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ABSTRACT

This study focused on the 28 institutions that are members of the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and offer Master’s in Teacher
Leadership programs that they describe on their websites. Those programs were
researched looking for similarities and differences across programs, specifically
researching their Carnegie Foundation Classifications, geographical location, and basic
program descriptors. A document-analysis was conducted on a sub-sample of three
institutions that provided access to core course syllabi on-line looking for the embedded
knowledge, skills, and dispositions within their coursework. These knowledge, skills,
and dispositions were then compared to the Teacher Leader Model Standards developed
by the Teacher Leader Exploratory Consortium to uncover if the program goals aligned
with the standards. Recommendations are made for policy, practice and future research

related to the development of teacher leadership.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Introduction
A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform (1983) published by

the National Commission on Excellence in Education is considered a landmark event in
modern American educational history. Among other things, the report contributed to the
ever-growing sense that American schools are failing, and it touched off a wave of local,
state, and federal reform efforts. Since A Nation at Risk, most national reform reports
have recommended widespread teacher leadership (Barth, 2001) as a means to turn
around failing schools. “Teacher leadership has become a defining characteristic of
recent efforts to professionalize teaching and reform schools” (Smylie, 1995, p. 3).
Bradley-Levine (2011) reiterates by saying “the concept of teacher leadership has the
power to reform schools because it empowers teachers to pose and solve problems (p.
249).

A second national report spurring education reform efforts was published by the
Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy (1986). There were many proposals
made by the Carnegie Task Force to reform America’s schools, but one of the main ideas
was the concept of a teacher leader. The proposal set forth by the task force was to “find
ways of making the skill, wisdom, and knowledge of the school’s best teachers available
both to the principal and to other teachers” (Tucker & Mandel, 1986, p. 27). The
Carnegie Task Force believed that significant change and reform of schools had to stem
from the teachers; specifically, the best teachers in the school needed to become leaders.

In the years since its release, states and school districts across America have made efforts


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Commission_on_Excellence_in_Education

to embrace the idea of having teachers hold leadership positions and provide various
forms of leadership in their schools.

Teacher leadership initiatives also have been embraced throughout the United
States as evident in the standards set forth by The National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE). NCATE’s purpose is to accredit teacher certification
programs at United States colleges and universities. It is a council of educators created to
ensure and raise the quality of preparation for their profession. NCATE has standards
that must be followed in order to be a member of this organization. Standard one states:
Candidate knowledge, skills, and dispositions (NCATE, 2010). As an element under this
standard, it is noted that candidates should be prepared to be leaders in their schools and
districts (Troupe, Bell & Springate, 2008) which are two of the main components in
teacher leadership. With this standard as a requirement to be met by all accredited
colleges and universities, teacher leadership has become an important component of
teacher preparation.

Finally, the teacher leadership movement is conducive to the report of the
National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996). This report focused on
strategies in achieving America’s educational goals, specifically focusing on the teachers
in America’s schools. The report proposed six goals, with a projected achievement date
of 2006. One of the goals proposed stated that all teacher education programs will meet
professional standards (NCTAF, 1996). As stated, one of NCATE’s professional
standards includes the concept of a teacher leader in schools. Of the five
recommendations given in the report to meet its six goals, one recommendation states,

“reinvent teacher preparation” (NCTAF, 1996, p. 11). With an increasing number of



colleges and universities offering a teacher leadership program, it is evident that colleges
and universities have followed the recommendations set forth by the National
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future and have reinvented their teacher
preparation programs in order to build and foster more leaders within the school.
Problem Statement

Teacher leadership has been a staple in education reform attempts for the years
since the release of the Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy (1986) and
numerous reform efforts in the 1980s and 1990s (Helterbren, 2010), but the teacher
leadership concept has evolved over these years. As cited in Murphy (2005), Gehrke
(1991) agrees that “there have long been teacher leaders in schools” (p. 1). Teachers
have always demonstrated considerable leadership in their individual classrooms
(Crowther & Olsen, 1997). They have also demonstrated leadership at the school level
through informal leadership (Strodl, 1992; Fay, 1992; Hatfield, 1989) and “limited formal
leadership roles in schools and school districts” (Smylie & Brownlee-Conyers, 1992, p.
150). The new wave of current teacher leadership involves “efforts to enrich teacher
leadership beyond these perspectives, to acknowledge its legitimacy outside the
classroom and to deepen it as an organizational construct beyond informal and
administratively determined hierarchically anchored roles” (Murphy, 2005, p. 17). There
has been a limited amount of research conducted on this emerging form of teacher
leadership. There has also been scant research conducted on the preparation of creating
teacher leaders at the college/university level. Many researchers have been leaders in
teacher leadership research, but their research is based more on defining teacher leaders,

what it takes to be a teacher leader, and the positive effects teacher leaders have on their



schools, as found in the study conducted by Hallinger and Heck (2009), with little
research on the university preparation of teacher leaders. Despite these emphasized in the
literature, teacher leadership is operationalized and defined in a variety of ways and is
still poorly understood (Helterbran, 2010). A common definition would arguably
facilitate the selection, retention, and development of teacher leaders. This lack of a
common definition poses a challenge for preparation programs. Moreover, there is a very
limited amount of research conducted on the process and content of educating teachers to
become teacher leaders within their classrooms, schools, and school districts. A review
of the literature uncovered no articles on the way that colleges and universities are
structuring their teacher leadership programs to produce emerging forms of teacher
leaders. Just as students’ success depends, in part, on the teacher who is educating the
class, teacher leadership success will also depend, in part, on the institution preparing the
teacher to be a leader. Research needs to be conducted on the program structure of
teacher leadership programs at colleges and universities to have a clear understanding of
the goals and desired outcomes of each program and to find commonalities and
discrepancies between programs. Most importantly, research needs to be conducted on
how these goals and outcomes align with the skills, knowledge, and dispositions needed
by emerging conceptions of teacher leaders.

The United States Department of Education reports that under the No Child Left
Behind Act (NCLB), in 2010, 37% of schools across the United States are not meeting
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), (2011). This percentage is especially troubling when
the proficiency level is expected to be at 100% for all schools and students by the year

2014. The fact that so many schools are not meeting AYP is used by reformers as



evidence that schools are continuing to fail and something must be done. With more than
one-third of schools currently considered as failing (United States Department of
Education, 2011) to meet federal goals, an in depth look at the programs educating and
preparing the teachers that are serving these schools and students is warranted. Three
thousand marginal teachers are affecting 5.5 million students in American schools.
Colleges of Education must take extra precaution to avoid adding to the large number of
marginal teachers and must maintain a serious effort to prevent unqualified people from
entering the teaching profession (Gerlach & Giles, 1999).
Teachers are also turning over at an alarming rate. Kent states:
The second cause for continuous teacher turnover is the failed system of
traditional teacher preparation. If traditional teacher education were working
rather than grinding out failure/quitters and those who never take jobs there would
be no need to hire 2.2 million teachers between 2000 and 2010. Universities must
take responsibility and respond to this problem before any more students suffer
instructionally (2005, p. 343).
The success of the school and of the students depends tremendously on the teacher in the
classroom, and the success of the teacher depends tremendously on the institution where
the teacher was educated. Sherrill (1999) points out that even the best teachers are not
prepared to be teacher leaders. There have been reports of frustration and lack of selt-
efficacy from teachers piloting new leadership roles. These reports indicate that teacher
leaders need to have more purposeful preparation. As cited in Murphy (2005), “teacher
education programs do not regularly include preparation in assuming leadership roles

outside of the classroom” (Creighton, 1997, p.8). Ovington (2002) adds that “the



willingness to serve as a team member is not enough to ensure the success of the school-
based management process. The participants must learn the requisite skills for the
process of working together to restructure or redesign schools” (p. 389).

United States teacher education programs differ significantly from those in the
rest of the industrialized world, which are more standardized and nationalized. Each of
the fifty states has its own policies governing school graduation standards, assessment,
and teacher education certification. Although there are a vast amount of similarities
across states, there are also significant differences. With the majority of funding for
education coming from the state level, the federal government has much less input on the
practices involved in teacher education programs, creating a non-uniform means of
educating future educators.

Accreditation also operates at multiple levels. States have established standards,
and their programs are periodically reviewed for compliance. The National Council for
the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) is the major, national accrediting body
for teacher education. While this body yields some standardization, there is still
widespread variance between teacher education programs. “Accreditation imposes a
measure of standardization on programs, but within general parameters. There is a great
deal of program variation representing the diversity of the more than 1,200 colleges and
universities, small and large, actively involved in teacher education” (Bullough et al,
1998, p. 2). With similarities and differences between programs not being exclusively
governed, there is a critical need to research the program structure of Master’s in Teacher
Leadership programs. Education agencies throughout the United States have

experimented with countless varieties of teacher career enhancement and leadership



programs (Smylie, 1995). Consequently, themes and structures of these programs need
to be researched to find commonalities and discrepancies in their desired knowledge and
disposition outcomes of future teacher leaders.

Rationale for Teacher Leadership

Education reform has been has been broadly called for in the United States for
decades, with great urgency following the release of the Carnegie Forum on Education
and the Economy (1986). Such school reform reports made compelling
recommendations for teachers to provide active leadership in restructuring the nation’s
schools (Boles & Troen, 1996). The concept behind these proposals is that teachers have
to be involved in the school and assume greater leadership responsibilities for there to be
significant change to strengthen America’s schools. In the years since Carnegie report’s
release, “teacher leadership has become an established feature of educational reform in
the United States” (Smylie, Conley, & Marks, 2002, p. 162). As schools continue to
reform, leadership will become a critical competency for every teacher (Moller &
Katzenmeyer, 1996).

Teacher Leadership also supports other popular school reform efforts like
professional learning communities (PLCs) (Bradley-Levine, 2011). PLCs provide
teachers with the opportunity to work collaboratively with colleagues to enhance student
achievement through shared decision-making on assessment, individual student progress,
data, intervention strategies, and curriculum planning, among a host of other processes.
It has become clear that teachers learn in communities that are long-term and
collaborative (Horn, 2005). Collaboration is one of the main components of teacher

leadership (Harris, 2005; Lieberman & Mace, 2009) and is the foundation for PLCs. This



makes teacher leadership not only an important stand-alone reform strategy, but also a
critical factor in other school reform efforts as well. Lieberman and Mace (2009)
contend that this type of reform for schools and teaching may be the most significant idea
we have had in decades.

According to Yarger and Lee (1994), leadership in schools has traditionally been
perceived to reside with school administrators, from whom power flowed downward to
teachers. As referenced in Murphy (2005), in this hierarchal model of leadership, the
expectation has been hardwired into the structure and culture of schools that the only job
of teachers is to teach students and to consider the classroom, at best, as the legitimate
extent of their influence (Urbanski & Nickolaou, 1997). While the need for leadership
has been a central ingredient in the school change and school improvement literature,
historically that leadership has been associated with those in roles with positional
authority over teachers (Smylie, Conley, & Marks, 2002). These bureaucratic systems
have stifled the movement toward teacher leadership in schools because it has “led to
teacher isolation, alienation, and disenchantment” (Pellicer & Anderson, 1995, p.10).
According to Murphy (2005), bureaucracy is ineffective and counterproductive to the
needs and interests of educators within the school. It undermines the authority of
teachers and is incompatible with the teaching profession. Murphy (2005) also maintains
that the bureaucratic routinization of teaching and learning that has grown out of
administrative attempts to control schools has neutralized teachers, undermined the
drawing power and holding power of strong collegial ties, and discouraged teachers from
taking on additional responsibilities. Given the tremendous attack on the basic

organizational infrastructure of schooling, stakeholders at all levels are arguing that



ambitious, if not radical, reforms are required to rectify this situation (Elmore, 1993), as
cited in Murphy (2005).

Principals bear many responsibilities as the formal leader of the school, but they
cannot accomplish everything needed in effective schools alone. Principals need the help
of the classroom teachers in order to fulfill their multiple missions. As a result, emergent
principals view their teachers as vital components of a team approach for building
success and not as isolated classroom teachers (Hambright & Franco, 2008). Futhermore,
Lambert (2007) points out that including teacher leadership in building level
collaborative decision-making allows the teacher leaders to continue initiatives as
administrators change positions. The incoming administrators will be more likely to be
effective sooner in buildings that have teacher leaders actively involved in the
management of the school because teacher leaders contribute to the sustainability of
school programs and strategies. As a result of teacher leadership, sudden change in
administrative personnel will not be as traumatic if shared leadership is the norm.

To encourage teachers to flourish and be successful in their classrooms and
schools, which would improve student learning, we must also improve schools for the
adults who work in them (Smylie & Hart, 1999; Clark & Meloy, 1989). According to
Frost & Durrant (2003), there is widespread agreement that the command and control
approach to educational reform has taken schools about as far as it can and the outmoded
bureaucratic educational structure must be replaced. The concept being developed for the
new, flatter design for schools as cited in Murphy (2005) is, “from principal as manager
to principal as facilitator, from teacher as worker to teacher as leader” (Beck & Murphy,

1993, p. 27). In this model, teachers have more leadership roles and opportunities.



According to Whitaker (1995), teacher leadership is essential to school change and
improvement. Whitaker (1995) suggests that if educators want to see changes occur
within their systems, teacher leadership is a key component. As cited in Murphy (2005),
Kelly (1994) points out that “genuine, long-lasting school change initiatives must derive
from and involve teachers” (p. 300), and without teachers’ “full participation and
leadership, any move to reform education — no matter how well-intentioned or ambitious
— is doomed to failure” (Lieberman & Miller, 1999, p. xi). Williams (2007) also argues
that such teacher-run schools may be the best hope for promoting the types of
fundamental change required to keep pace with a rapidly changing world and the
escalating expectations for public education. Consistently, Whitaker (1995) emphasizes
that identifying the teachers in the school that the others respect and having these teachers
lead the rest of the faculty down untraveled paths is the most effective way to accomplish
change in a school. The success of teacher leaders on school reform efforts is evident in
a study conducted by Hook (2006). After one school in the study implemented teacher
leader efforts, the school moved from low performing to exemplary and is now
categorized as a Blue Ribbon School of Excellence.

Additionally, Hallinger and Heck (2009) conducted a study to test the effect of
collaborative leadership on reading achievement. Their results show that positive change
in collaborative leadership was significantly related to growth in academic capacity
(standardized y = 0.51, p <.05). Schools that have taken advantage of the valuable and
often untapped resource teacher leaders represent have seen the difference it can make.
Students learn more, teachers are more satisfied with their work, and schools benefit from

increased human capital (Moller & Katzenmeyer, 1996). Many researchers and
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education stakeholders agree that teacher leadership is a key component of school reform.
Teacher leaders are in a unique position to make change happen. They are close to the
ground and have the knowledge and ability to control the conditions for teaching and
learning in schools and classrooms. Liberman and Miller (2004) report that teacher
leaders are critical partners in transforming schooling by assuming the following roles:
advocates for new forms of accountability and assessment, innovators in the
reconstruction of norms of achievement and expectations for students, and stewards for
an invigorated profession. By reviewing the program structure of teacher leadership
programs at the Master’s level, the research will provide evidence of whether or not the
programs are teaching the concepts and skills needed by teacher leaders who will assume
those emerging roles.

With the realization that teachers can create, carry out, and evaluate educational
reform efforts, region- and state-level administrators in Florida committed resources,
beginning in 1991, to support the development of teachers as leaders. A state priority
was the launching of professional development for teachers to prepare for leadership
roles. The training program that the state implemented was entitled Leadership
Development of Teachers (LDT), and its purpose was to teach leadership skills to
teachers who do not want an administrative position but still want to influence teaching
and learning in their school. Hart and Baptist (1996) followed these teachers during the
1993-1994 school year. They administered a survey to teachers who had completed the
training program. The purpose of the survey was to collect data relevant to the perceived
impact of the training in the following three areas: career and professional development,

personal and self-development, and work-place and work behaviors. Their results
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showed that at least eighty three percent of the participants perceived a positive impact in
each of the three areas. A few of the specific ways in which teachers felt their behavior
changed included feeling more comfortable expressing why they agreed or disagreed
with potential decisions, listening more deeply to colleagues, developing a better
relationship with coworkers, and feeling more confident (Hart & Baptist, 1996).

The state of Maine has partnered with the University of Southern Maine to
establish a similar program, Leadership for Tomorrow’s Schools (LTS), with the mission
to redesign schools and educator preparation on behalf of student learning and equity.
After two years, the LTS program showed similar results to the LDT program. These
studies provide evidence that not only does the presence of teacher leaders in schools
improve student achievement, it also improves work lives for the teachers (Hart &
Baptist, 1996).

Educational leadership programs have traditionally prepared individuals to lead
entire schools or districts; Moller & Katzenmeyer (1996) argue it is time to reconsider
whether these programs should be adapted to prepare teachers to be leaders as well.
There is an overwhelming amount of evidence in school reform literature that the main
link between policy and practice is preparation and education. This is particularly true in
the area of teacher leadership because leading a group, a school, or an organization is not
the same as teaching a class. Providing teachers with the necessary support and training
to develop new skills and abilities is a key component in all efforts to deepen leadership
in schools (Murphy, 2005). Most teachers, just like principals, need assistance if they are
to become successful school leaders (Barth, 1998). With increasing evidence showing

that teacher leadership is a key component in school reform (Smylie, 1995) and research
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showing that teachers need quality training in order to become a teacher leader (Sherrill,
1999; Ovington, 2002), teacher leader programs need to be reviewed. Master’s level
teacher leadership programs may provide the assistance needed to reform schools and
prepare teachers for these important leadership roles. Therefore, it is imperative to
review these programs. Since there has been scant research conducted on teacher
leadership preparation program structures at the preservice level, this study will make an
important contribution. This study would help to answer in what types of institutions
Master’s in teacher leadership programs exist and the knowledge, skills, and dispositions
that are embedded within the required coursework.

Since it can be seen that as leadership is spread evenly across the school,
achievement levels also rise, this further iterates the importance for universities to
develop teacher leadership. This evidence shows the importance of distributed leadership
within schools and the impact that it can have on student achievement. Universities need
to look at the way that they are preparing teacher leaders in order to ensure this type of
success consistently.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study to conduct a descriptive analysis of Master’s in Teacher
Leadership programs who are accredited by the National Council for the Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE). The study will describe the types of institutions in which
teacher leadership programs exist using common university categories and classifications.
The study will also identify what comprises these teacher leadership programs in terms of
general program and course descriptors. Finally, this study will focus on the knowledge,

skills, and dispositions each program espouses to instill in their students based on their
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required core coursework and sample syllabi. Commonalities and differences between
programs will be emphasized, and assessments will be made regarding the alignment of
these programs’ emphases and the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed by
emerging conceptions of teacher leadership.
Research Questions

This study seeks to answer the following questions:
1) In what types of institutions do Master’s in Teacher Leadership programs exist and

where are they located?
2) What courses and general program descriptors comprise Master’s in Teacher

Leadership programs?
3) Are the embedded goals of Teacher Leader programs aligned with

teacher leadership standards?

Research Design
This study relies on descriptive analyses to answer the stated research questions.

The study will use a quantitative approach to answer research questions one and two.
Specifically, frequencies will be calculated to describe the types of institutions in which
Master’s in Teacher Leadership programs exist. Frequencies will also be calculated to
answer the question of what comprises Master’s in Teacher Leadership programs to also
find commonalities and differences across the institutions and programs. The study will
use a qualitative approach to answer research question three. Three to five schools, of all
of the institutions in the study, will be randomly selected to conduct a document analysis
of syllabi to discover the knowledge, skills, and disposition goals for the teacher

leadership programs of those institutions, looking for commonalities, themes, and

14



discrepancies. The goals emphasized will be compared and contrasted for their
alignment with the Teacher Leader Model Standards as produced by the Teacher Leader
Exploratory Consortium.
Summary

Teacher leadership is thought by many to aid in the transformation of schools
during school reform. With nearly 37% of schools across the United States currently not
meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), (Duncan & Skelly, 2011), school reform will
be essential to improve these schools, hence the critical need for teacher leaders. Even
the best teachers in a school tend to feel overwhelmed and discouraged when they are not
adequately prepared to be a teacher leader (Sherrill, 1999), which makes the case for the
need for quality teacher leader education programs at the university Master’s level. With
different governing bodies residing over universities and their teacher education
programs, there is no uniform means of educating future teachers. This presents a
problem because commonalities and differences between programs are unknown since
their policies are governed through different bodies. There is scant current research
striving to investigate the commonalities and discrepancies between Master’s in Teacher
Leadership programs. Since teacher leadership plays such an important role in current
education reform, teacher leadership programs must be researched to find underlying
common structures and themes, as well as alignment with the knowledge, skills, and
dispositions needed by teacher leaders.

Definitions of Terms
Adequate Yearly Progress is an individual state's measure of yearly progress

toward achieving state academic standards. "Adequate Yearly Progress" is the minimum
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level of improvement that states, school districts and schools must achieve each year (US
Department of Education, 2004).

Collaboration is a mutual engagement between members in a group when they try
to solve a problem together (Williams & Sheridan, 2006).

No Child Left Behind is a piece of legislation that includes higher standards for
teachers and yearly assessments to demonstrate progress for students. Although the
legislation is specific and prescriptive, each state designs its own program components,
such as content standards, performance standards, and assessments, which are then
approved by the federal government (US Department of Education, 2010).

Professional Development refers to continued, lifelong learning by educational
practioners to impact student learning (Nicholls, 2010).

School reform or reform-driven activities are those that alter existing procedures,
rules, and requirements to enable the organization to adapt the way it
functions to new circumstances or requirements (Conley, 1993).

Teacher Leadership is concerned with teachers helping teachers so that teachers
can, in turn, better help students (Pellicer & Anderson, 1995), influencing others to
improve their professional practice (Moller & Katzenmeyer, 1996), actively involved in
promoting change, effectively communicate with multiple constituents (Harrison &
Lembeck, 1996), is engaged in collaborative decision-making (Lambert, 2007), and is a
teacher who is a practicing teacher that calls for neither managerial nor supervisory duties

(Fay, 1992a).
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CHAPTER 11
LITERATURE REVIEW
Emergence of Teacher Leadership

Education reform has been urged at all levels in the United States for the past
twenty-five years following the release of the Carnegie Forum on Education and the
Economy (1986). There were many proposals made by the Carnegie Task Force, but one
of the ideas at the forefront was the concept of a teacher leader. The proposal set forth by
the task force was to “find ways of making the skill, wisdom, and knowledge of the
school’s best teachers available both to the principal and to other teachers” (Tucker,
Mandel, 1986, p. 27). This and earlier school reform reports made compelling
recommendations for teachers to provide active leadership in restructuring the nation’s
schools (Boles & Troen, 1996). The concept behind these proposals is that teachers have
to be involved in the school and assume greater leadership responsibilities for there to be
significant change to improve America’s schools. In the years since the release of the
Carnegie report, teacher leadership has become an established feature of educational
reform in the United States (Smylie, Conley, & Marks, 2002, p. 162).

Strong endorsement of teacher leadership continued, as evidenced in
recommendations made by the Council of Chief State School Officers (Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium, 1996) in their standards for school leaders, which
supports a collaborative approach to school leadership. Teacher leadership is unlike
other reform efforts in that it “is often an embedded concept, one that appears as a
defining strand in a larger reform effort rather than as a distinct strategy” (Murphy, 2005,
p. 4). Other reform strategies like a performance-based compensation system, mentor

teacher plans, site-based decision making, and professional development schools are all
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initiatives that have at their core the need for more active participation of teachers in the
leadership and development of the educational enterprise (York-Barr & Duke, 2004).

According to Yarger and Lee (1994), leadership in schools has traditionally been
perceived to reside with school administrators with power flowing downward to teachers.
In this hierarchal model of leadership, “the expectation has been hardwired into the
structure and culture of schools that the only job of teachers is to teach students and to
consider the classroom, at best, as the legitimate extent of their influence” (Urbanski &
Nickolaou, 1997, p. 244). While the need for leadership has been a central ingredient in
the school change and school improvement literature, historically that leadership has been
associated with those in roles with positional authority over teachers (Smylie, Conley, &
Marks, 2002; Bradley-Levine, 2011). These bureaucratic systems have stifled the
movement toward teacher leadership in schools because it has “led to teacher isolation,
alienation, and disenchantment” (Pellicer & Anderson, 1995, p.10). According to
Murphy (2005), bureaucracy is ineffective and counterproductive to the needs and
interests of educators within the school. It undermines the authority of teachers and is
incompatible with the professional organization. Murphy also posits that the directorial
standardization of teaching and learning that has emerged from administrative attempts to
direct schools has counteracted teachers, undermined the power of strong collegial ties
and discouraged teachers from taking on additional responsibilities.

To encourage teachers to flourish and be successful in their classrooms and
schools, which would enhance student learning, “we must also improve schools for the
adults who work in them” (Smylie & Hart, 1999, p. 421). According to Frost & Durrant

(2003), there is a widespread agreement that the command and control approach to
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educational reform is an outmoded bureaucratic educational structure that must be
replaced. The leadership concept being developed for this new design for schools as
cited in Murphy (2005) is, “from principal as manager to principal as facilitator, from
teacher as worker to teacher as leader” (Beck & Murphy, 1993, p. 27). In this model,
teachers have expanded leadership roles and opportunities.

According to Whitaker (1995), teacher leadership is essential for change and
improvement in a school. As cited in Murphy (2005), Kelly (1994) contends that
“genuine, long-lasting school change initiatives must derive from and involve teachers”
(p. 300), and without teachers’ “full participation and leadership, any move to reform
education — no matter how well-intentioned or ambitious — is doomed to failure”
(Lieberman & Miller, 1999, p. xi). Williams (2007) similarly argues that such teacher-
run schools may be the best hope for promoting the types of fundamental change required
to keep pace with a rapidly changing world and the escalating expectations for public
education.

Kentucky Context

Kentucky embraced the idea of teacher leadership by adding a teacher leadership
component to the ten New Kentucky Teacher Standards in 2003. Standard ten states:
Provides leadership within school/community/profession. Although it is unclear as to
what capacity teachers are expected to be leaders within the school, community, and
profession, it is evident that Kentucky feels strongly enough about the concept of teachers
becoming leaders to embed the initiative within the standards that all teachers must meet.
Kentucky took teacher leadership a step further in 2008 when the Educational

Professional Standards Board (EPSB) charged all Kentucky colleges and universities
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with adding a teacher leadership component to their Master’s in Teaching and Planned
Fifth-Year Programs. This charge was presented by the EPSB as more than a suggestion
to all Kentucky colleges and universities; it was presented as a law which all institutions
must adhere by. Each college and university in Kentucky was required to have
submitted, approved programs by 2011. This initiative by the EPSB is following the
charge that Kentucky schools are to reach proficiency by 2014. The document released
by the EPSB states:

Kentucky schools are charged with reaching proficiency by 2014, and the PreK-

12 education community that includes school district administrators and teachers

is held accountable for rigorous performance standards tied to annual

assessments. With the changing role of the career educator, professional
preparation beyond the initial licensure phase presents some unique concerns and
issues. Educators need more than rigor and relevancy to equip them to move

student learning to higher levels (2008, p. 1).

Along with this adoption, Kentucky also passed Senate Bill 1. Currently,
Kentucky students are graduating from high school not being successful in college
(Teachers’ Domain, 2011). Also, America’s best students are not able to be competitive
academically with the best students in other countries (Teachers’ Domain, 2011), which
has caused Kentucky to make dramatic changes in their education system. Senate Bill 1,
adopted in 2009, calls for an increase in student expectations and a focus on 21* century
skills. Wagner (2008) lists critical thinking and problem solving; collaboration and
leadership; agility and adaptability; initiative and entrepreneurialism; effective oral and
written communication; accessing and analyzing information; and curiosity and
imagination as examples of 21* century skills. New Common Core standards were also

adopted as a part of the initiative, which calls for

critical knowledge, skills and capacities needed for success in the global
economy; reflect fewer, but more in-depth standards to facilitate learning;
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communicate expectations more clearly and concisely to teachers, parents,

students and citizens; consider international benchmarks; and ensure that the

standards are aligned from elementary to high school to postsecondary education

so that students can be successful at each educational level (Kentucky Board of

Education, 2010, p. 1).
The passage of the teacher leadership initiative and of Senate Bill 1 shows that Kentucky
sees the importance and the value of teachers as leaders and seems to contend that for the
education system to make dramatic changes and to increase student achievement,
teachers becoming leaders is a vital piece of the initiative.

The Phases of Teacher Leadership

Throughout these past twenty five years, teacher leadership has continued to be an
initiative in the attempt to reform American public school systems. The teacher
leadership concept has evolved over these years moving through four overlapping phases.
Within the first phase, there were efforts to capture leadership for teachers by reshaping
the structure of the school organization and the culture of the teaching profession,
changing teaching from a single role to an assortment of differentiated assignments. As
cited in Murphy (2005), this phase of teacher leadership saw the emergence of initiatives
such as career ladders, differentiated teaching, mentor teaching plans, and performance-
based compensation systems (Berry & Ginsberg, 1990; Yarger & Lee, 1994; Zimpher,
1988). This phase also attempted to secure teachers’ commitment to teaching and
collecting their expertise in support of new teachers and school improvement (Little,
2003). All of these interventions were designed to conceptualize the nature of the
teaching career. This early venture and first phase of teacher leadership was grafted onto

the hierarchical organizational structure that defined schooling for most of the twentieth

century and grew from views of the centralized reform strategies in play at the time
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(Murphy, 1990). This phase is exemplified by such teacher leader roles as department
head, head teacher, master teacher, and union representative (Silva et al., 2000).

During the second phase of teacher leadership, empowerment ideology and
decentralization strategies began to challenge the prevailing centralized perspectives on
reform. This phase featured shared decision-making and participatory governance
(Murphy, 2005). Although such roles provided teachers with leadership opportunities,
they were focused on the effectiveness and efficiency of the system rather than on
instructional leadership (Silva et al., 2000).

During the third phase of teacher leadership, new educationally anchored roles
were created, which were positions that capitalized on teacher instructional knowledge.
Positions such as team leader, curriculum developer, and staff coach emerged (Silva et
al., 2000). With these new opportunities, teacher leadership moved “away from
management and toward pedagogical expertise” (Silva et al., 2000, p. 780) but these
positions were still outside leadership positions “that were apart from rather than a part of
teachers’ daily work™ (Silva et al., 2000, p. 780). This was also the time when reform
conditions in the U.S. shifted dramatically as high stakes accountability took hold.
District and school administrators recruited teachers into leadership positions in the
service of external accountability (Little, 2003).

In the fourth and current phase of teacher leadership, schools are developing as
learning organizations. In this frame, organizational roles and decision-making
responsibilities are not emphasized, and the concept of a community of practice is
dominant. Leadership in this context is considered as a central element of the work of all

teachers engaged in school improvement. Hierarchical conceptions that placed teachers
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into different, limited functions are becoming less evident and there is more promoting of
professionalization of all teachers and nurturing widespread collaboration (Murphy
2005).

Moller and Katzenmeyer (1996), describe teacher leadership as emerging from
three catalysts. First, teachers have engaged in new ways of teaching related to their
content area, such as process writing, and new instructional strategies, like differentiated
instruction. As teachers gained confidence in their newly learned skills, they began to
share these ideas with colleagues, which in return thrust them into teacher leadership
positions. Those teachers then took these ideas back to their classrooms, where they used
them to improve instruction for their students. This poses as a powerful teacher
leadership model because credible teachers are influential with their colleagues. Second,
the widespread use of site-based decision-making for school improvement has spurred
the development of teacher leaders. Although these committees also include the principal
and parents, the teachers on the council become the voice for the entire teaching staff,
emerging them as leaders within the school. Previously teachers focused primarily on
their own classroom; now they experience all of the benefits and frustrations of working
with other adults to improve their schools. Lastly, teacher leadership has emerged from
teachers’ involvement in networks or consortia of like-minded schools. These networks
encourage teacher leadership through study groups, national symposia, and other
activities that honor teacher leadership. By sharing with other schools, teachers begin to
realize what they have to offer to others. They begin to take responsibility for the success

of projects rather than depending on administrators to be the sole providers of leadership.

23



They also are able to serve as leaders at various levels at which they feel most
comfortable (Moller & Katzenmeyer, 1996).
What is Teacher Leadership?

With teacher leadership becoming more popular, there are many different
definitions of teacher leadership. “The issue of teacher leadership is devilishly
complicated. And it doesn’t help matters that the phrase itself is frustratingly
ambiguous” (Wigginton, 1992, p. 167). There is not one definition that can be agreed
upon by all for the means of defining teacher leadership. In writing about teacher
leadership, many researchers often assert the importance of the concept and describe its
various forms, but they usually fail to define it.

Murphy (2005) notes that leadership has historically been defined across two
axes, one representing a sense of vision about where an organization should be headed
and a second capturing the relational work required to move organizational participants
toward that end. When a definition is attempted, it usually broadens the range of
definitions of teacher leadership. For example, Wasley (1991) defines teacher leadership
as the ability to encourage colleagues to change, to do things they would not ordinarily
consider without the influence of the leader. Boles and Troen (1994) contrast it to
traditional notions of leadership, by characterizing teacher leadership as a form of
collective leadership in which teachers develop expertise by working collaboratively.
Ash and Persall (2000) describe teacher leadership as expert teachers, who spend the
majority of their time in the classroom but take on different leadership roles at different
times. Lastly, Ackerman and Mackenzie (2006) define teacher leadership as “carrying

the weight of responsibility for ensuring that reforms take root in the classroom and
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deepen the learning of all students. They are also a school’s conscience; they care deeply
about students and about the institutions designed to help students learn, and they
continually think about the gap between the real and ideal in schools” (p. 66). These
definitions are just a few of the many that are adding to the ever-growing complexity of
defining teacher leadership.

York-Barr and Duke (2004) believe that the lack of a common definition may be
due, in part, to the expansive territory encompassed under the umbrella term “teacher
leadership.” They also indicate that the conceptions of teacher leadership highlight the
use of teachers’ expertise about teaching and learning to improve the culture and
instruction in schools such that student learning is enhanced. Such a view of teacher
leadership involves leading among colleagues with a focus on instructional practice, as
well as working at the organizational level to align personnel, fiscal, and material
resources to improve teaching and learning.

Leadership in schools traditionally follows a hierarchical model with the principal
at the top of the pyramid and the teachers below. This top down type of leadership is the
exact opposite of what the teacher leadership model represents. The challenge for
principals is to view leadership as more than the possession of power and authority based
on hierarchical status and refocus attention on teachers who lead learning in productive
ways (Fitzgerald & Gunter, 2008) and view leadership more democratically. Power and
decision making should be dispersed throughout the school instead of just lying with one
person, which is usually the person at the top. Harris (2005) agrees that for leadership to
be maximized there has to be shared values and goals along with the ability to take

action. This can only be achieved as part of a democratic process where individual ideas
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and actions can be freely expressed. When schools operate democratically, teachers will
be more likely to contribute to their development in a positive way. Teachers having
more control over decisions and being involved in a democratic view of leadership are
two of the main aspects of teacher leadership. True leadership enables practicing
teachers to reform their work and provides a means for altering the hierarchical nature of
schools, but the lack of a clear definition of teacher leadership impedes its development
(Moller & Katzenmeyer, 1996).

Although teacher leaders and administration need to work together, it needs to be
clear that they are separate entities with different defining elements that distinguish the
two. Administration and managerial leadership holds references to position, formal
training, legal authority, and organizational expertise, whereas descriptions of
pedagogical knowledge and collegiality anchor the literature on teacher leadership
(Darling-Hammond et al., 1995). Murphy (2005) contends that a teacher leader must be
someone who is a practicing teacher, not someone who has left the classroom, someone
who works and has influence outside his or her classroom, does not engage in managerial
and supervisory activities, is chosen by teacher colleagues, and who wields considerable
autonomy in undertaking his or her work. While there is a broad range of definitions of
teacher leadership, for the purpose of this study the following definition of teacher
leadership will be employed, which is a combination of several researcher’s definitions.
Teacher leadership is concerned with teachers helping teachers so that teachers can, in
turn, better help students (Pellicer & Anderson, 1995), influencing others to improve their
professional practice (Moller & Katzenmeyer, 1996), actively involved in promoting

change, effectively communicate with multiple constituents (Harrison & Lembeck, 1996)
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and is a teacher who is a practicing teacher that calls for neither managerial nor
supervisory duties (Fay, 1992a).
Teacher Leadership Dimensions

Along with many different definitions, there are also many dimensions that
comprise teacher leadership. One of the main dimensions of teacher leadership is formal
verses informal leadership. Teachers can show their leadership in many different ways in
their schools. First, the teachers can take on more of the formal leadership roles in their
schools such as department chairs (Bradley-Levine, 2011), members of the principal
advisory councils, team leaders, grade level coordinators, and structured committees
(Whitaker, 1995). They can also become formal teacher leaders at the district level
through roles such as staff development trainers, curriculum coaches, curriculum
development task facilitators, mediators, mentors, and district innovation facilitators
(Killion, 1996). These positions are very traditional leadership roles and often have the
person in these positions moving away from the classroom (Harris, 2003) to achieve the
goals of these roles. These formal teacher leadership roles are still essential to the school
and teachers to ensure that the teachers have a structured avenue for their voices to be
heard in helping make critical school decisions. The teachers may not have a voice in
decision-making in the absence of formal leadership roles. A formal leadership role also
facilitates a collaborative environment that is crucial in developing a positive school
culture (Whitaker, 1995) along with helping to establish stability within schools (Kahrs,
1996). Being a part of school decision making makes the teachers feel more positive

about decisions and increases teacher buy-in.
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As with all factors, there can be some drawbacks to having such structured
teacher leadership roles. One of the difficulties of having such a decision-making design
is that it constitutes a ready means to preserve the status quo. This is especially true if the
teacher leaders in some of these roles are already in place or traditionally appointed on a
seniority basis. Such teachers are not necessarily the most skilled or the best able to
communicate with their peers (Whitaker, 1995). Veteran teachers traditionally resist
change and may not seek out their peers to receive their opinions on issues that are up for
discussion. Because of these concerns, the use of the informal teacher leader structure
may be a more efficient and effective method of implementing lasting change in schools
(Whitaker, 1995).

Consequently, newer conceptions of teacher leadership tend to expand notions of
teacher leadership as practiced from formal roles to include leadership practiced through
more informal means of leadership (York-Barr & Duke, 2004). Informal teacher leaders
are very different from formal teacher leaders and tend to better represent the new ideas
of teacher leadership. Informal teacher leaders bring something different in regards to
change in schools, as compared to formal teacher leaders, thus the new interest of school
leaders trying to foster more informal teacher leaders. Teacher leadership can be
embedded in tasks and roles that do not create artificial, imposed, formal hierarchies and
positions (Darling-Hammond et al., 1995). Lambert (2003b) states that when leadership
means a person in a specific role enveloped in formal authority, teachers do not see
themselves reflected in that image. When leadership becomes a broadly inclusive
cultural concept, it provokes a different response: such seeing oneself as participating in

this learning work with my colleagues. Teacher leaders lead informally by revealing
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their classroom practice, sharing their expertise, asking questions of colleagues,
mentoring new teachers, modeling how teachers collaborate on issues of practice
(Ackerman & Mackenzie, 2006), planning, communicating goals, regulating activities,
creating a pleasant workplace environment, supervising, motivating those supervised, and
evaluating the performance of those supervised (Harris 2003).

As opposed to formal teacher leaders, informal teacher leaders tend to stay more
in the classroom and help foster better classroom practices in order to facilitate more
effective teachers. Informal leading is less about a leader/follower divide and less about
the potential of one person. Southworth (2002) points out that the long standing belief in
the power of one is being challenged. Taking this view on teacher leadership, leadership
is more about collaborating with colleagues and generating better ideas together.
Informal teacher leadership emphasizes colleagues learning together and creating an
environment to reflect and take actions that grow out of new understandings (Harris,
2003). Informal teacher leadership is less like the student/teacher relationship that can
sometimes result through formal leadership roles and more like collaboration between
colleagues where new ideas are fostered together and learning takes place by all.
Although informal structures are more difficult to monitor and maintain, they tend to
have a greater influence on teacher leadership (Kahrs, 1996).

York-Barr and Duke (2004) describe four conceptions of leadership that are
inclusive of formal and informal leaders: participative leadership, leadership as an
organizational quality, distributed leadership, and parallel leadership. Participative
leadership stresses the decision-making process of the group arguing that such a

leadership approach will enhance organizational effectiveness (Leithwood & Duke,
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1999). Leadership as an organizational quality is leadership that is not confined to
certain roles in organizations; it flows through the networks of roles that comprise
organizations. It is based on the deployment of resources that are distributed throughout
the network of roles (Ogawa & Bossert, 1995). Leadership stretches across people in
schools to affect the conditions for teaching and learning. Lastly, parallel leadership
encourages relatedness between teacher leaders and administrator leaders that activates
and sustains the knowledge-generating capacity of schools. It embodies mutual respect,
shared purpose, and allowance for individual expression (Crowther et al., 2002).
Specific Roles of Teacher Leaders

Taking formal and informal leadership roles into consideration, Harrison and
Killion (2007) have devised ten specific roles of teacher leaders. They report that
teachers can lead in a variety of ways with the following being the ten most common
methods. First, teacher leaders can be resource providers. Teachers can share
instructional resources such as websites, curriculum guides, books, articles, lesson and
unit plans, and any other resource they see as helpful in improving instruction. Secondly,
teacher leaders can serve as instructional specialists. These teacher leaders help
colleagues implement effective instructional strategies. Examples include providing
ideas for differentiating instruction or helping to plan collaborative lessons. The third
role is curriculum specialist. Curriculum specialists lead teachers to agree on standards,
follow the adopted curriculum, use common pacing charts, and develop shared
assessments with their vast knowledge and understanding of how various components of
the curriculum link together. Fourth, teacher leaders can serve as classroom supporters.

They work inside the classrooms to help teachers implement new ideas, often by
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demonstrating a lesson, co-teaching, or observing and giving feedback. The fifth role is a
learning facilitator. These teacher leaders facilitate professional learning opportunities
among the staff members. The sixth teacher leader role is a mentor. Being a mentor for
novice teachers is a common role for teacher leaders. Mentors serve as role models and
advise new teachers about instruction, curriculum, procedure, practices, and policies.
The seventh role is a school leader. This could entail serving on a committee, acting as a
grade-level or department chair, supporting school initiatives, or representing the school
on community or district task forces or committees. The eighth role is a data coach.
Data coaches can lead conversations that engage their peers in analyzing and using
information to strengthen instruction. The ninth role is acting as a catalyst for change.
These teacher leaders are never satisfied with the status quo. They are always looking for
a better way to accomplish goals and they pose questions to generate analysis of student
learning that lead to school improvement. The tenth and final teacher role proposed by
Harrison and Killion (2007) is a learner. Arguably, the most important role of a teacher
leader, the learner models continual improvement, demonstrates lifelong learning, and
uses what they learn to serve all students.

These ten roles are not mutually exclusive. Clustering these roles, Harris (2005)
purports that there are four main elements which they enact roles of teacher leadership.
The first is influence. Teacher leaders influence others through structured discussion,
enquiry, and evaluation. Second is empowering. This entails giving teachers some
ownership of a particular change or decision. Emphasis is placed upon participative
leadership where all teachers feel part of the process. The third dimension is mediating.

Teacher leaders are important sources of expertise and information. They are able to
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quantitative analysis and display of data, uses a generic qualitative approach, and uses a
writing style that is objective and neutral (Lichtman, 2011).
Rationale for Selecting a Mixed-Methods Approach

A mixed-methods approach was selected for this study because using multiple
methods, allows the researcher to balance the strengths and weaknesses of each approach
(Abowitz & Toole, 2010). Combining multiple methods in this way, a form of
triangulation takes place within a larger methodological context (Abowitz & Toole,
2010). Using multiple or mixed methods “affects not only measurement but all stages of
research” (Brewer & Hunter 1989, p. 21). A quantitative approach will be used to answer
research questions one and two, where frequencies will be reported, looking for themes
within the research. A qualitative approach will be used in order to answer research
question three, where a document-analysis of syllabi will be conducted, again looking for
embedded themes within the required coursework.

The primary rationale for using this combination of sources of data is that it was
felt that a complete picture could not be generated by any one method alone. Each source
of data represents an important piece in the research study. The goal of the quantitative
data is produce a set of themes that emerge when researching the format of Master’s in
Teacher Leadership programs in regards to what types of institutions these programs are
housed, what courses comprises these programs, and the general program descriptors.
The goal of the qualitative data is to provide an in depth view of the embedded
knowledge, skills, and dispositions teacher leadership programs hope to instill within

their students, based on a document-analysis on course syllabi.
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Document-Analysis Research

A document-analysis is an efficient, unobtrusive, convenient, and low-cost
method of obtaining information on program goals, program issues, and basic statistics
(Caulley, 1983). A review of literature on document-analysis reveals a diversity of
reasons for undertaking such studies. According to Caulley (1983), a document-analysis
can be used to collect data for a program evaluation. The review of document-analysis
studies reveals researchers' use of a variety of methods and techniques including an
inductive method, allowing the potential classification categories to emerge as the content
of the documents is examined (Hutchinson et al., 2001). The majority of studies use
descriptive statistics to report analyses. For example, frequency counts, percentages, and
cross-tabulations are common (MacKeracher & Jantzi, 1985).

Population

The target population includes all of The National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE) colleges and universities that currently offer a Master’s of
Arts in Teacher Leadership Program. The compete list of NCATE member schools will
be obtained from the NCATE website, where they currently have 656 colleges of
education listed as members. The website of each member institution will then be visited
to research their current education program offerings, looking for a Teacher Leadership
Master’s program. All NCATE colleges and universities who report on their website that
they offer a Master’s in Teacher Leadership program will be included in the sample.

Sample
For research questions one and two, the entire population of NCATE institutions

who communicate on their website that they currently offer a Master’s in Teacher
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Leadership program will become the sample. For research question three, probability
sampling will be used. Probability sampling is when each member of the population has
an equal likelihood of being selected to be part of the sample (Jackson, 2009). The type
of probability sampling that this research study will employ is random sampling. First,
the population of all NCATE institutions offering as Master’s in Teacher Leadership will
be culled down to include only those that publish course syllabi on-line. A probability
sample of three to five institutions from the access to course syllabi online subgroup will
be randomly selected, assuming more than three to five institutions meet these criteria.
Procedures for Data Collection

The purpose of this descriptive analysis is to research what comprises Master’s in
Teacher Leadership programs in terms of the types of institutions where these programs
are housed and where they are located, the general requirements for the programs and the
desired program goals embedded in the coursework.
Data Collection for Research Question One

To answer research question one: In what types of institutions do Master’s in
Teacher Leadership programs exist, the Carnegie Foundation classifications will serve as
the means to categorize the different institutions. The Carnegie Classification has been
the leading framework for recognizing and describing institutional diversity in U.S.
higher education for the past four decades. Starting in 1970, the Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education developed a classification of colleges and universities to support its
program of research and policy analysis. Derived from empirical data on colleges and
universities, the Carnegie Classification was originally published in 1973, and

subsequently updated in 1976, 1987, 1994, 2000, 2005, and 2010 to reflect changes
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among colleges and universities. This framework has been widely used in the study of
higher education, both as a way to represent and control for institutional differences, and
also in the design of research studies to ensure adequate representation of sampled
institutions, students, or faculty. To ensure continuity of the classification framework
and to allow comparison across years, the 2010 Classification update retains the same
structure of six parallel classifications, initially adopted in 2005. They are as follows:
Basic Classification (the traditional Carnegie Classification Framework), Undergraduate
and Graduate Instructional Program classifications, Enrollment Profile and
Undergraduate Profile classifications, and Size & Setting classification. These
classifications provide different lenses through which to view U.S. colleges and
universities, offering researchers greater analytic flexibility. These classifications were
updated using the most recent national data available as of 2010, and collectively, they
depict the most current landscape of U.S. colleges and universities
(http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/). The Carnegie Foundation website and the
website of the institution will be visited in order to obtain the information regarding
which classifications each institution falls under. The information obtained will then be
placed into a spreadsheet in which frequencies of classifications will be calculated to find
common themes and differences among the institutions. The classifications obtained
from the Carnegie Foundation webpage, (http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/)
were reviewed and condensed according to the needs of the study. The four

classifications and their descriptions that this study will employ are as follows:
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1. Graduate Instructional Program Classification

e S-Postbac/Ed: Single Postbaccalaureate (education)

These institutions awarded master’s degrees in education but not in other fields.

e Postbac-Comp: Postbaccalaureate comprehensive
These institutions awarded master’s degrees in the humanities, social sciences,
and STEM' fields, as well as degrees in one or more professional fields.

e Postbac-A&S: Postbaccalaureate, Arts & Sciences dominant
These institutions awarded master’s degrees in some arts and sciences fields.
They may also award master’s or professional degrees in other fields, but in lesser
numbers.

e Postbac-A&S/Ed: Postbaccalaureate with Arts & Sciences (education dominant)
These institutions awarded master’s degrees in both arts and sciences and
professional fields, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was
education.

e Postbac-A&S/Bus: Postbaccalaureate with Arts & Sciences (business dominant)
These institutions awarded master’s degrees in both arts and sciences and
professional fields, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was
business.

e Postbac-A&S/Other: Postbaccalaureate with Arts & Sciences (other dominant
fields)

These institutions awarded master’s degrees in both arts and sciences and
professional fields, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was
a professional field other than business or education.

e Postbac-Prof/Ed: Postbaccalaureate professional (education dominant)

These institutions awarded master’s or professional degrees in professional fields
only, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was education.

e Postbac-Prof/Bus: Postbaccalaureate professional (business dominant)

These institutions awarded master’s or professional degrees in professional fields
only, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was business.

e Postbac-Prof/Other: Postbaccalaureate professional (other dominant fields)
These institutions awarded master’s or professional degrees in professional fields
only, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was a field other
than business or education.

e S-Doc/Ed: Single doctoral (education)

These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in education but not in other
fields, they may have more extensive offerings at the master's or professional
level.

e S-Doc/Other: Single doctoral (other field)

These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a single field other than
education, they may have more extensive offerings at the master's or professional
level.

e CompDoc/MedVet: Comprehensive doctoral with medical/veterinary
These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in the humanities, social

" STEM: science, technology, engineering, and mathematics
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sciences, and STEM fields, as well as in medicine, dentistry, and/or veterinary
medicine. They also offer professional education in other health professions or in
fields such as business, education, engineering, law, public policy, or social work.

e CompDoc/NMedVet: Comprehensive doctoral with no medical/veterinary
These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in the humanities, social
sciences, and STEM fields. They also offer professional education in fields such
as business, education, engineering, law, public policy, social work, or health
professions other than medicine, dentistry, or veterinary medicine.

e Doc/HSS: Doctoral, humanities/social sciences dominant
These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a range of fields, and the
largest number of research doctorates were in the humanities or social sciences.
They may also offer professional education at the doctoral level or in fields such
as law or medicine.

e Doc/STEM: Doctoral, STEM dominant
These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a range of fields, and the
largest number of research doctorates were in the STEM fields. They may also
offer professional education at the doctoral level or in fields such as law or
medicine.

e Doc/Prof: Doctoral, professions dominant
These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a range of fields, and the
largest number of research doctorates were in professions other than engineering
(such as education, health professions, public policy, or social work). They may
also offer professional education in law or medicine.

2. Enrollment Profile Classification

e VHU: Very high undergraduate
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for less than 10 percent of FTE* enrollment.

e HU: High undergraduate
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for 10-24 percent of FTE enrollment.

e MU: Majority undergraduate
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for 25-49 percent of FTE enrollment.

e MGP: Majority graduate/professional
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for at least half of FTE enrollment.

e ExGP: Exclusively graduate/professional
Fall enrollment data show only graduate/professional students enrolled.

* FTE: Full-time equivalent enrollment was calculated as full-time plus one-third part-time.
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3. Size & Setting Classification

e VS4/NR: Very small four-year, primarily nonresidential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus**® and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

e VS4/R: Very small four-year, primarily residential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.

e VS4/HR: Very small four-year, highly residential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.

e S4/NR: Small four-year, primarily nonresidential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 1,000-2,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus, and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

e S4/R: Small four-year, primarily residential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 1,000-2,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.

e S4/HR: Small four-year, highly residential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 1,000-2,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.

e M4/NR: Medium four-year, primarily nonresidential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 3,000-9,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus, and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

e M4/R: Medium four-year, primarily residential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 3,000-9,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.

e M4/HR: Medium four-year, highly residential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 3,000-9,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.

e [L4/NR: Large four-year, primarily nonresidential
Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of

? *% On campus is defined as institutionally-owned, -controlled, or - affiliated housing.
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degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus, and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

L4/R: Large four-year, primarily residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.
L4/HR: Large four-year, highly residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.

Basic Classification

I. Doctorate-granting Universities. Includes institutions that awarded at  least
20 research doctoral degrees during the update year (excluding doctoral-level
degrees that qualify recipients for entry into professional practice, such as the JD,
MD, PharmD, DPT, etc.). Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal
Colleges.

e RU/VH: Research Universities (very high research activity)
e RU/H: Research Universities (high research activity)
e DRU: Doctoral/Research Universities

II. Master's Colleges and Universities. Generally includes institutions that
awarded at least 50 master's degrees and fewer than 20 doctoral degrees during
the update year (with occasional exceptions — see Carnegie’s Methodology).
Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges.

e Master's/L: Master's Colleges and Universities (larger programs)
e Master's/M: Master's Colleges and Universities (medium programs)
e Master's/S: Master's Colleges and Universities (smaller programs)

III. Baccalaureate Colleges. Includes institutions where baccalaureate degrees
represent at least 10 percent of all undergraduate degrees and where fewer than 50
master's degrees or 20 doctoral degrees were awarded during the update year.
(Some institutions above the master's degree threshold are also included; see
Carnegie’s Methodology.) Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal
Colleges.

e Bac/A&S: Baccalaureate Colleges—Arts & Sciences
e Bac/Diverse: Baccalaureate Colleges—Diverse Fields
e Bac/Assoc: Baccalaureate/Associate's Colleges

IV. Focus Institutions. Institutions awarding baccalaureate or higher-level degrees
where a high concentration of degrees (above 75%) is in a single field or set of
related fields. Excludes Tribal Colleges.
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e Spec/Faith: Theological seminaries, Bible colleges, and other faith-related
Institutions

e Spec/Medical: Medical schools and medical centers

e Spec/Health: Other health profession schools

Spec/Eng: Schools of engineering

Spec/Tech: Other technology-related schools

Spec/Bus: Schools of business and management

Spec/Arts: Schools of art, music, and design

Spec/Law: Schools of law

Spec/Other: Other special-focus institutions

V. Tribal Colleges. Colleges and universities that are members of the American

Indian Higher Education Consortium, as identified in Integrated Postsecondary

Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional Characteristics.

Also as a part of question one, the geographic location of the institutions of where
these programs are housed will also be documented. For this portion of question one, the
2010 Census Regions and Divisions of the United States will be used. The Census has
divided the United States into four regions: Northeast, Midwest, South and West, along
with nine divisions under the regions. Each institution will be placed into the region and
division as deemed by the 2010 Census; a spreadsheet of the information will be created
and frequencies will be calculated to determine common themes of location that emerge.
A map of the United States regions as deemed by the 2010 Census can be viewed in
Appendix 1, and the list of states by region and division can be seen in Appendix 2.

Data Collection for Research Question Two

In order to answer research question two: what comprises Master’s in Teacher
Leadership programs, the website of each institution will be visited where the basic
components of the Teacher Leadership Program will be described. Specifically, the
researcher will describe the following program descriptors: total number of hours
required, number of core hours required, number of elective hours required, full or part-
time student status, campus or online course offerings, and whether there is a culminating
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project requirement. This question will also seek to answer what types of courses
comprise the program. The inductive method, which allows the potential classification
categories to emerge as the content of the documents are examined (Hutchinson et al.,
2001), will be employed to answer this portion of research question two. The findings
will then be placed into a spreadsheet where frequencies will be calculated to determine
common themes and differences within the categories and across programs.
Data Collection for Research Question Three

In order to answer research question three: are the embedded goals of Teacher
Leader programs aligned with emerging concepts of teacher leaders, a probability sample
of three to five institutions from the access to course syllabi online subgroup will be
obtained. A document-analysis will be conducted on the syllabi of each of the
institutions looking for the knowledge, skills, and dispositions each institution espouses
to instill in their teacher leaders. A spreadsheet of the findings will be created, and the
researcher will be looking for common themes and differences as to the goals of these
teacher leadership programs. These goals will be compared to the Teacher Leader Model
Standards as developed by the Teacher Leadership Exploratory Consortium, looking for
similarities and differences between the goals of teacher leadership as deemed by the
Teacher Leadership Exploratory Consortium and the actual learning outcomes of Teacher
Leader Programs. The Teacher Leader Model Standards (Consortium, 2008) are as
follows:

e Domain I: Fostering a Collaborative Culture to Support Educator Development
and Student Learning: The teacher leader is well versed in adult learning theory

and uses that knowledge to create a community of collective responsibility within
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his or her school. In promoting this collaborative culture among fellow teachers,
administrators, and other school leaders, the teacher leader ensures improvement
in educator instruction and, consequently, student learning.

Domain II: Accessing and Using Research to Improve Practice and Student
Learning: The teacher leader keeps abreast of the latest research about teaching
effectiveness and student learning, and implements best practices where
appropriate. He or she models the use of systematic inquiry as a critical
component of teachers’ ongoing learning and development.

Domain III: Promoting Professional Learning for Continuous Improvement: The
teacher leader understands that the processes of teaching and learning are
constantly evolving. The teacher leader designs and facilitates job-embedded
professional development opportunities that are aligned with school improvement
goals.

Domain IV: Facilitating Improvements in Instruction and Student Learning: The
teacher leader possesses a deep understanding of teaching and learning, and
models an attitude of continuous learning and reflective practice for colleagues.
The teacher leader works collaboratively with fellow teachers to constantly
improve instructional practices.

Domain V: Promoting the Use of Assessments and Data for School and District
Improvement: The teacher leader is knowledgeable about the design of
assessments, both formative and summative. The teacher leader works with
colleagues to analyze data and interpret results to inform goals and to improve

student learning.
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e Domain VI: Improving Outreach and Collaboration with Families and
Community: The teacher leader understands the impact that families, cultures, and
communities have on student learning. As a result, the teacher leader seeks to
promote a sense of partnership among these different groups toward the common
goal of excellent education.

e Domain VII: Advocating for Student Learning and the Profession: The teacher
leader understands the landscape of education policy and can identify key players
at the local, state, and national levels. The teacher leader advocates for the
teaching profession and for policies that benefit student learning.

Data Analysis

The data will be analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, and
percentages). The data will be entered in an Excel spreadsheet, and the Excel statistical
tools will be utilized to analyze the data. Emergent themes about the composition of
Master’s in Teacher Leadership Programs and the desired outcome goals in future teacher
leaders will be reported at the aggregate level.

Limitations

The major limitation to this study is the relying solely on program information
reported on the Internet. There will be no way of knowing if more up-to-date information
would be available if other resources were employed. The information found online may
be inaccurate or outdated due to the lack of recent updates made to the websites by the
institutions. Different themes could possibly emerge if a larger sample size were able to
be utilized. Research question three also suffers a limitation by using information only

found on the Internet. Only course syllabi posted to the institution’s webpage will be
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available for the document analysis, limiting the potential population sample. Finally,
syllabi only communicate espoused course goals and activities. These may or may not be

aligned with the enacted curriculum.

69



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to conduct a descriptive analysis of Master’s in
Teacher Leadership programs who are accredited by the National Council for the
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). The study described the types of
institutions in which teacher leadership programs exist using common university
categories and classifications. The study also identified what comprises these teacher
leadership programs in terms of general program and course descriptors. Finally, this
study focused on whether the goals and objectives of the core courses of these programs
are aligned with the Teacher Leader Standards as deemed by the Teacher Leader
Exploratory Consortium. Commonalities and differences between programs are
emphasized, and assessments made regarding the alignment of these programs’ emphasis
to those needed by emerging conceptions of teacher leadership.

Description of Sample

The websites of the 656 National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher
Education member schools, as listed on the NCATE website, were accessed.
Specifically, their graduate programs were researched, looking for programs that offered
a Master’s in Teacher Leadership. Of the 656 NCATE schools, 28 of these institutions
offered a program focusing on Teacher Leadership as a Master’s degree. The sample for
research questions one and two includes all 28 of these NCATE institutions. For research

question three, there were three institutions from the 28 in the sample that made the core
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course syllabi available online to the others outside of their institution. Those three
institutions became the sample for research question three.
Research Questions Results
Research Question One
In what types of institutions do Master’s in Teacher Leadership
programs exist, and where are they located?

In order to answer the first part of research question one, in what types of
institutions do Master’s in Teacher Leadership programs exist, the Carnegie Foundation
Classifications were modified to fit the purpose of this study and used to classify the
sample institutions. The Carnegie Foundation website was accessed, and each sample
institution was researched. Their classifications were recorded in a spreadsheet in which
frequencies were calculated. To answer the second part of research question one, where
are the institutions located that offer a Master’s in Teacher Leadership program, the 2010
Census Bureau classifications were used. The state in which each sample institution is
located was recorded and placed into a spreadsheet under the correct region classification
and division classification for that state, where frequencies were then calculated.
Carnegie Foundation Classifications
Graduate Instructional Program Classification

The first Carnegie Foundation classification that was researched was the graduate
instructional program classification. The following guidelines were used to classify the
institutions:

e S-Postbac/Ed: Single Postbaccalaureate (education)
These institutions awarded master’s degrees in education but not in other fields.
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Postbac-Comp: Postbaccalaureate comprehensive

These institutions awarded master’s degrees in the humanities, social sciences,
and STEM fields, as well as degrees in one or more professional fields.
Postbac-A&S: Postbaccalaureate, Arts & Sciences dominant

These institutions awarded master’s degrees in some arts and sciences fields.
They may also award master’s or professional degrees in other fields, but in lesser
numbers.

Postbac-A&S/Ed: Postbaccalaureate with Arts & Sciences (education dominant)
These institutions awarded master’s degrees in both arts and sciences and
professional fields, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was
education.

Postbac-A&S/Bus: Postbaccalaureate with Arts & Sciences (business dominant)
These institutions awarded master’s degrees in both arts and sciences and
professional fields, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was
business.

Postbac-A&S/Other: Postbaccalaureate with Arts & Sciences (other dominant
fields)

These institutions awarded master’s degrees in both arts and sciences and
professional fields, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was
a professional field other than business or education.

Postbac-Prof/Ed: Postbaccalaureate professional (education dominant)

These institutions awarded master’s or professional degrees in professional fields
only, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was education.
Postbac-Prof/Bus: Postbaccalaureate professional (business dominant)

These institutions awarded master’s or professional degrees in professional fields
only, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was business.
Postbac-Prof/Other: Postbaccalaureate professional (other dominant fields)
These institutions awarded master’s or professional degrees in professional fields
only, and the field with the largest number of graduate degrees was a field other
than business or education.

S-Doc/Ed: Single doctoral (education)

These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in education but not in other
fields, they may have more extensive offerings at the master's or professional
level.

S-Doc/Other: Single doctoral (other field)

These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a single field other than
education, they may have more extensive offerings at the master's or professional
level.

CompDoc/MedVet: Comprehensive doctoral with medical/veterinary

These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in the humanities, social
sciences, and STEM fields, as well as in medicine, dentistry, and/or veterinary
medicine. They also offer professional education in other health professions or in
fields such as business, education, engineering, law, public policy, or social work.
CompDoc/NMedVet: Comprehensive doctoral with no medical/veterinary

These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in the humanities, social
sciences, and STEM fields. They also offer professional education in fields such
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as business, education, engineering, law, public policy, social work, or health
professions other than medicine, dentistry, or veterinary medicine.

e Doc/HSS: Doctoral, humanities/social sciences dominant
These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a range of fields, and the
largest number of research doctorates were in the humanities or social sciences.
They may also offer professional education at the doctoral level or in fields such
as law or medicine.

e Doc/STEM: Doctoral, STEM dominant
These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a range of fields, and the
largest number of research doctorates were in the STEM fields. They may also
offer professional education at the doctoral level or in fields such as law or
medicine.

e Doc/Prof: Doctoral, professions dominant

These institutions awarded research doctoral degrees in a range of fields, and the

largest number of research doctorates were in professions other than engineering

(such as education, health professions, public policy, or social work). They may

also offer professional education in law or medicine.

Of the 28 institutions that reported having Master’s in Teacher Leadership
Programs, the highest frequency represented, with a rate of 17.8%, was the classification
postbaccalaureate with arts and sciences, education dominant. These institutions award
master’s degrees in both arts and sciences and professional fields, and the field with the
largest number of graduate degrees is education. The second highest reported frequency
represented was the classification of postbaccalaureate comprehensive, which includes
institutions that award master’s degrees in the humanities, social sciences, and STEM
fields, as well as degrees in one or more professional fields. These institutions
represented 14.2% of those with Master’s in Teacher Leadership. There were four
graduate instructional program classifications that reported a frequency representation
rate of 10.7%. Those classifications are: postbaccalaureate with arts and sciences other
dominant fields, postbaccalaureate professional education dominant, single doctoral

education, and doctoral STEM dominant. The classifications of comprehensive doctoral

with medical/veterinary and comprehensive doctoral with no medical/veterinary had
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frequency rates of 7.1%. The classifications of postbaccalaureate with arts and sciences
business dominant, single postbaccalaureate education, and postbaccalaureate
professional other dominant fields represented frequency rates of 3.5%. The
classifications of postbaccalaureate comprehensive arts and sciences dominant,
postbaccalaureate professional business dominant, single doctoral in fields other than
education, doctoral humanities/social sciences dominant, and doctoral professions
dominant were all not represented in the study. The data for this information can be
found in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1 Graduate Instructional Program Classification (n = 28)

Classification n %

Postbac-A&S/Ed 5 17.8
Postbac-Comp 4 14.2
Postbac-A&S/Other 3 10.7
Postbac-Prof/Ed 3 10.7
S-Doc/Ed 3 10.7
Doc/STEM 3 10.7
CompDoc/MedVet 2 7.1
CompDoc/NMedVet 2 7.1
S-Postbac/Ed 1 3.5
Postbac-A&S/Bus 1 35
Postbac-Prof/Other 1 35
Postbac-A&S 0 0.0
Postbac-Prof/Bus 0 0.0
S-Doc/Other 0 0.0
Doc/HSS 0 0.0
Doc/Prof 0 0.0

Enrollment Profile Classification
The second Carnegie Foundation classification that was researched was the
enrollment profile classification. The following guidelines were used to classify the

institutions:
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e VHU: Very high undergraduate
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for less than 10 percent of FTE enrollment.

e HU: High undergraduate
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for 10-24 percent of FTE enrollment.

e MU: Majority undergraduate
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for 25-49 percent of FTE enrollment.

e  MGP: Majority graduate/professional
Fall enrollment data show both undergraduate and graduate/professional students,
with the latter group accounting for at least half of FTE enrollment.

e ExGP: Exclusively graduate/professional
Fall enrollment data show only graduate/professional students enrolled.

The highest frequency reported of the 28 institutions researched was high
undergraduate, with a frequency rate of 42.8%. The enrollment classification majority
undergraduate represented a frequency rate of 28.5%. Next, with a frequency rate of
25% was the classification very high undergraduate. The classification majority
graduate/professional represented a frequency rate of 3.5%. No universities with the
enrollment profile classification of exclusively graduate/professional were included in the
final sample. The data for this section can be seen in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 Enrollment Profile Classification (n = 28)

Classification n %
HU 12 42.8
MU 8 28.5
VHU 7 25.0
MGP 1 3.5
ExGP 0 0.0

Size and Setting Classification
The next Carnegie Foundation classification that was described was the size and
setting classification of the institution. The following guidelines were used to classify the

institutions:
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VS4/NR: Very small four-year, primarily nonresidential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

VS4/R: Very small four-year, primarily residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.
VS4/HR: Very small four-year, highly residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of fewer than 1,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.
S4/NR: Small four-year, primarily nonresidential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 1,000-2,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus, and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

S4/R: Small four-year, primarily residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 1,000-2,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.
S4/HR: Small four-year, highly residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 1,000-2,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.
M4/NR: Medium four-year, primarily nonresidential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 3,000-9,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus, and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

M4/R: Medium four-year, primarily residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 3,000-9,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.
M4/HR: Medium four-year, highly residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of 3,000-9,999 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.
L4/NR: Large four-year, primarily nonresidential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking
students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. Fewer than 25 percent of
degree-seeking undergraduates live on campus, and/or fewer than 50 percent
attend full time (includes exclusively distance education institutions).

L4/R: Large four-year, primarily residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking
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students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. 25-49 percent of degree-
seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 50 percent attend full time.
e L4/HR: Large four-year, highly residential

Fall enrollment data show FTE enrollment of at least 10,000 degree-seeking

students at these bachelor’s degree granting institutions. At least half of degree-

seeking undergraduates live on campus, and at least 80 percent attend full time.

The highest frequency reported with a rate of 28.5% was medium four-year,
primarily residential. Large four-year, primarily nonresidential and medium four-year,
highly residential comprised 14.2% of the final sample. Three classifications represented
10.7% of the institutions in the study; those classifications were small four-year highly
residential, medium four-year primarily nonresidential and large four-year primarily
residential. The classification of small four-year primarily nonresidential represented a
frequency rate of 7.1%. Lastly, small four-year primarily residential institutions were
3.5% of the sample. The classifications of very small four-year primarily nonresidential,
very small four-year primarily residential, very small four-year highly residential, and
small four-year primarily nonresidential were not represented by universities in the final

sample. This information can be found in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3 Size and Setting Classification (n = 28)

Classification n %
M4/R 8 28.5
M4/HR 4 14.2
L4/NR 4 14.2
S4/HR 3 10.7
M4/NR 3 10.7
L4/R 3 10.7
S4/NR 2 7.1
S4/R 1 3.5
VS4/NR 0 0.0
VS4/R 0 0.0
VS4/HR 0 0.0
L4/HR 0 0.0
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Basic Classification
The last Carnegie Foundation classification that was researched was the basic
classification. The following guidelines were used to classify the institutions:

I. Doctorate-granting Universities. Includes institutions that awarded at least 20
research doctoral degrees during the update year (excluding doctoral-level
degrees that qualify recipients for entry into professional practice, such as the JD,
MD, PharmD, DPT, etc.). Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal
Colleges.

e RU/VH: Research Universities (very high research activity)
e RU/H: Research Universities (high research activity)
e DRU: Doctoral/Research Universities

II. Master's Colleges and Universities. Generally includes institutions that
awarded at least 50 master's degrees and fewer than 20 doctoral degrees during
the update year (with occasional exceptions — see Carnegie’s Methodology).
Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges.

e Master's/L: Master's Colleges and Universities (larger programs)
e Master's/M: Master's Colleges and Universities (medium programs)
e Master's/S: Master's Colleges and Universities (smaller programs)

III. Baccalaureate Colleges. Includes institutions where baccalaureate degrees
represent at least 10 percent of all undergraduate degrees and where fewer than 50
master's degrees or 20 doctoral degrees were awarded during the update year.
(Some institutions above the master's degree threshold are also included; see
Carnegie’s Methodology.) Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal
Colleges.

o Bac/A&S: Baccalaureate Colleges—Arts & Sciences
e Bac/Diverse: Baccalaureate Colleges—Diverse Fields
e Bac/Assoc: Baccalaureate/Associate's Colleges

IV. Focus Institutions. Institutions awarding baccalaureate or higher-level degrees
where a high concentration of degrees (above 75%) is in a single field or set of
related fields. Excludes Tribal Colleges.

e Spec/Faith: Theological seminaries, Bible colleges, and other faith-related
institutions

e Spec/Medical: Medical schools and medical centers

e Spec/Health: Other health profession schools

e Spec/Eng: Schools of engineering
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Spec/Tech: Other technology-related schools
Spec/Bus: Schools of business and management
Spec/Arts: Schools of art, music, and design
Spec/Law: Schools of law

Spec/Other: Other special-focus institutions

V. Tribal Colleges. Colleges and universities that are members of the American

Indian Higher Education Consortium, as identified in Integrated Postsecondary

Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional Characteristics.

The highest frequency reported, with a rate of 60.7% were categorized as
Master’s/L: master’s colleges and universities, larger programs. RU/H: research
universities, high research activity represented 14.2% of institutions with Master’s in
Teacher Leadership programs. A frequency rate of 7.1% represented the classifications
of RU/VH: research universities, very high research activity; DRU: doctoral/research
universities; and Master’s/M: master’s colleges and universities medium programs.
Lastly, with a frequency rate of 3.5% was the classification of Master’s/S: master’s
colleges and universities smaller programs. The classifications under basic classification
that were not represented by universities in the study were: baccalaureate colleges arts
and sciences, baccalaureate colleges diverse fields, baccalaureate associate’s colleges,
theological seminaries, Bible colleges, other faith-related institutions, medical schools
and medical centers, other health profession schools, schools of engineering, other
technology-related schools, schools of business and management, schools of art, music,

and design, schools of law, other special-focus institutions, and tribal colleges. Table 4.4

represents this data.
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Table 4.4 Basic Classification (n = 28)

Classification n %
Master’s/L 17 60.7
RU/H 4 14.2
RU/VH 2 7.1
DRU 2 7.1
Master’s/M 2 7.1
Master’s/S 1 3.5
Bac/A&S 0 0.0
Bac/Diverse 0 0.0
Bac/Assoc 0 0.0
Spec/Faith 0 0.0
Spec/Medical 0 0.0
Spec/Health 0 0.0
Spec/Eng 0 0.0
Spec/Tech 0 0.0
Spec/Bus 0 0.0
Spec/Arts 0 0.0
Spec/Law 0 0.0
Spec/Other 0 0.0
Tribal Colleges 0 0.0

Census Bureau Classifications

The first census bureau classification that was researched was the regions
classification. Two regions each housed 42.8% of the universities in the final sample, the
Midwest and the South. The Midwest consists of the following states: Indiana, Illinois,
Michigan, Ohio, Wisconsin, lowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Dakota, and South Dakota. Of the Midwestern institutions in the study, four were located
in Illinois, one in Michigan, two in Missouri, and three in Ohio. The South consists of
the following states: Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia, Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, Tennessee,
Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. Of the 28 institutions that are located in the
South, one institution is in Arkansas, one in Florida, one in Georgia, three in Kentucky,

one in Oklahoma, one in South Carolina, three in Tennessee, and one in Virginia. The
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Northeast included 7.1% of the institutions in the study. The states of Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont, New Jersey, New York,
and Pennsylvania make-up the Northeast region. Of the colleges and universities in the
study, one was located in Connecticut and one in Pennsylvania. The last region, the
West, also included 7.1% of the final sample. The states that form the West region are:
Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico, Montana, Utah, Nevada, Wyoming, Alaska,
California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington. There was one institution in the study
located in California and one in Idaho.

In order to break down the states further, the 2010 census bureau divisions were
also described. The classification including the most representation with a frequency rate
of 32.1% was the East North Central. The states that make-up this region are: Indiana,
[llinois, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin. The East South Central division consists of
Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and Tennessee. This division housed 21.4% of the final
sample. The division, South Atlantic, encompassed 14.2% of institutions with Master’s
in Teacher Leadership programs. The states of Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Maryland,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia, as well as the District of
Columbia form the South Atlantic division. The West North Central division, which
includes Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota
are the locale of 10.7% of the sample institutions. The West South Central Division
encompassed 7.1% of the sample. The West South Central division consists of Arkansas,
Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. There were also four divisions that each comprised
3.5% of the sample: New England, Middle Atlantic, Mountain, and Pacific. The states in

the New England division consist of Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
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Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont. The Middle Atlantic division includes New
Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania. The Mountain division encompasses Arizona,
Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico, Montana, Utah, Nevada, and Wyoming. The sates of
Alaska, California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington make-up the Pacific division. Table
4.5 shows this data.

Table 4.5 2010 Census Bureau Classifications (n = 28)

Classification n %

Regions
Midwest 12 42.8
South 12 42.8
Northeast 2 7.1
West 2 7.1

Divisions
East North Central 9 32.1
East South Central 6 21.4
South Atlantic 4 14.2
West North Central 3 10.7
West South Central 2 7.1
New England 1 3.5
Middle Atlantic 1 35
Mountain 1 3.5
Pacific 1 3.5

Research Question Two
What courses and general program descriptors comprise
Master’s in Teacher Leadership programs?

In order to answer research question two, the website of each sample institution
was searched to find their general program descriptors. If the general program
descriptors were not clearly defined on the website, the contact person for the program
was either called or emailed for clarification. The first aspect of each program in the
sample that was researched was the type of degree that would be earned upon completion

of the program requirements. This information was placed into a spreadsheet where

82



frequencies were calculated. As a part of this question, the total number of hours
required for degree completion was also researched, where those hours were broken
down into total hours required, number of core hours required, and the number of elective
hours required for degree completion. All of this information was put into a spreadsheet
where frequencies were calculated. Next, the general program descriptors were also
analyzed. For this portion of research question two, the researcher sought to find whether
the students of each program had to be of full-time status, part-time status, or could
choose their status. The researcher also looked at whether the courses were offered face-
to-face, online, or a combination of both. Lastly, it was determined whether there was a
culminating project at the end of the program and if so, what was the nature of the
project. The information collected for this portion of research question two was put into
a spreadsheet where frequencies were calculated. For the last component of research
question two, what courses comprise Master’s in Teacher Leadership programs, the core
required courses of each sample program were obtained from the website of each
institution. The courses were then placed into course categories as deemed by the
researcher, and this information was put into a spreadsheet in which frequencies of types
of courses were calculated.
Degree Earned

The degree earned at the completion of each of the 28 teacher leadership
programs was described first. All of the programs in the study were those of Master’s
degrees but were coded as various types of Master’s degrees at different institutions. The
highest frequency reported was the degree of a Master’s in Education (MED/ME), with a

rate of 42.8%. The second most frequent degree was a Master’s of Arts in Education
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(MAED), with a frequency rate of 25%. A Master’s of Arts (MA), yielded a frequency
rate of 14.2%, while a Master’s of Science (MS), followed with a rate of 10.7%. Lastly,
Master’s of Science in Education (MSED/MSE) showed a frequency rate of 7.1%. This
data is represented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6 Degree Earned (n = 28)

Degree n %
MED/ME 12 42.8
MAED 7 25.0
MA 4 14.2
MS 3 10.7
MSED/MSE 2 7.1
Required Credit Hours

The first of the components of the teacher leader programs that was studied was
the total number of hours required for program completion. An abundance of different
total hour requirements were found. The largest representation, with a frequency rate of
28.5%, was a total number of 30 hours. A total of 36 hours was the second most
common with a rate of 17.8%. There were two total hour requirements that yielded rates
of 14.2%, 32 hours and 33 hours. Finally, there were seven different total hour
requirements indicating a rate of 3.5%. Those hours were 31, 34, 35, 38, 39, 48, and a
range of 30-36.

To further explore credit hour requirements, the researcher identified the total
required hours that were core hours required by all teacher leader students enrolled in that
program. With a rate of 14.2%, 15, 27, and 32 core hours had the largest representation.
Next, 24 core hours yielded a rate of 10.7%. Third, 12, 18, 21, 30, and 36 core hours all
resulted in rates of 7.1%. Lastly, there were three different core requirements with a

frequency of 3.5%: 34, 35, and 48 total core hours.
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The researcher also calculated the number of elective hours the students enrolled
in teacher leadership programs were able to choose as part of their total required hours
for program completion. The largest representation with a frequency rate of 35.7% was 0
elective courses allowed. An allowance of 12 elective hours resulted in a rate of 17.8%
of programs in the sample. The total number of elective hours of 9 represented 14.2% of
programs. With a rate of 7.1%, programs with the elective hours of 15 and 18 followed.
Finally, with a rate of 3.5%, programs with the elective hours of 3, 6, 11, 21, and the
range of 15-21 fell. Table 4.7 shows the data for this information.

Table 4.7 Required Hours (n = 28)

Hours n %

Total hours
30 8 28.5
31 1 3.5
32 4 14.2
33 4 14.2
34 1 3.5
35 1 3.5
36 5 17.8
38 1 3.5
39 1 3.5
48 1 3.5
30-36 1 3.5

Core hours
12 2 7.1
15 4 14.2
18 2 7.1
21 2 7.1
24 3 10.7
27 4 14.2
30 2 7.1
32 4 14.2
34 1 3.5
35 1 3.5
36 2 7.1
48 1 3.5
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Table 4.7 (continued)

Hours n %

Elective hours
0 10 35.7
3 1 3.5
6 1 3.5
9 4 14.2
11 1 3.5
12 5 17.8
15 2 7.1
18 2 7.1
21 1 3.5
15-21 1 3.5

Status, Course Delivery Method, and Culminating Project

Another focus of question two was to find out whether sample schools mandated
their teacher leadership students to be of full-time status, part-time status, or allowed their
students to choose their status. Of the 28 institutions researched, it was found that in
53.5% of the schools the students were given the choice of whether they preferred to be
full or part-time students. On the contrary, 39.2% of these institutions mandated that
their students be part-time status while 7.1% of the colleges and universities in the
sample required that their students be full-time.

The next variable assessed was whether the institutions in the study offered their
teacher leadership courses solely as a face-to-face method, online only, or a combination
of some face-to-face and online time. It was revealed that 39.2% of the schools
researched delivered their courses solely face-to-face. The combination of some face-to-
face and online delivery also yielded a rate of 39.2%. Lastly, the online only delivery
method of teacher leadership courses was least common with a rate of 21.4%.

Finally, the researcher collected data on the type of culminating project, if any,

that the institution required their teacher leadership students to complete at the end of the
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program. With a rate of 46.4%, the requirement of an action research project was the
most common. There were two categories with a frequency rate of 10.7%: portfolio only
and the requirement of a portfolio as well as an action research project. There were nine
categories of culminating projects that revealed a frequency rate of 3.5%. These
included: an approved project, a thesis, an internship, a culminating paper, an action
research project and a grant proposal, a choice of an action research project or a thesis, a
thesis and an approved project, and a combination of a portfolio, an action research
project, and a comprehensive exam. The data for this section can be seen in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8 Status, Course Delivery Method, & Culminating Project (n = 28)

Program Descriptor n %
Status
Full-Time 2 7.1
Part-Time 11 39.2
Student Choice 15 53.5
Course Delivery Method
Face-to-Face 11 39.2
Online 6 21.4
Combination 11 39.2

Culminating Project

Action Research Project 13 46.4
Portfolio 3 10.7
Action Research & Portfolio 3 10.7
Action Research & Grant Proposal 1 3.5
Action Research or Thesis 1 3.5
Culminating Paper 1 3.5
Exit Exam 1 3.5
Internship 1 3.5
Portfolio, Action Research, & Comp Exam 1 3.5
Practicum 1 3.5
Thesis 1 3.5
Thesis and Approved Project 1 3.5

Teacher Leadership Courses
The final focus of research question two was on the types of courses that comprise

Master’s in Teacher Leadership Programs. Specifically, this focus included a description
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of the titles of the entire core requirement courses for the 28 institutions included in the
study and the creation of major course categories in which these courses clustered.
Research based courses represented the highest frequency at 17.8%, but the researcher
decided to break this category down into two subcategories - Action Research/Projects
and Research Methods. Action Research/Projects accounted for a rate of 10.3% and
included courses like Action Research Methods, Research Projects, and Applied
Educational Research. Research Methods, including courses such as Introduction to
Research and Quantitative and Qualitative Research Methods, resulted in a rate of 7.5%
of all courses included in the 255 identified core teacher leadership courses.

Courses focused on curriculum and instruction were the next most frequent rate at
16.9%. Some of these courses included Curriculum Theory, Instructional Design and
Practices, Curriculum Development, Facilitation Skills, and Leader-Centered Instruction.
Some of the courses included under the category of Assessment, Measurement, and Data
were Data-Driven Decision Making, Student Assessment, Tests and Measurements, and
Using Data to Inform Practice. This category included 7.1% of all of the classes. The
category of Professional Growth and Leadership Development resulted in a rate of 5.9%.
Leadership Development, Assuming Leadership Roles, Leadership in Professional
Development, Leadership Theories and Practices, and Professional Development of
Teacher Leaders represent some of the courses within this category. The next category,
Leadership for Learning, Change, and Improvement yielded a rate of 5.1%. Courses such
as learning Focused Leadership, Organizational Change, Leading Change, Improving
Student Achievement and Leadership and Learning make-up this category. The category

of Collaboration and Supervision included courses such as Coaching and Mentoring, the
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Development of Professional Learning Communities, Supervision of Instruction,
Collaboration Skills, and Concepts of Learning Communities. These comprised 4.8% of
all courses.

There were three course categories with a rate of 4.4%: How Students
Learn/Differentiation, Leadership Skills, and Teacher Leadership Practices/Seminar.
Courses such as How We Learn, Learning Differences, The Thinking and Learning
Brain, and The Learning Process were some of the courses placed into the How Students
Learn/Differentiation category. Within the Leadership Skills category, courses included
Organization, Character Development, Resource Acquisition, Planning and Action Skills,
and Developing a Vision. Teacher Leadership/Seminar included Seminar in Teacher
Leadership, Foundations of Teacher Leadership, The Role of the Teacher Leader, and
Team Seminar.

There were also three course categories that resulted in a rate of 3.9%: Diversity,
Practicum/Field Study/Capstone, and School Law. Some of the types of courses that
make-up the Diversity category include Leadership in Diverse Communities,
Multicultural Education, and Diversity in the Classroom and School Community. Within
the Practicum/Field Study/Capstone category, courses included Field Experience,
Practicum in Teacher Leadership, Capstone Experience, and Teacher Leadership in
Action. The only course within the School Law category was entitled School Law.

The course category of Evaluation and Analysis included courses such as
Analysis of Teaching, Evaluation Skills, Instructional Management and Evaluation, Self-
Evaluation and Knowing Yourself as an Educational Leader. This category included

2.8% of all courses.
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There were five course categories that yielded a rate of 2.0%: Community
Relations, Literacy Instruction, Philosophy/History of Education, Special Issues in
Education, and Technology. Within the category of Community Relations, there were
courses such as Schools, Parents, and Community Relations; Leading Schools and
Communities; and Communication and Community Relations. The Literacy Instruction
category included Administration of Literacy Programs, Researched Based Literacy
Parties, Literacy in the Content Areas, and Teaching Reading in Schools. Within the
Philosophy/History category, there were courses such as Philosophy of Education, the
History of Education, and Philosophical and Sociological Connections for Educational
Leaders. Some of the courses which comprise the Special Issues in Education category
are Special Topics in Education and Issues in Teaching. The category of Technology
encompasses courses like Introduction to Online Teaching and Learning, Technology in
Education, Technology Applications for Administrators, and Instructional Technologies.

With a rate of 1.6%, he course categories of Ethics in Leadership and Education
and School Culture were the next most frequent. A sample of the courses within the
Ethics in Leadership and Education category includes Ethics of Leadership, Ethics and
Politics in Education, and Ethical Leadership. Courses such as Influencing School
Culture, Education and Culture, Teacher Leadership to Transform School Culture, and
School Culture and Climate are among those which make-up the School Culture course
category.

The category of Classroom Management received a rate of 1.2% and included
such courses as Classroom and Behavior Management in Mainstream Classrooms and

Behavior and Classroom Management. The category of Educational Advocacy had a rate
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of 0.8% and included courses such as Educational Advocacy and Leadership and the
course of Public Relations, Networking, and Development. Lastly, the course category of
Grant Writing had a frequency rate of 0.4% with only one course under this category
entitled Grant Writing. This data can be found in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9 Teacher Leadership Courses (n =255)

Course Categories n %
Curriculum/Instruction 43 16.8
Action Research/Projects 26 10.3
Research Methods 19 7.5
Assessment/Measurement/Data 18 7.1
Professional Growth/Leadership Development 15 5.9
Leadership for Learning, Change, & Improvement 13 5.1
Collaboration/Supervision 12 4.8
How Students Learn/Differentiation 11 4.4
Leadership Skills 11 4.4
Teacher Leadership Practices/Seminar 11 4.4
Diversity 10 3.9
Practicum/Field Experience/Capstone 10 3.9
School Law 10 3.9
Evaluation/Analysis 7 2.8
Community Relations 5 2.0
Literacy Instruction 5 2.0
Philosophy/History of Education 5 2.0
Special Issues in Education 5 2.0
Technology 5 2.0
Ethics in Leadership & Education 4 1.6
School Culture 4 1.6
Classroom Management 3 1.2
Educational Advocacy 2 0.8
Grant Writing 1 0.4

Research Question Three
Are the embedded goals of Teacher Leader programs aligned with
teacher leadership standards?
To answer research question three, the three institutions that provided access to
course syllabi online were utilized. A document analysis was conducted on the core

course syllabi looking for the embedded goals of the courses and program. The findings
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were then compared to the Teacher Leader Model Standards/ Domains as developed by

the Teacher Leadership Exploratory Consortium, as those are the standards which the

Consortium believes all teacher leaders should possess. The results are presented in

Table 4.10. The Teacher Leader Model Standards (Consortium, 2008) are as follows:

Domain I: Fostering a Collaborative Culture to Support Educator Development
and Student Learning: The teacher leader is well versed in adult learning theory
and uses that knowledge to create a community of collective responsibility within
his or her school. In promoting this collaborative culture among fellow teachers,
administrators, and other school leaders, the teacher leader ensures improvement
in educator instruction and, consequently, student learning.

Domain II: Accessing and Using Research to Improve Practice and Student
Learning: The teacher leader keeps abreast of the latest research about teaching
effectiveness and student learning, and implements best practices where
appropriate. He or she models the use of systematic inquiry as a critical
component of teachers’ ongoing learning and development.

Domain III: Promoting Professional Learning for Continuous Improvement: The
teacher leader understands that the processes of teaching and learning are
constantly evolving. The teacher leader designs and facilitates job-embedded
professional development opportunities that are aligned with school improvement
goals.

Domain IV: Facilitating Improvements in Instruction and Student Learning: The
teacher leader possesses a deep understanding of teaching and learning, and

models an attitude of continuous learning and reflective practice for colleagues.
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The teacher leader works collaboratively with fellow teachers to constantly
improve instructional practices.

Domain V: Promoting the Use of Assessments and Data for School and District
Improvement: The teacher leader is knowledgeable about the design of
assessments, both formative and summative. The teacher leader works with
colleagues to analyze data and interpret results to inform goals and to improve
student learning.

Domain VI: Improving Outreach and Collaboration with Families and
Community: The teacher leader understands the impact that families, cultures, and
communities have on student learning. As a result, the teacher leader seeks to
promote a sense of partnership among these different groups toward the common
goal of excellent education.

Domain VII: Advocating for Student Learning and the Profession: The teacher
leader understands the landscape of education policy and can identify key players
at the local, state, and national levels. The teacher leader advocates for the

teaching profession and for policies that benefit student learning.
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Table 4.10 Teacher Leader Exploratory Consortium Standards: Domains

Core Courses I II III v Vv VI VII

University 1
Using Assessment to
Improve Student
Data X X X X
Instruction Strategies
For Diverse
Learners X X X X
Research Analysis
In Special Ed X
Coaching and
Mentoring X X
Teacher Leadership
In Practice X X X X
University 2
Curriculum Dev for
Ed Leaders X
Instructional
Supervision for
Ed Leaders X X X
School Law
Developing PLCs X X X
Admin and
Supervision for
Ed Leaders X X X X X
Grant Writings for
Ed Leaders X X
University 3
Organizational
Theories and
Leadership Dev X
Educational Law
Supervision of
Instruction X X X X
School and
Communities X X
Special Topics in
Education X X X
Directed Reading,
Research, and
Individual
Projects X

Note. An X in a column indicates that the course focuses on the standard in that column.
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University One

University one has five core courses in its program of study. In course one, Using
Assessment to Improve Student Data, there is evidence that this course meets the
standards for Domains I, II, IV, and V. As evidence of Domain I: Fostering a
Collaborative Culture to Support Educator Development and Student Learning, one of the
course objectives for the students enrolled in this course is for them to establish
professional learning communities/learning teams. Also, one of the assignments for the
students is to complete a professional learning community project. Within this project,
the students will be required participate as a member of a professional learning
community where they are expected to be prepared to bring knowledge, opinions, and
ideas to deepen the understanding of various topics. As evidence of Domain II:
Accessing and Using Research to Improve Practice and Student Learning, the candidates
are required to submit a professional reaction to research and assessment articles. The
assignment requires the students to be critical readers of articles that relate to assessment
and research, focusing on journal articles. This course also touches on the needs of
Domain IV: Facilitating Improvements in Instruction and Student Learning, by focusing
part of the course on planning and implementing appropriate instruction and interventions
for diverse learners. Lastly, this course is mainly focused on Domain V: Promoting the
Use of Assessments and Data for School and District Improvement. This course
addresses knowledge and implementation of assessment concepts; methods of analyzing
various types of student achievement data; and using assessment to improve teaching,
learning, and student achievement (Brown, 2012b). Furthermore, the candidates in this

class are expected to develop an understanding of the following concepts and be able to:
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explain the purpose and design of assessment; define key assessment terms; analyze
assessment systems in context; analyze classroom, school, and district data; analyze P-12
student achievement data; develop and administer standards-based assessments; and
analyze and interpret student results (Brown, 2012b). Evidence of Domain V can also be
seen through the required course readings: Assessment Essentials for Standards-Based
Education by McMillan (2008) and Data Wise: A Step-by-Step Guide to Using
Assessment Results to Improve Teaching and Learning by Boudett, City, and Murnane
(2005). Additionally, Domain V is evidenced through the assignments of an assessment
system analysis and interpreting assessment results. In the assessment of a system
analysis assignment, the students will identify a school and select grade ranges to analyze
internal assessments as well as external assessments, and then make recommendations for
improving the overall assessment system. Within the interpreting assessment results
assignment, the candidates will administer an assessment and collect student work
samples to analyze and compare student performance data.

Instructional Strategies for Diverse Learners is course two under university one;
this course touches on concepts from Domains II, III, IV, and V. In this course, the
students will be required to provide professional reactions to three journal articles, which
would fall under Domain II: . The purpose of this assignment is for the students to
become critical readers of articles that relate to diversity in education. Domain III:
Promoting Professional Learning for Continuous Improvement, can be seen within the
assignment of having the candidates design a professional development session for their
school or district. It would be possible for this assignment to also meet the standards of

another domain depending on the type of session each student chooses to design. There
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are several pieces of evidence of this course meeting the standards for Domain IV. The
focus of the course is on instructional strategies that apply across content areas, where
there will be an investigation of differentiated, culturally relevant instructional strategies
and materials to improve and manage instruction. This course also requires candidates to
design instruction, teach students in the classroom, and analyze student work to improve
student learning and teaching practice (Bronger, 2012). The students will also be
required to develop a differentiated instructional sequence of lessons for a classroom
profile and actually deliver one of the lessons to a class. Evidence of Domain IV can also
be found within the course’s required reading of Effective Teaching Strategies that
Accommodate Diverse Learners by Coyne, Kamé ennui, and Carnine (2011). Having the
candidate analyzing student work provides evidence of Domain V.

Course three, Research Analysis in Special Education, includes various forms of
evidence for meeting Domain II. The purpose of this course is to provide a broad range
of research in special education relative to methodology and current research efforts in
the field and provide an understanding of research designs as well as the reading and
analysis of research studies (Simmons, 2012). Additional evidence of Domain II is
shown through the required reading of How fo Design and Evaluate Research in
Education by Fraenkle and Wallen (2012). The candidates enrolled in the course will
also be required to complete practice/research exercises and a paper. The students will
read different research documents and complete practice exercises that coincide with the
articles. The students will then write a paper that will summarize and formalize the
information from the exercises using correct APA style. Another assignment within this

course is an analysis of research articles. Students will be assigned different research
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articles that employ various research methods to read, analyze and discuss whether
certain research issues were appropriately approached within the article.

Teacher Leadership: Coaching and Mentoring is course four within university
one. The Domains that this course addresses are I and III. This course focuses on the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions for teachers to enhance effective practice with peers
in schools and develop evidence-based strategies to support reflective, self-directed
teachers who positively impact student achievement (McGatha, 2010). The course also is
designed to enhance effective practice and collegial relationships in school settings and
will examine: current models of mentoring and coaching; roles and responsibilities; adult
learning theory; building relationships; cultural proficiency in coaching and mentoring;
planning and reflecting conversations; role of mediation; developing and maintaining
trust; mediating questioning skills; communication; observation; and listening skills
(McGatha, 2010), all of which is evidence of Domain I. The required readings of
Mentoring New Teachers Through Collaborative Coaching by Dunne and Villani;
Culturally Proficient Coaching: Supporting Educators to Create Equitable Schools by
Lindsey, Martinez, and Lindsey (2007); Mentoring Matters: A Practical Guide to
Learning-Focused Relationships by Lipton and Wellman (2003); and Kentucky’s Guide
to Reflective Classroom Practice (2007) are also evidence of Domain I. The assignment
of a coaching and mentoring program/model analysis in which the students will work in
groups to analyze a coaching or mentoring program model and the assignment of a
coaching and mentoring case study where the students will document their growth in
coaching or mentoring over the course of four weeks and present it as a written case

study are further evidence of Domain I. This course also addresses the standards of
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Domain III through the assignment of having the candidates in the course plan for job-
embedded professional development. For this assignment, the students, acting in the role
of a coach or mentor, will create a plan for facilitating job-embedded professional
development for a teacher described in a case study. It is unclear if this course could also
fall under other domains because the topic of the professional development session is
unknown.

Course five within university one is Teacher Leadership in Practice. This course
addresses Domains 11, III, V, and VII. Within Domain II, the main focus of this course is
action research. The required reading for this course, which is evidence of Domain II, is
The Reflective Educators’ Guide to Classroom Research: Learning to Teach and
Teaching to Learn Through Practitioner Inquiry by Dana and Yendol-Hoppey (2009).
The students will also be required to produce an action research study by identifying a
question related to their practice, discussing and analyzing current literature, presenting a
sound and appropriate selection of methodology, presenting and analyzing data collected,
interpreting and discussing findings and what they mean for future practice, and
addressing key issues such as validity, ethics, and researcher role. The students will
report their findings through a written action research paper and an oral
presentation/defense. It is not known if this assignment can fulfill other domains because
the topic of research each student will choose is unknown. Domain III can be found in
this course by requiring the students to complete a professional development experience.
The students will design a comprehensive, high-quality professional development
experience for their school or district that best meets the needs and content identified in

the Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP). The topic of professional
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development chosen by each student is unknown so it is unclear if this assignment could
meet other domains. Evidence of meeting Domain V is shown through the assignment
requirement of a change leadership paper on a school’s CSIP. The students will review
the CSIP where they will analyze the school’s data and give a presentation to the class.
Lastly, this course addresses Domain VII: Advocating for Student Learning and the
Profession, by having the candidates clearly articulate a personal definition of teacher
leadership and a change process to support teacher leadership in their state, district,
schools, and classrooms (Brown, 2012a).
University Two

University two requires six core courses in their program of study. In course one,
Curriculum Development for Educational Leaders, all of the course objectives, readings,
and activities fall under the Teacher Leader Standard: Domain IV: Facilitating
Improvements in Instruction and Student Learning. Within this course, the candidates
will be required to read Curriculum Leadership: Strategies for Development and
Implementation by Glatthorn, Boschee, and Whitehead (2009). The students in this
course will be able to demonstrate an understanding of the influences on curriculum
development
stemming from the functions of a school within a social and cultural context; demonstrate
an understanding of the relationship between the nature of learning and curriculum
development; identify various models for curriculum development and the rationale for
each model; identify the elements of curriculum development focusing on the needs,
objectives, and content; demonstrate an understanding of the procedures and functions of

goal analysis and development of objectives in curriculum planning; and demonstrate an
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understanding of the procedures involved in evaluating curriculum and program
development (Agunloye, 2012). The students will be required to conduct a curriculum
and instruction assessment on a chosen colleague’s curriculum, analyze the alignment of
the written curriculum, taught curriculum, learned curriculum, and tested curriculum. All
of these activities are evidence of Domain IV.

Course two under university two is Instructional Supervision for Educational
Leaders. Within this course, the candidates will employ adult learning theory, encourage
human relations, provide staff development, apply administrative functions, and organize
for change in a collaborative model. They will also demonstrate knowledge of how to
implement effective verbal and nonverbal information and technology to foster active
inquiry, collaboration, and supportive interaction in educational settings (Carraway,
2012). The candidate will also be required to design and execute a supervisory plan that
includes a minimum of three observations and conferences with a new or beginning
teacher using a clinical supervision model. These goals and activities show evidence of
this course meeting the standards for Domain I, which focuses on fostering a
collaborative culture to support educator development and student learning. This course
also shows evidence of meeting Domain I1I: Promoting Professional Learning for
Continuous Improvement, by having the students analyze teachers’ needs for job-
embedded professional development and growth and by having each student design a
professional development plan for their individual school based on its current needs.
Lastly, this course shows evidence of meeting Domain VI, which focuses on improving

outreach and collaboration with families and community, with the objective of the
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students fostering relationships with school colleagues, parents, and agencies in the larger
community to support the learning and well-being of all students.

Course three, School Law, examines the legal and fiduciary roles and
responsibilities of the school administrator in a performance-based school leadership
context (Rhodes, 2012). Candidates will examine and demonstrate an understanding of
significant aspects of federal, state, and local laws, necessary to create a supportive
learning environment focused on success for all learners (Rhodes, 2012). The students in
this course will be required to examine the Code of Ethics for Educators and create a
model that depicts how their school is positioned within the interwoven framework of
federal, state, and local legal systems. They will be required to conduct field observations
focusing on ethical, policy, and/or legal issues relating to teaching and learning. In
addition, the candidates will be required to read American Public School Law by
Alexander and Alexander (2011). None of the objectives, activities, or readings from this
course meets any of the teacher leader standard domains.

Developing Professional Learning Communities is course four at university two.
The Teacher Leader candidates will be able to identify the dimensions of the most
effective professional learning community school models, select indicators and rubrics to
assess readiness for implementation of high quality school-based professional learning
community models that provide on-going support for adult and student learning, and use
appropriate tools and protocols to plan and sustain the design of the school’s learning
community model (Harris, 2012a). The students will be required to read Professional
Learning Communities by Hord and Sommers (2008), write a position paper on how a
professional learning community works best, and review research findings in at least five

recent articles published within the last five years on the essential needs of adult learners.
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All of the above objectives, readings, and activities are evidence of meeting teacher
leader standard Domain I: Fostering a Collaborative Culture to Support Educator
Development and Student Learning. Having the students review research findings from
articles is evidence of Domain II, which focuses on accessing and using research to
improve practice and student learning. This course also meets the standards of Domain
III: Promoting Professional Learning for Continuous Improvement, with the course
objective of examining and determining appropriate professional learning strategies for
meeting the developmental learning needs of teachers in order to support a system of
continuous teacher learning in the professional learning culture of their schools (Harris,
2012a). Domain III can also be seen through the assignment of having each student
create a comprehensive professional development plan that will serve as a guide for
designing, implementing, and evaluating a professional learning community at their
school.

Course five, Administration and Supervision of Literacy Programs, meets the
standards for Domains I, II, III, IV and VII. Domain I is centered on fostering a
collaborative culture to support educator development and student learning and is
covered through the course objectives of discussing the model of classroom coaching and
developing effective collaboration and consultation skills in order for the school leader to
work successfully with educators in supervising the planning, implementing, and
evaluating of literacy programs (Harris, 2012b). Evidence of Domain II: Accessing and
Using Research to Improve Practice and Student Learning, is shown through the
assignment of having the candidates research different literacy programs and the

strategies used to make them successful; as well as having the students keep literature

103



journals, that consist of their thoughts and reactions to current articles on literacy.
Evidence for Domain III is concentrated on promoting professional learning for
continuous improvement and can be found in the course requirements of having the
students attend and/or conduct professional development training sessions in literacy.
Facilitating improvements in instruction and student learning is the focus of Domain IV
and is covered by having the students critique instructional goals in literacy programs;
develop and adapt adopted reading curricula and instructional techniques to fit the needs
and learning/reading styles of students and teaching styles of teachers and coaches;
organize, revise, and monitor programs for literacy instruction; and log seven hours a
week at a Literacy Center where the students will supervise and tutor. Evidence of
Domain VII: Advocating for Student Learning and the Profession, is found by having the
candidates create a public relations program for literacy.

Course six is Grant Writing for Educational Leaders. The course is designed to
allow students the opportunity to learn methods/processes of grant writing, including:
project development, funding source development, and proposal writing (Harris, 2012c).
This course meets the standards for Domain I which fosters a collaborative culture to
support educator development and student learning because the students are required to
collaborate with the administration, teachers and staff at their respective schools in order
to find a need in which their grant proposal should focus. This course also meets the
standards to Domain II: Accessing and Using Research to Improve Practice and Student
Learning, because the students are required to conduct extensive research on their topic,
determining the specific proposal topic and identifying several granting organizations that

match the need and rationale of their proposal.
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University Three

University Three has a core requirement of six courses. Within the first course,
Leadership: Organizational Theory and Leadership Development, the students will study
basic organizational theories and models of leadership and management. In addition, this
course emphasizes a renewed sense of self, systems thinking, and personal and
organizational change. The students will also have to bridge theories to practical
applications in educational settings and develop a personal philosophy of education
(Upperman, 2007). The course utilizes Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice and
Leadership by Bolman and Deal (2003), which focuses on the structural, human
resources, political and symbolic frames of organizations. None of these objectives and
course readings clearly aligns with any of the teacher leader model standards. Another
one of the main focuses of this course is shared leadership in professional environments.
Additionally, there is an emphasis on communication skills, both of which would fall
under Domain I of the teacher leader standards. Domain I centers on fostering a
collaborative culture to support educator development and student learning.

Within Leadership: Educational Law, course two, the students will be provided
with legal foundations of the U.S. public schools. They will also examine general
principles of statutory and case law, and apply judicial decisions to educational
environments (Bon, 2012). Additionally, this course focuses on legal responsibilities,
constraints, and opportunities of public school officials, including a special education law
component. Furthermore, this course emphasizes reflection on the intersection of law
and ethics and the ethical implications of applying education law to everyday situations

in schools and districts, as well as learning how to use the Internet to obtain legal
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information (Bon, 2012). The students enrolled in this course will be required to develop
a code of ethics, conduct a case study analysis, a legal issue analysis, and a special
education case study. Unfortunately, this course does not align with any of the teacher
leader standard domains.

The next course, Leadership: Supervision of Instruction, course three, meets the
standards of Domains I, III, IV, and V. In meeting Domain I: Fostering a Collaborative
Culture to Support Educator Development and Student Learning, this course prepares the
students to be able to engage with classroom teachers and understand adult learning
theory, which will better prepare them to foster a collaborative culture. This course
additionally focuses on the characteristics of effective professional development and
requires the students to create a professional development proposal for their school,
which they present to their individual principals. Both activities are evidence of meeting
Domain III: Promoting Professional Learning for Continuous Improvement. In order to
meet the standards of Doman IV, which centers on facilitating improvements in
instruction and student learning, this course provides theoretical overviews of supervision
and evaluation of instruction and best practices in supervision. Furthermore, the students
use interactive exercises to develop skills in the clinical process and developmental
approach to supervision. The students will leave the course with an understanding of the
five phases of clinical supervision and how they relate to the supervisory styles and
approaches. In addition, this course uses practical, interactive exercises to develop skills
in clinical process and developmental approaches to supervision (Upperman, 2011). This
course uses the book, Supervision and Instructional Leadership: A Developmental

Approach by Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (2010), which addresses Domain IV.
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explanations for why there was such a range of required core courses across programs
and institutions.
Concluding Thoughts

Teacher leadership is clearly a construct that is receiving increasingly widespread
support for many reasons including but not limited to its relationship with increased
student achievement, ability to increase capacity for reform, and its empowering nature
consistent with flatter organizations and principles of adult learning. Teacher leadership
can also be seen in many different formal and informal roles within a school and school
system. With that in mind, teacher leadership still remains somewhat ambiguous and is
in need of a clearer and more broadly accepted operational definition. In the absence of
clearly defining teacher leadership, it is obviously more difficult to develop, select, and
retain teacher leaders.

This study was an attempt to shed light on the structures of Master’s in Teacher
Leadership programs in terms of the Carnegie Classifications of Institutions of Higher
Education, geographic location, general program descriptors, and their alignment with the
Teacher Leader Model Standards. It is hoped that this work adds to the body of evidence
on teacher leadership and influences discussions on the development of new graduate

programs as well as future research in these areas.
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