuaiiy ueing their own "free" tife. ST,
i .

Einking: In four projectS»the "IL§ were considered-to. be the linker or
Linking

key’ contact for the project.‘ These iLs were contacted by“state staff

e Do
educators within the dietrict—and across the state; and others interested in.

. J .
projects;: the ILs, had legitimate authority, while the 1L at the fourth site

".

LAl

iy

PN

U



St T i PSR ' ‘ . ,
N ot
had been given a great deal of-autonomy frbm ceE£;a] office to manage the

- . - /’7 o

‘project: Administrators were the key . contacts for - communlcation/linking

"purposes at'the other four -projects wich teachers as-ILs;‘ -

. .Developing. hThe amount’ 8f timgfspent on. developingfmateriais was related

h-to‘thé model Béiﬁé iﬁﬁiéméﬁfé&; Active Teaching and Teaching Variables (ﬁimez///

V-4

b |

1

Y

required little materials development whiie Mastery EearnIng, Student Team
S . s :
Leatning, and Teaching Variables (céntent) required more effort in this area.
S . ¢
At all thnee of the ML sites, the Tts assisted in materiais development~but by

L vgr ing ways. One D t e Ml its wnrked along with his teacher team to develop
¥ y

materials for an entire YEar s codrse in one grade 12vei/sub1ect matter area

v

at one school, He perguaded central office staff to use project money to pay

4 the teacher team'to'deﬁelop the mAteriais'dﬁring the preéeding summer éa,fhaf

impiementation could begin‘immediately on- a full time basis. The second ML IL°
-Q.".i. s

~

pr1ncipal. "Teachers i .a variety of subjeqt areas developed materials ror two;

2
c. [ .
Ty N

or three units of instruction. The iL team at the third ML site provided

district.' The teachers implementing ML at this third site developed units Epr

.- -

an entire ¢oirse in ‘one subject area.; The IL team at the TV site 1mplementing

’

: ) . -
the content variable designed a form for teachers _to- record when - each
. .\ ' . - 7 ) - ~
curriculum objéctiVé was taught and tested. During the first yéar of the '7/_

?

project, the lead teacher computerized this record keeping system so that
1 rn .
Anterested educa‘torq could,loc‘k} at thé i withicut Rn"owin'g the identities of
- A—V
]

‘matertals developmentf; ' - . ST ‘7

2 : L ST : . i

7
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. .

. ,';'",,t” R Sl '
Monitoring. Monitoring, 1liké. materiaﬁe developmentj;is related to the

-

A - - : .
. N\ - A o
model beihg'implemented; Monitoring or . observing teachers is an inherent part
\ -
of the. Teaching Variablis‘model and in hoth TV siteqw ILs mbnitored teacHers.:

However’ in the othér three models, monitoring is not a requirement out the '

L4 -
. v

;Iks in three non‘TV projects engagediin monitoring; Alllthree*of these 1Ls o
“;_77’- ] v;i L ‘”: ] 7‘_7 77.7.‘7‘7 - o N " . . ;)
‘had legitimate authority so they had the credibility to monitor teachers* »

- ¢ N

v \
However, they used the1r authority in different wayS'which was reflected in_

thetr monitoring ster Onei"democratic" 1L engaged in subtle monitoring for -
4 °
the purposgs of heiping his‘teacher team to implement the model mg%e effec--

tiveiy; The bther two Its managed their’proJeets with a more, authoritarian N

iéé&éféﬁiﬁ styie, and monitored the teachers to insure that they were +

impiementxng the models according to stritt spec;ﬂications. ‘i.

-

A\

~Pubﬂicizing. Another task engaged in by some of the 1Ls was publicizing
LY
- their project and sharing tHeir expertiqe outside their own school system.
)
’ .
The IL from three projects he1ped state staff train énd assist other bFﬁs at

~

state sponsored training activitiesaN,As a rehuIthf this exposure at training

events, the IL team from one TV project helped other LFAs train their\achers

to lcarn the complex coding)system used ‘to measure time-on-task. Anothér IL

/
7 2

-
?

Conference in.Montreal; The.third IL has received redquests from other LEAq

’’ - - v }

- . [y ~
A . : . -

&
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ﬁ;. Dimensigps of .the Role ) . ) f‘ . S ’ -

The’ d1memsions of the 1L role ﬁnflueqcin? quc@esq were' (i)?powe; 7
3 s : \r\;\ : -

LI v

accountability for project SuCCé§§l

.

- v /

3 ””kt”'

i e 1",'. © -
. h:; interrelated ‘e. g., Participative management implies expert power

t r.
ééﬁréeé, inflﬁehée by perSuasion, and respdnse by internal:zation " This

N

ILs had legitimate position power in ddditidn to

"ipértise; and s could iﬁnd two did) use rules or tradition of authority, 4

~

with compliance as a responqe (bureaucratic or authoritarian; In additiong

-

at ore site, ILs had no posifien powet yet with the backing Q§ centraj oftice’

-

functloned bureaucratically, using rules and persuasfbn to appiv eXpertise
i N I
Prbjéctléﬁeeééé* was related to how %he Ibs.qsed theirrﬁuthbrxty;(i:e;;«?ﬁ s

' democratic'vs authoritarian). 6emdcratiCmieadership'iéd'té more effective

prajecrs. Authoritarian leadfé;hip minimized partictpatory decision—maklng

Relative iﬁvplvement:in decision—makipg was important:» There were three.

V- * o B , , N e ..
patterns of involvement: teachen- teams, cross,hierarchicai team&; and

)

administrative teams. Three ﬁréjééEéiﬁéd teacher teams sharing in deciston-

oA A . Hm
making with\the 1L in éhéfée; (fhe principal and central office staf f were
. ~ - “ . L

supportive but not directly invoived ) fn three other-projects; the teachers
i

were part of a cross-hierarchical .tean. Two sites had administrative tewns in .\

U S
which the Ilsworked with school based admidistrators éﬁd,ceﬁtraiébffipé staff
' o, ( : : L - X sy
stated in

* Project success was defined-as achievement of LFA objectivé Aas. ¢

~

their plans. 9ee Ppage 19° for further discussion

A

K 7’




to. pian and then guided teachers in implementation;' All three patteérns,of

‘invoivemejt were succgssful, except in one case where adm1nistrat1ve ﬁ%sition

power over—ruied IL expertise, minimiz,ng real participatory det1sion making

matntain the grogram; Projects were most successful~when the IL was

!

démocratic'and'démoﬁstrated etther initiating.or piecing out beh%ylors

5

-according to project needs as indicated by the abilities of the other staff
[

1

inv?lved in the project. Aﬁthoritarian leadership (used at threc sites)
. —. , .

Eééﬁiféé in a lack of imp\ementer involvement and commitment, antl problems

¥
\‘ n ‘,, .

. with project continuity énd growth
' »

B Resources and support . IL influence over - resourcg% arid leggl of sugp " """
‘?Eaﬁ adpinistrators 35fiéa among thé projects. 1In the majority.of cases, '
central office staff conzrolled the resource ’ ﬁbﬁéVé;;'in two cégéq, rhg.lis

‘ had strong influence ovefiresource allocations buﬁ used their influence 1n

" different ways. She IL used the money to buy rglease time which enab%ed the |

.
K «

teacher team to focus efforts leading to high student and teacher impact\v;Th

. 1

v other‘IL negotiaﬁed with administrators to- use project moneg'dn other wavs
N r
that resulted in diversfty of effort with less evidence of classroom impact.

In three cases, administrative support in the first yeariwas?miﬁimal;

“giving the ILs a. high degxe{,of autonomy‘which was used democratically to '

-

. build moderately successful projects in each of the three schools. However;

N hd _
in the sécond*year problems occurred in two cases due to over—réliance on‘a
' o
single individuazg/’ln otie LEA, the IL left after the first year of implemenr

———————— ~

corid LEA,; the IL who was a classroom teachef with no

tation. In the
»

legitimate authority, Had difficulty disseminating the modei beyond his own

*+

5 . \___




, vl by ‘ St o
e\'cpandin?g to other schoolasiand 4n éncouraging projécE aaaaeaeé;c; in the ¢

original schools. In six\}f the eight cases, sppport of the pro1ect‘from
administrators was programmatic Programmatic support frﬁn-central office-led

to project success except in two—cases where programmatic support was coup]ed

\

' with buieaucratic control >/Bureaucratic.contgol 1ed to compliance rathor than:

» . 4 - . .
[ N — M - - - -
2 . . RN 1 . pe

coopbrative support from teachers. . -

. -

Accountabllity, ACCountability for success (the,various rewards and -

punishments) was suRposed to be shared by the chSs—hierarchical team, with
(" .
prfmary responsibility assumed by the official ”projert dIrect r/ (usually
L s %
——.central offite staff): In practice, the ILs gook majot‘respopsx 1ity for
. T " 4

prbjééi-éﬁééé%s. 'While,this, gree of responsibility was not surprising for

.‘ “ 5. "vz~

the‘Three -TLs, with legitimate iﬁthority; it appeared‘to be. a new. experience
E R ,

Jfor the otherq. Only in two cases did the sense of accountability Fade in’ the_,

. — -~ _
second);ear ~- where there had Keen minimal admintstrative support in the/',
o - s -

‘\ . .

first year, and project plans required additionai effoit in the aecond year.-

\ BE Vg

o
In one of these two cases, where individual 1L advocacy and accountability
¥ \ [3 : .

v 4 ¢ _ .
faded, the IL had high autonomy but }nsuff}cient power and influence ‘§ .

-~ . N

achieve second year objective\‘(and graduaily w?thdrew to a sphere where he ,

couﬂd maintaiq his Te é'onsibéé&ties) In the other c&se, bureaucracy and.
' 'relatiyely low successverodgﬁ’the IL's acceptance of accountabillty for
success: el T ' . i R

sunmar‘.' Succesqul ppojects had is who treated felldw tédéheré with
- T | 3 . .

\

colleagu
i N . ‘ Z, . .
than Comp ce. }1n e of the two cases where these‘con’— ions were not

. ; ; . -}_..‘; o p

e, _{.

ality and,mutual qespect, and who recéiyéd coopératiVélsupport rather, *

A



- Fd ’”;7'.7 o . -
N Aocomplishments X o R

-

§ ,
*wa bureaucratic, compliant 1eadership style from the TL, which in turn led to

', N :
'.tomptiant rather than cooperative support from the‘tenchers involved. Ib iq

apparent that the interactions betWeen the: dimensions of the TB role fprm
e L

to persuade others’ to."internaliZe",the project, sharing decié&ons ahd tasks

- “" -
democratically, accessing resoutces to buy shared planning/development_tlme,
o K s » o

‘accepting aoc0untability for success, and benefiting from central'office

-~

snpport thatﬁias neither_bureaucratic nor so_distant

[

. . -, ,
I - - - ,
_’ . S

§§ . f - . f ..5i
LR : P o .
j!.

- B
- .,

L4

into alienafion;
- - 3 .

q e S
SN Accomplﬂshments are examined in two aréasz IL professional achievement,

N\ - e
S > r;?”;: ,,,,,, o T : o \ L . S
and project succes . : : - o P -
© 4 . - . ’ o

.

compiex'sfzﬁ/of influentes. Success was. more likely when the IL used e\pertise

'Professioﬁal Aéhiéﬁéﬁéﬁt Eéch IL increaSed knowledge and sﬁills thidugh

~ 7 /
. - : .

- involvement“in the proagcts, not only in terms of the model adopted but a;so

.

§.te stratch IL autonomyN

-«

(across all projects) and was We11~received. In compa’ison. monitbring was f‘

<
*

“n ( 3 ' y
authoritarién styl?yor was- funttioninégin an environment of bureauc tic

compliance Al] TLS val‘hed the opportunity to interact wii other educators, )

’

and were proud of théir involvement in the projects.,é P S

. PR

~ Projeetgsueeess, The efféctiveness of t/; projects was defined as the'

&

;extent to which their districy/s stated objectives were met Tabte 3 presencs -

, .
S 4 r .

a list of the objectives spéci ied by the,eight projects;-the number.of o

y - - '-;’
projectg w&ich included each'objective in their ‘E

1y

T

projects whtch successfniiy aclompiished eaqh objective. ’As cam.be seen 1n‘;.

-~ &

- . Co.
‘ ) e e \

_ Sl . e ) . . Lo )
oo . ‘ % ) . : R \ -
. - . .

'

at pians anct, the number of -

.
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Table 3, "improving teacher quality and “"improving attitudes"” were the two
.most populer 1oca1 obJectiveq, specified by a11 eight proaects.‘ Seven of thé
cight projeets were able to aceomplish these objectiVes to varylng degrees.

1n the one project where neither one Of these objectives was accomy™-
ﬂ.; . Lo /

lished, the IL functioned bureaucratically, focusing on thq;major obJective

H’théh ﬁas co comptle a list of . instructional strategies that would increase

—“tine—onftas& at\the secondary level (the TV model was adapted to fit this

4

purppge);E This ijective was not q;complished either because the centrai

offige director 1o§tfinteré§t i the project during the second year but still

lmaintained altimate authority.. As a risuit the teachers became uncertain as

to the purpose and bﬁhefits of the»project and the IL was able only to coordi~

t"‘ - I
o ””te the time—onﬁtask observations (data- collection with 1ittle purpose) 7

- .

Increasing student achieVement was the next most populér obJective, with!’

seven ‘projects specifying it in their local -glans. Only fzym of the prdjects

\were;able to provide data to'show that this‘objectﬁVe.hadu een aceompitshed. ]

.

i . ) ; _ ’ T
L : . . -7
Table ’ A
«Accomplishment of "o'BjééIEi'vé_, pecified in Local Plans’
o . — - s ,‘ - e
Gbjective : ' < - Planned A&ccomplished
" feacher quality %knowledge and sﬁiiii R 7
. 5 R s ‘ o -
Tfacher perception of self and others 8 7 '
1 9 : St : ' ‘
Student achievement -7 4
- o e . : . ;
Expansion <, ‘ : 6 5
{ ' P B S -
staff- development/capacity building & 2 J o 2
Team building and school recognition 2 J “ 2
Research project - ' i 0 o

4

1




:»’ - o . . “.-‘

These data included scores on standardized and teacher-made criterion refer-

" enced tests, and coursetgrades. ﬁvidence of student aéhié6éﬁéﬁf'wé§ ﬁos?‘

impressive in those projects that used the. model consistently across the .

entire school year with a high degree of fii‘lity.' In- the three pro1ects th°c

;o

did not prbvfae data on student achiqvement, teachers reported perceptions bf :

- during year two. FiVé of the si& projecte did expand FOur of theée five
proJects were lighthguse schools whose major-criterion for expansion was;'

. -
project success. In the fifth project, district-wide implementation of tHe

L

A « - :
- model was am LEA priority even;before the SITIP program was introduced P
e : % o :

- Staff development/capacity building was an objecgive in two projects;

These projects were both successful in effectively orienting and training a

large number of educators in the model; In one project; the IL was g'veh full

‘time responsibility for coordinating the project within the piiot school and

the lﬁA éhe trained a larﬁe number of educators both within her school and

district ags\in~other)LEAs. She also designed a workshop whxch was“approved

by the SEA for inservice cred;t. In addition to in—state efforts;'she

presented the projeq; at out—of—state conferences.. In the other capacity .
2 — e t .

building roject the iL was a claSSroom teacher,'managing fhe pro1ect in .
£

P

addition to classroom duties; which iimited his ability to spxead the project'

especially beyS?d the district's bounﬂQZies. 2 ; - .
i In two pro ects (both implemented within the same. school but with ;"é

f‘;éz '
project objectives in addition to_ teacher quality and attitudes and student
© /

e . »
iair of operation. .The p incipal elected to participate in the QITIP program '

2

achtevement. When local zians were'being made; the school was iggits first

=g




and to— mp]ement two models (Student Team Learning and T!ﬁching Variables) for\

;thé;purgose of enhancing teacher:interaction and cooperationj In order to

accompiish thiS‘pﬁrpose; Eeééhéié'wéfe §éi66teﬁ,ﬁ§§manage tﬁ; project and were
successful in bringing about teacher unity and school recognition; in addition
to accomplishing the ot;eﬁ\\g;ject objegtives. | . . :;

‘ in gerferal, the.projests with teachers aé‘x;g were succégséai fn

accomplishing the majority of their project's objectives:. Six projects had a

high aééree of success.accomplishing all their obj¥ctives.* One praject

} £ R D i ii_. .
T accomplished all but one -of, its objectives (moderate success). *ThiS'objec:'
€. .t,,_ o

tive was inc'eased studen;thhievement which often\takes several yéars to

accomplish espeeially when the model is not Meing used consistently throughout

.

" the year (which was” the case in this project). One progect\had low success~

": Although this project accomplished two out of four objectives, the objectives._”

~ - "

4 were accomplished with: only a small numggz of the teachers that were the most

_".directlyfinvglved with the project.: , e o I

.

_ , Summary and Conclusions
L i &.‘ " [ . T

.

This study hasg fonnd severaI factors or conditipns related to the success

of teachers as_&nstrnctional leaders of an innovative school improvement

ot

o . P

effof§— These factots]conditions are summarized here in the form of -

. S | L lF -
recommendationsl = S ' S s ,”

° - A :\ . / . B 5

For a teacher to be successf il as an’ IL implementation tn the first year

:qhould be limited to the teacher 8 chool preferably in one or two grades in

- - . v

-one subject area at the elementary le&_l, with a team Qf teachers at the

© I

J%yiddle school Jevel, or within a single degartment at the high school level

%hé teachers involved in the project should be given time to plan and develop

AN .o
L N

- " N . E .
¢ - ', - -

* In two of the. six projects the accomplishment of increased student achieve-"

mént - was based pn teachersﬁ preceptions and not sﬂident test(data.

- . T ,.-: ’ . - - “ - - s




€ .

enougvaaterials for a complete course before implementation begins. 1t 1is

ﬁdst déSirablé for the inmovation ca be used for at least a full semester in a
- a q -77; " R . . o ~ .‘\77‘
given subject for a given grade or class. This s”gg’s ts that ILs work with
[N \)_‘
.other teachers on planning and development dn blocks of time e g., during the

>

summer vacation. Also, teachers,need coimfion planning time tq review_and -
improve "pilot" Version materials. e . = ’
in order to have a sense of ownershfp.of the project and to develop the
-~ . . [ - - -, I ot '., - - ', -
necessary expertise; the IL should be involved in Fhé ptoject from the initial
phases of planning afd training. Early and continuous-participation helps
' foster the commitment and accountability which are characteristics of . ° W
r,f,i,,,,f,,L o ,. B ,
successful ILs. - -
oo . . v

/

. To manage -the project within his orher own school; the IL -a%éa not need
; i ‘ R S o o S
1 “to, have é positioﬁ of authority (e'g;;'departmentQhead); but does need exper-

tise in the model, and the : principal 8 acknowledgement and suppert.‘ However;'
s e '
1f the IL is responsible for expanding the model ‘to other sitea, centrai

J

office support is essential. ‘The s{pport from administrators shonld be

democratic and programmatic rather'than authoritarian and bureancratic. The:

lattet type of support 1eads to compliant instead of cooperative work efforts.

f v

7 fhe leadership style of an effective teacher leader 1s democratic

-

allowing other»teachersnto participate in decision—making, treatIng teacherq :

with colleaé&eality and mutual respect, and sharing reaponsibiiity for proJect
success;j;fhe,major types of behaviora engaged in by snccessful fts are V
A -~ . :
ini&iating_and/piecing out tasks rather than maintaining tasks assigned tos

- -

;Eaéa by administrators. | o . q : A 'ﬁ’ S
The two key tasks performed by ILs are training and caaéhiﬁg other

teachers implementing the iﬁﬁaeatiaﬁ; ILs need credibility (eipertise or a

position of anthority) and prﬂncipal suprrt to be successful trainers/coaches,

—— . . . -
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°

in their own scﬁbol, and must also have central office support (e.g., acknow-

ledgement, release time) to train/coach teachersiat other scheols within the
o 8 T
“dist ict and in other LEAs. T FE . . . R

r

Tp a lesser degree, ILs also develop materials and monitor the pro1ects,
-~ ‘5 M
-—Vtaﬁhs Jﬂich are more directly influe?ced by the nature of the innovition
, ,
(e:g:; ML requires more materials devélopment while TV requires more

monitoxing) In order to monitor effectid%iy, the IL must have credihilitv

. éﬁa a monitoring style",that\ia\gf\an assistance rather than an evaluative

nature. i - 1y

Linking, which is also a task performed by teacher leaders, is related to

-
[

' the level of authority of the It. Publicizing is related to the importance’ .
o ‘ ~
‘ given to project expansion by cEntral office and their willingness to give the
o - - . . i -~
. ILs the time necessary-to perfo Eh ask._ However, in some cases enthusi-

re

, . -

. . 5
i . .
. Py . -

tive support. ~ ‘,' S . . S

ol

- 'b. * " ’ " ;./: .u [ iy
The Ré? characteriattcs of successfuI ILs are: expertise in and enthn—

5

siasm for the innov%tion, abitity in democratic leadership and management of

~

’ A

: succe_~ in "doing,a good joh," in involvemegt in another aspect of the

-L
) ,'_\. D ST

= profession (beyond direct student—teacher interaction),'and in inten@dhing

with:other teachers about instructionar improvement.

Z?ha' AdﬁiﬁiéEE&EiVé support for IL Buccess includes. aeﬁnowlédéément and

approvalzof effort and accomplishments; logistical assistance to. arrange for

&

common pianning time and materials, and carefully appiied positive pressure

v

. &
E (especially on teachers outside the IL's domain) to encourage participation.

’.
P>

i -
-t

Ly

o - | 24 /\89.. S




Administrators may also provide 1ncentives such as arranging for fks of

- sE"e”l chools or districts to meet together and‘share experiences or to

present ‘their projects to outaide audiencea.-

0
» .
. .

This study has’ looked at t e broader role of . the teacher asran instruc—
tional leader. Teachers can be effeccive ILs if eertaiu kinds\of conditions
are present; The role 'of .the teacher leader identified in the present study .
should be of interest to researchers involved in school improvement and

planned change, and to LEA administtators at both district and schooi levels

who dare trying to find alternative ways of distributing workioaﬁs ‘among thelr

ataff. Th;a atudy might also suggeat to educators inVoived in teacher quality

s issues ‘that teacher assessment and rewards shouid be based not only on the

teacher s role in thefclaseroom but on additional activities such as involve=~
\\
ment in planning, decision-making, trafhing. and probiem—solving Allowing ‘

teachers to expand their roies beyond the ciassroom may be a way ‘to improve .
r ' -

- teacher quatity and to attract Bnd retain quaiif ed'peqple in educé;ion.

s Cs. . -
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