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ABSTRACT

The increasing complexity of tasks confronting fatimstructional leaders (FILs)
in K-12 schools has led to a growing need for tis&idution of leadership. This paper
investigated the International Baccalaureate Midt#ars Programme Coordinators’
(IBMYPCs’) perceptions of their (a) FILs’ commitmeto distributed leadership (DL),
(b) the extent to which coordinators felt suppoitgdheir instructional leaders, and (c)
how those variables correlated with coordinatoot clarity and professional self-
efficacy. | applied a mixed methods design byexilhg quantitative and qualitative
data. The research instrument was the distridegedkership correlates inventory (DLCI).
The sampling method was stratified systematic reandampling. Demographic and
school structural variables became part of theyaigato test whether these variables
could explain the correlations uncovered by thestetthe research hypotheses.

Results supported the theory that FILs’ commitmeridL and support for the
Middle Years Program Coordinator (MYPC) would bradgout greater role clarity and
improved feelings of professional self-efficacy foe MYPC. The study’s key findings
reinforced the necessity for FILs to have a dedaglied comprehensive understanding of
DL, which could be obtained through professionaledepment and networking. The
study also reinforced the idea that FILs must destrate support of MYPCs.
Suggestions made for future practices by schoaelsidled educating the community on
DL at the IB authorization stage, with suitablddal-up by the IB to ensure it is
occurring in schools.

Future researchers who continue this line of ingaduld look at possible

correlations between middle-level leaders’ profasai self-efficacy and the effect on



student learning and achievement. Further resesmdeded to explore the reasons why
FILs seem to support MYPCs more in the area of teguaind less in the area of job
tasks. Finally, this study could be replicatedwather groups of coordinators in the IB

programs and other instructional programs that rasmsimilar roles.



CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Background

The increasing complexity of tasks confronting Fih$<-12 schools has led to a
growing need for the distribution of leadershipnigle, 2000; Lambert, 2003; Spillane,
Halverson, & Diamond, 2001). In a DL model, leadidp is flattened from a traditional
hierarchical model to a situation where a groumpdividuals interact with other group
members and pool their expertise (Heck & Hallin@&09;Muijs and Harris, 2007;
Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2004). Simply, Blthe sharing of leadership
between two or more individuals and the buildindgeafdership capacity within a network
of individuals that includes top-level administnagtomiddle-level administrators, and
others (Gronn, 2002; Harris, 2003; Leithwood & 2§r2005).

DL has become attractive to school organizatiorabse it reflects progressive
changes in leadership practices and actions (H&086; Harris & Spillane, 2008).
Schools actively practicing DL are characterizedhzyinteraction of multiple leaders
rather than direction by single leaders in formagdipons of authority. Such interaction
is perceived as allowing individuals to developdesship and expertise in specific areas
of school operations, enhancing the likelihood adifive change and improved student
learning and achievement within the school (Spdlahal., 2004).

In order for DL to bring about improved studentriéag and achievement,
leadership must be distributed in a specific wagr(i$, 2011; Day et al., 2009). DL
needs to be purposefully planned if it is to hay®sitive impact on school improvement

where FILs empower people at middle-level leadgrglsitions, by providing them with



decision-making authority and control over resosirtesithwood, Mascall, & Strauss
2009). Ultimately, for DL to flourish in schoolB|Ls must be committed to the
distribution of leadership (Harris, 2011; Murphyngie, Mayrowetz, & Louis, 2009).
A key aspect of FILs’ commitment to distributingtiership is the degree to
which they assign control of the curriculum to metevel leaders such as program
coordinators. Program coordinators are investeld wadership responsibilities in a DL
model. More specifically, program coordinatorsypda important role, as they are
responsible for teacher delivery of the chosenicuim and instruction of the school,
including teacher unit and lesson planning, assesspractices, professional
development, and best practice to improve stuagsmhing and achievement.
Research suggests that student learning and acmeeneémproves when the
school implements shared forms of leadership (RarinLloyd, & Rowe, 2008VNaters,
Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). FILs must relinquishnse authority and power by
repositioning their role “from exclusive leaderskpa form of leadership that is more
concerned with brokering, facilitating and suppatothers in leading innovation and
change” (Harris, 2011, p. 8). | hypothesized thstributing the leadership in schools,
which requires support from FILs to middle-levedders, would have a positive effect on
student learning and achievement because DL regjpimgram coordinators who have
the expertise to be responsible and accountabkhéodevelopment of curriculum and
instruction. Program coordinators need to be dbaut the leadership aspect of their
role, which in turn will empower them to carry dhe responsibilities assigned to their

role with confidence



Tubre and Collins (2000) posited, “In today’'s coeypWork environments,
boundaries between occupations, departments, gadiaations are often unidentifiable,
and blurred roles are especially likely to occujoins where the responsibility and
performance of job tasks is distributed among teantsteam members” (p. 157).
Perception of role clarity in any organizationahtaxt and notably in a DL model is,
therefore, key to organizational success (HousezZdr 1972). Role clarity, which
includes the presence of clear leadership strugtimuences the effectiveness of
leadership teams (Conley, Fauske, & Pounder, 2004gia, Devos, & van Keer, 2011;
Senior & Swailes, 2007). Role clarity is the degre which required information is
provided about how a person (and in the presedysprogram coordinator) is expected
to perform their role (Chipunza & Samuel, 2012gHg& Hollenbeck, 1991; Teas,
Wacker, & Hughes, 1979; Ryan, 2012; Shoemaker, 1999

A program coordinator’s role is clear when the oeggibilities attached to that
role are defined in a consistent way. With regarble definition in a DL model, a
program coordinator adheres to two sources of aitgh@a) an explicit written
description of the job responsibilities and (b) ifglicit messages from the FIL who
may or may not empower the program coordinatoetéopm the leadership aspects of
the job. A program coordinator’s role is clear whee or she receives a consistent
message regarding that role in the form of botHieikkgommunication (written
description) and implicit communication (FIL purgbssharing leadership). The FIL
must possess the leadership skill of sharing respilities with others. A program
coordinator’s role is unclear when the explicit amglicit messages are inconsistent.

For example, this can happen if the program coatdinis unempowered by the FIL with



decision-making authority, despite having this powetlined in a job description. When
these two sources of authority are in conflict,gnean coordinators experience role
ambiguity and they will remain unclear about thpextations of their position. In the
context of this study, the implicit component isedenined by the degree to which FILs
provide program coordinators the requisite autiiaatcarry out their leadership
responsibilities at the school. As the explicilnpmnents are a standardized job
description with no variation, | focused only o implicit component of role clarity in
this study.

Professional self-efficacy is a judgment of onegsaeived belief in the capability
to organize and perform a specific task succegsfllhe stronger the self-efficacy
beliefs, the greater the challenge individualsvéiting to undertake (Pajares & Schunk,
2001). Professional self-efficacy is importantdugse it may influence the amount of
time and commitment a middle-level leader will spem a task. In the daily routines of
schools, this could be a crucial ingredient foriiaying the organization. A self-
efficacious middle-level leader whose beliefs anmigded in success will put the extra
time and effort into a particular task to help maéwe organization forward (Schunk &
Pajares, 2001).

Professional self-efficacy is a dynamic constrbet tan change and evolve
depending on context and situati@andura, 1986; Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Hoy &
Miskel, 2008; Pajares, 1996; Schunk, 1996). Thakimg on leadership and decision-
making roles, therefore, must have a strong balidieir own leadership and decision-
making capacity in order to bring about a desireal §Bandura, 1977). There has been

research conducted on teachers’ sense of selkeffiand how this relates positively to



student outcomes such as higher student achievé@eddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy,
2004). Higher teacher self-efficacy brings abaettdr student achievement because self-
efficacious teachers are more likely to spend etitina with students and encourage them
to work harder (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Howeverdabe there is no research on the
degree to which professional self-efficacy makeatebeniddle-level leaders. |
hypothesized that professional self-efficacy womtttk the same way with middle-level
leaders as it does with teachers. In other waasiddle-level leader who had a high
degree of professional self-efficacy would likepesd more time with teachers and
encourage them to work harder, to ultimately impretudent learning and achievement.
While a number of studies have examined modelsloff@v have explored

program coordinators’ perceptions of their rolaityeor focused on their professional
self-efficacy in a DL context. The program cooators’ perspectives are important
because they are the people assigned to the roleéulum leadership in schools. For
DL to be successful, program coordinators mustggssa strong sense of role clarity and
a high level of professional self-efficacy. Whéede elements are present, theorists
claim improved teacher practice in instruction, androved student learning and
achievement will occur (Day, Hopkins, Harris, & Ahtou, 2009; Harris, 2004, 2008).
This line of thought led to a casual model thatlgdimy research. The causal model for
this study is presented in Figure 1, as follows:

1. As FILs become more committed to distributing leatlg in their schools, they

provide greater support for program coordinatorsike leadership of program

delivery.



2. When program coordinators perceive greater suppmrt their FILs, they begin
to have a clearer understanding of their role.

3. As program coordinators gain a clearer understanalinheir roles, they become
more empowered, which manifests as an experiengeeater professional self-
efficacy.

4. As program coordinators become more self-efficegithis leads to more
effective program delivery because the coordinagoesmore inclined to spend
time and effort on the finer details to ensure sgstul program delivery.

5. As program delivery improves, student learning ackievement improve.

I conducted an empirical examination of the firsee postulates. The fourth and fifth
postulates were implicit in my model, but were esamined explicitly in the current

study. My study focused on the perspectives ofjanm coordinators.

MY PC o MYPC MY PC has ,
feel FIL . 5 MYPC feels their role a |1iu|1pflc1.::\{: Program Student
commited . ree'i:”;cm is clear and thus |7 | of professional iﬂfhr':ts i!iﬂl:yﬂi
to DL i empowered self-efficacy prov prov

Figure I Causal model of the study.

Research Proposal

| examined these overarching questions in the gbofehe Middle Years

Program (MYP) of the International Baccalaurea).(IThe IB has a three-program

continuum of education for student from ages 3-d&y. The MYP is a five-year

program for students aged 11-16 years. For mamoss, the adoption of the MYP is

appealing because it is a philosophy of educatathger than a set curriculum. The MYP




is a non-prescriptive framework for teaching arathéng, and according to experts in the
field, allows for best pedagogical approaches (T,0201; Sperandio, 2010).

The MYP implements the best pedagogy in some waydy developing skills
through a concept-based curriculum, (b) by applyiterdisciplinary synergy, and (c) by
presenting content that is integrated, collaboeatiuirrent, and relevant. All of these
methods empower students beyond traditional systémducation. One reason these
methods empower students is that they have a woiteir own learning; they take
ownership and assert their own ideas about thevmgst to improve their learning and
achievement.

A successful MYP program must include a frameworkdistributing leadership
in a school (International Baccalaureate Orgaroma2008b). Additionally, for schools
to be authorized by the IB to offer the MYP to tretudents, they are required to put in
place an organizational structure that establish@sdagogical leadership team. A key
person on the pedagogical leadership team iMitidle Years Prograr@oordinator
(MYPC). One aspect of the role of the MYPC entadsninistrative responsibilities,
such as disseminating information, overseeing impletation of the program, and
providing students, teachers, and parents withoegiate information. In addition, the
role of the MYPC includes that of a pedagogicati&zaand thus entails responsibilities
linked to curriculum delivery.

These responsibilities include (a) directing subggea leaders, (b) providing
guidance and support to teachers for best pedagqgiactice through informal and/or
formal observations of teachers, and (c) providearhers with guidelines and

information pertaining to developing both discilig and interdisciplinary units.



The MYPC must be empowered to execute the resgbtiegblinked to both the
administrative role and the pedagogical leademssigof the position. This will only
occur if the FIL chooses to relinquish some resjtilites as instructional leader to
entrust, to actively support, and to empower theRYwith authority and leadership,
thus establishing greater role clarity. Accordiogny theory, greater role clarity, in turn,
will bring about an increased sense of professisakiefficacy for the MYPC.
Conversely, if the FIL communicates a confusingsage to the MYPC about their
position of leadership in the school, this will desse role clarity in the mind of the
MYPC. A low level of role clarity, in turn, will®de the sense of professional self-
efficacy of the MYPC. Thus, role clarity is an iorfant construct to include in the
causal model linking FIL support and MYPC profeasioself-efficacy.

Research Questions
| asked the following research questions (RQ) twsts offering the MYP:

RQ1: Is there a relationship between Middle Years RnogCoordinators’ perceptions
of the formal instructional leaders’ commitmentistributed leadership and
Middle Years Program Coordinators’ perception gisurt from their formal
instructional leaders?

RQ2: Is there a relationship between the Middle Y&amgram Coordinators’
perceptions of the formal instructional leadergsurt of them and the perceived
clarity of their role?

RQ3A:Is there a relationship between Middle Years Rang€oordinators’ perception

of the clarity of their role and their sense ofitloavn professional self-efficacy?
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RQ3B:If there is a relationship as stated in 3A, dadés clarity mediate the impact of
perceived formal instructional leaders’ supporpoofessional self-efficacy?
Research Design

The design for this research consisted of a nor@xental correlational study
with controls for third variable effects. | empéxyan online survey in which a
guestionnaire | created provided both quantitadivg qualitative data to answer the
research questions. Using quantitative and qtiaktalata allowed for triangulation
(Jick, 1979; Maxwell, 2012; Trochim & Donnelly, 280 The method of triangulation
using different sources of information (i.e., thise, the quantitative data from the
Likert-type items and the qualitative data from dpen-ended question) allowed for
cross verification in order to increase the vajidind credibility of the data.

The research instrument was the DLCI, developddviahg the distributed
leadership inventory (DLI) example of Hulpia, Deyasad Rosseel (2009). The sampling
method was a stratified systematic random samptiathod that consisted of contacting
every third name on the list of people in the @i&YPC on the IB website
(www.ibo.org). Because the sampling frame condistel,013 MYPCs worldwide, |
surveyed every third person on the list, givingmple number of approximately 337
people. | estimated a response rate of about 3iM84as, this method would likely return
a sample of about 124 people, which is the critefim a power level of .8, a critical
effect size of .25, and an alpha level of .05. W¥itstratified systematic random sampling
methodology, everyone in the accessible populdtamhan equal chance of being

selected into the study sample (Glass & Hopking0)9
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The survey examined the perceptions of MYPCs oth@JILs’ commitment to
formal distribution of leadership, (b) support fréhe FILs to the MYPCs, (c) the
MYPCs'’ role clarity, and (d) the MYPCs’ professibisalf-efficacy. Table 1 shows a
summary of the research design. In addition,tetes/hether the links among the
variables in the model persisted even after thectsfof the demographic variables and
structural school variables had been controlleithcluded demographic and school
structural variables (e.g., school size) in my gsialto see if the model held among
different demographic groups and in different sd¢tstructural contexts. In addition, |
wanted to determine whether the hypothesized @adioels would persist even after a set
of possible third variable explanations was inctigdethe model. The internal validity
of the study (i.e., support for the causal modeBtiengthened every time a third variable
explanation for the hypothesized relationshipgsted and eliminated. The research
design, methodology, and analysis are elaborat&hapter 3.

Audience, Significance, and Purpose

The main purpose of this study was to investiga¥Pds’ perceptions of FILs’
commitment to distributed leadership functions asdorrelates. More specifically, the
investigation set out to determine if this percaptiad a relationship with MYPCs’
perceptions of the support they received from tRHit MYPCs’ self-evaluation of their
role clarity and MYPCs’ sense of their own professil self-efficacy. It is expected that
this work will contribute to the greater understiagdof DL. Specifically, the study
contributes to the understanding of the relatignlgitween program coordinators and
FILs with regard to instructional leadership in tantext of MYPCs' role clarity and

professional self-efficacy.
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Table 1

Research Questions, Question Predictor, Outcom&a Baurce, and Type of Analysis

Research Questions

Question Predictor

Outcome

Smatece

Analysis

1. Within schools offering the
MYP, is there a relationship
between MYPCs perceptions
of the FIL's commitment to
DL and their perception of
support from their FIL.

2. Is there a relationship
between the MYPC's
perceptions of the FIL's
support of them and the
perceived clarity of their
role?

3A. Is there a relationship
between MYPC's perception
of the clarity of their role and
their sense of their own
professional self-efficacy?

3B. If there is a relationship
as stated in 3A, is it also true
that role clarity is the link that
meditates the impact of
perceived FIL support on
professional self-efficacy?

MYPCs perceptions of the
FIL’'s commitment to DL

MYPC's perceptions of
the FIL's support

MYPC's perception of the
clarity of their role

1. MYPC's perception of
the clarity of their role

2. Perceived support from
the FIL

MYPC's perception of
support from their FIL

MYPC's perceived clarity
of role

MYPC's sense of their
own professional self-
efficacy

professional self-efficacy

Revised distributed
leadership inventory

Revised distributed
leadership inventory

Revised distributed
leadership inventory

Revised distributed
leadership inventory

Simple regression

Simple regression

Simple regression

Analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA)
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The study built on recent works on the MYP and Batably those of Bolivar
(2010); Hulpia and Devos, (2009); Hulpia et(@009); Lee, Hallinger, and Walker
(2012); and Robertson (2011a). The audience &fitiings is FILs, any schools
considering adopting a DL model, the IB, and pa&tB schools. These stakeholders
will be able to use the findings to fine-tune th&tribution of leadership in their schools
and based on the proposed theory, this will ultetyaiead to improved student learning
and achievement.

Definition of Terms

The following definitions clarify the terminologysed for this study:

Delphi methods a qualitative research method utilizing anriatéive panel of
experts in the field to review the instrument, tmenent on content validity, and to
provide suggestions for improving content validitisu & Sandford, 2007; Pandza,
2008). The purpose of the Delphi method is tolmemconsensus. All participants
review each other’s revisions and ultimately agne¢he final version. The researcher
sends out the questionnaire to the experts, sofe@dback, summarizes the responses,
and then sends them back for further input, untidvlasensus is reached. Once a
consensus is reached regarding the specific ways/ise the instrument to improve
content validity, the suggested revisions are thade and a pilot study of the
guestionnaire follows.

Formal instructional leaderfor the purpose of this research paper, is theopers
who directly supervises the MYPC (e.g., princigaction head, divisional principal,
school head, etc.). In this paper, a formal irctsional leader will be referred to as the

FIL.
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International Baccalaureate (IB)rogram, founded in 1968, currently works with
3,105 schools in 140 countries offering programevier 889,000 students
(www.ibo.org): the Primary Years Program (PYP)dtrdents aged 3-11, the Middle
Years Program (MYP) for students aged 11-16, aadiploma Program (DP) for
students aged 16—-19. Each program has its unpreach to learning, with emphasis
on international mindedness through intercultuvedr@ness and respect, holistic
learning, communication, and life-long learningheTprograms promote “a pedagogy of
inter-active class discussion and critical thinkakgls, which would recognize a range of
perspectives on any issue, particularly globalasHill, 2006, p. 100). The focus for
this research is the MYP of the IB.

Middle-level leadersn schools are those responsible for a wide rafge
administrative duties, critical to the effectiveeogtion of schools and central to the
improvement of educational standards. In the ptesteidy, program coordinators are
middle-level leaders.

MYP frameworlpresents eight major subject areas all of equatistg (a first
language, a second language, design, humanitigsicaheducation, mathematics,
sciences, and the arts) which integrate withincthrgext of five areas of interaction
(approaches to learning, community and serviceiremwment, health as well as social
and human ingenuity). Through these contexts gstischecome aware of the connection
between subjects of real-world issues and seesthéanships among knowledge,
concepts, skills, and attitudes (International Béemgreate Organization, 2008a).

Middle Years Program (MYPYleveloped in 1994, is a curriculum framework

designed for students aged 11 to 16. Studentsrm@uraged to be critical and reflective
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thinkers and are challenged in the classroom. clineculum should be current and
relevant, should possess interdisciplinary synesigg, should develop in students the
skills for communication, intercultural understamgliand awareness with the aim to
prepare students to be*2dentury learners in a global society.

Pedagogical leaderefers tasomeone who recognizes and practices effective
management of resources (e.g., people, moneyjrarllin a school to ensure teaching
and learning is enhanced. A pedagogical leaderetore, builds capacity by actively
supporting and developing teachers intellectually professionally so they, in turn, can
develop students socially and academically (Seegioy 1998). A pedagogical leader
re-cultures the school towards improveménaé¢Neill, Cavanagh, & Silcox, 2003)n
sum, a pedagogical leader provides direction amndbhgee, models best practice, and
develops and builds human capital.

Professional self-efficacyas social cognitive and social learning theotistge
defined, is a perception by an individual of howfident and capable they are in their
ability to perform a given task (Bandura, 1986sBarchers have used a variety of terms
regarding efficacy, such as self-efficacy and sefigdficacy (Woolfolk Hoy, 2004). |
chose to use the term professional self-efficady iedates to the context of the study.

Role clarity, for the purposes of this study, has an explicitgonent and an
implicit component. The explicit component is thetten job description that appears in
the MYP Handbook. The implicit component pertdmshe degree of decision-making
power granted by the FIL to the MYPC. Althoughtinstional leadership is considered
part of the MYPC role according to the MYP Handbabie FIL does not grant the

MYPC the required authority to fulfill this part tfeir job description in some schools.
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When this happens, the MYPC experiences decreatedlarity and increased role

ambiguity.
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Literature

Introduction

With this study, | was seeking to determine whethersupport from FILs
impacted the IBMYPCs' role clarity and professiogelf-efficacy. More specifically, |
intended to study the relations among three thisatetonstructs (DL, role clarity, and
professional self-efficacy), as viewed by the MYPQTis chapter begins with an
overview of the changing nature of school leadgrsimd the emergence of the construct
of DL. The chapter then provides a review of thlevant literature associated with the
study’s three constructs and their correlationsatoh other. Finally, | will discuss the
three constructs in relation to the 1B’s MYP asl# @entury curriculum framework,
including the role of the MYPC, whose perceptioresevthe focus of this study
The Changing Role of Leadership

The greater complexity of tasks facing FILs in mgogears has led researchers to
guestion if a single person could take on all tleémteadership roles at a school. This
new outlook has led to the demise of the individwdiero leademwho transforms
schools (Goleman, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2002; Ha2i304, 2011; Hartley, 2007; Heller
& Firestone, 1995; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Smy#icDenny, 1990). Additionally,
recent policy shifts in the public sector suciNasChild Left Behindn the US andeEvery
Child Mattersin the UK have called for more accountability anckeased pressures on
FILs to enhance student learning and achieventelhis must understand the challenges
facing schools and be able to reconceptualize tehgeaway from a single-leader style

to the distribution of leadership roles beyonditifi@imal leadership posts (Harris, 2011).
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The study of the role of school leadership in tfamaing schools owes much to
the work of Kenneth Leithwood (Leithwood & Jant2Q06). He spent over 30 years
analyzing the nuances of the changing role of tiheal leader. He progressed from
looking at planned educational change and prognapnavement to the need for school
restructuring and the manner this creates new ¢jyeas for those in leadership
positions. The new expectation was for FILs taueashat instruction and student
learning were their primary tasks. As an instri leader, the FIL is both a learner
and leader who strives for excellence by settirgggroviding resources, and creating
new teaching and learning opportunities througligasional development and
collaboration. Leithwood along with Hallinger (2003; 2007) advazathe concept of
transformational leadership beyond instructionatiership to improve student learning
(Leithwood & Poplin, 1992). He posited, “Schoahdiers can further enhance teacher’s
development when they give them (teachers) a nodmliving non-routine problems of
school improvement within a school culture thaueal continuous professional growth”
(Leithwood & Poplin, 1992, p. 10). According toiRa and Eastman (1997),
transformational leadership has an advantage ageuctional leadership in its ability to
overcome organizational inertia and create change.

Leithwood and Jantzi (2005, 2006) suggested tteatrtinsformational leader
encourages all team members to put forth extratdffofacilitating collaboration,
building capacity, and promoting a shared visi&ffective transformational leadership
takes place through a DL model (Foster & St. Hia##004). Thus, leadership has
evolved to a team level construct where the gotd eate a network of leadership

teams with multiple leaders taking on leadershigzfices, rather than a single FIL (Bush

19



& Glover, 2003; Mehra, Smith, Dixon, & Robertso®08; Spillane et al., 2004). Simply
put, DL offers the opportunity to look at leadesthirough a different lens where the
interaction of followers and leaders—rather thandbtion of the leader—frames a new
leadership definition (Harris & Spillane, 2008 d DL model, we can find open
leadership with varieties of expertise distribué@tong the many. Leadership becomes
an emergent property of a network of individuals.

Distributed Leadership Theory

The concept of DL is not new. We can trace baekoifigins of DL at least 50
years to the field of organizational theory. G{ttB54) made the distinction between
focused leadership, with one central leader irgtloeip and distributed leadership
where—owing to the fluidity of members—leadershaiterns fluctuated depending on
the situation. Therefore, the members of the gwere likely to distribute or share
leadership. Different leaders would emerge dependn the task and the areas of
expertise of the group members (Gronn, 2006). @idmot elaborate further on these
two aspects of leadership and thus the concept.dajpdormant in the ensuing three
decades. During this time, the general concefgtaafership roles and performance
evolved.

Although DL has coined a synonym fobassless tear{Barry, 1991) or that
everyone leads (Bennett, Wise, Woods, & Harvey320f0st recent conceptualizations
of DL donot suggest that formal leadership structures arentalsay or are obsolete
(Harris, 2011). Instead, DL scholars have desdribadership as a phenomenon
stretched across behaviors, responsibilities, anthwunications within a network of

individuals (Heller & Firestone, 1995; Spillaneatt 2004), and the definition of
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leadership is expanded (Elmore, 2000; Harris, 2008pndership teams are envisioned as
having a fluid membership, which changes accortbrgye task with different leaders
responsible for different leadership functions. Bifundamentally about rethinking
organizational redesign to generate the buildingre&ter leadership capacity at the
middle level (Bennett et al., 2003; Gronn, 2002rri$a2003, 2006; Leithwood, Day,
Sammons, Harris & Hopkins, 2006; Spillane & She?@04). These studies examined
how redesigning the organization by implementingrBdy improve schools, but they

did not look specifically at how DL at the middkvel could help improve student
learning and achievement.

Studies on the Benefits and Barriers of DL

Studies on DL have examined both the benefits anddos of implementing a
DL model in schools. Spillane et al. (2001, 206dnducted a four-year longitudinal and
gualitative study designed to analyze leadershagtfme in 13 elementary schools in
Chicago, lllinois. The study concluded that thgagement of multiple leaders in a DL
model, rather than one individual leader, was &t hse of resources in efforts to
improve student learning and achievement. Thily saudy gave some insight into the
value and benefit of DL but did not discuss the mfl middle-level leaders specifically or
the analysis of tasks or situations in relatiofrlio support.

In order for middle-level leaders, who are respiolesior a wide range of
administrative duties to perform their role cleathey must perceive they have
supervisory authority and support from their FHulpia et al. (2009) explored the
perceptions of DL and leadership teams in 46 sesryrsthools in Flanders, Belgium.

They created a DLI sample based on three corenghigefunctions: (a) setting a vision,
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(b) developing people, and (c) teacher supervisibime DLI was sent out to 47

principals, 85 assistant principals, 248 teachadldes, and 1,522 additional teachers to
determine the perceived performance levels of the leadership functions by leaders in
the schools. The results of the questionnaire ellawat supportive leadership functions
were seen as the role of leaders at all levelsweder, supervisory roles were perceived
to be solely the function of principals and assisgincipals. This view was confirmed

in a follow-up study (Hulpia et al., 2009) wheradbers indicated they preferred to be
supervised by individuals at the highest levelkatlership within the school. The
results of the first study concurred with othed#ts that suggested teachers desired to be
involved in professional dialogue with middle-leVehders but not to be supervised by
them. Thus, middle-level leaders may encountelieringes to their authority from
teachers. In such cases, middle-level leaders reasive supervisory support from their
FIL who explains their role clearly to the facudty that they can perform their leadership
role.

Other researchers have demonstrated the bendditsaariers of a DL model. A
recent analytic autoethnographic qualitative stexiymined the development of a DL
model in a private school in Mexico (Singh, 201Zhe study took place over a three-
year period with a group of middle-level leadeBngh revealed the development of a
DL model caused positive benefits in terms of (afeling collaboration, support, shared
vision, and trust as well as (b) allowing for ditfat perspectives and leaders to emerge
dependant upon the situation. However, a bamwi&lt that surfaced was the amount of
time and commitment it took working as a team. tien, leadership did not come

naturally to some of the team members and on ameasiembers were territorial and did
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not maintain the required confidentiality. Thedstinighlighted the overall success of a
DL model by citing improvement in standardizeddestd nationwide exams. Finally,
the study concluded that a DL model was unlikelpecsuccessful without careful
thought and planning as to how DL works.
How DL Works

Leeet al. (2012) conducted a study on a distributedgeztive on instructional
leadership. They showed how DL works in the ire¢éional school arena. In their
gualitative study of five international IB schotdgated in Thailand, Vietnam, Hong
Kong, and China, Lee and his colleagirgsrviewed 68 teachers and 25 students. They
set out to provide a better understanding of amdothstrate the need for what they
termeddistributed instructional leadershiguestioning whether instructional leadership
needed to be distributed widely throughout an IBost

The study’s five schools offered all three prograrhthe I1B: PYP for students
aged 3-11, the MYP for students aged 11-16, anDhfor students aged 16-19.
Schools that follow all three programs of the 1B Bnown as IB continuum schools.
Even though continuum schools follow all three iBgrams with common origin and
philosophy, the programs themselves have distmetaular and pedagogical
differences. Structurally, schools tend to be pized into discrete sections: primary,
middle, and high school. Thus, there is a needifdribution of instructional leadership
to occur in an IB continuum school in order to abnate the work of the three sections.
Their study concluded that given the differing mataf the three IB programs, there was
a need to intentionally distribute responsibilitiesinstructional leadership throughout

the school. The study findings resonated with joes/research suggesting that the
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particular way DL is organized impacted organizagiooutcomes (Singh, 2012). DL
must be organized so that the most effective peamglén place and DL is planned and
coordinated (Leithwood et aR007).

As noted from previous studies on DL, leadershigvislving in schools to a DL
model, and this has implications for the role & EiL (Harris, 2011). Harris examined
the available empirical evidence about DL and oizgtional outcomes. She concluded
that the concept of leadership is evolving fromattribute of an individual and becoming
a characteristic of the interactions among sevedividuals. In order to accommodate
this change, principals need to relinquish powet @uthority and build a high degree of
trust and professionalism with those in formal arfidrmal leadership positions. This
remains one of the biggest barriers to DL in tHasRand individuals in organizations
need the strength and capacity to let go of theiicgived understanding of one person
(e.g., the FIL) leading the organization.

Limitations of DL. As a conceptually immature, evolving constructduoieation,
DL is not without scholarly critique or controver@itzgerald & Gunter, 2006;
Hargreaves & Fink, 2009). There remains some coifuaround the definition of the
concept. DL is often used interchangeably withratigPearce & Conger, 2003),
collaborative (Wallace, 2003), collective (Leithveb& Mascall, 2008), devolved
(Bennettet al., 2003), emergent (Harris, 2011), particy@{room & Jago, 1995),
democratic (Bolden, 2011) and co-leadership (Smll2006), suggesting that DL is
simply a new term for an established leadershile stiiowever, according to Harris and
Spillane (2008), where DL differs from the abovastoucts, DL purposefully and

deliberately sets out to deal with increased pressand demands on schools by
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requiring a more responsive approach of leadergraidfollowers. Pressures and
demands on Zicentury schools include mandates from governm&a<Child Left
Behindin public/state schools, parental and student esrgagt and voice, increased
competition for university places, and the needlter teaching methodology through
technology for a changing and increasingly comipetjob market. DL in schools
“suggests that ‘followers’ may actually be a kegreént in defining leadership through
their interactions with leaders” (Harris & Spillgr&908, p. 33), which will purposefully
help with the increased complexity of schools.

However, some writers have questioned the leagembtivation behind a DL
model. Commentators ask if DL is simply a way &b igiddle-level leaders and teachers
to do more work (Hargreaves & Fink, 2009). Isat better to have fewer leaders rather
than more? The perception of too mahyefscan lead to lack of clarity and inefficiency
in a team, thus negatively effecting outcomes (ldakeithwood, Day, Sammons, &
Hopkins, 2007). Practically, DL can be difficultierms of conflicts and competing
leadership styles. Schools tend to have an estedolihierarchy that looks to the FIL as
having the formal power and authority.

Cultural, micropolitical, and structural barriersyyomean DL is difficult to either
implement or accept (Singh, 2012). Harris (2004 &oldstein (2004) both noted that
when not executed properly, DL could be viewed agymided delegation or as
Timperley (2005) posited, the distribution of inqoetence. Moreover, leadership needs
to be distributed to those who have the expertiseraquired skills to carry out a given
task and understand what is expected of them. fékesl to understand the nature and

purpose of DL and the manner to implement it byigitesather than default (Dast al.,
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2009). FILs “play a key role in leadership distiion and are a critical component in
building leadership capacity throughout the sch@dirris, 2011, p. 8). Evidence shows
that without the support of FILs, successful imptertation of DL is unlikely (Harris,
2011; Murphyet al., 2009). DL requires FILs to support andlifate others in leading,
which is at the heart of this study.

Summary of DL. In sum, given the complexity of schools in thé'2&ntury, DL
is a construct that has the potential to have graeafiluence on organizational redesign
by intentionally and actively distributing leadeistasks to a number of individuals
within the school context. The purpose of reddsigma school is to improve student
learning and achievement. The literature sugd#sas school redesign is unlikely unless
patterns of leadership practice are dramaticatbredl and flattened” (Harris & Spillane,
2008, p. 32). DL highlights the necessity of chingdeadership practice rather than
leadership roles. This is not a straightforwasktand is in part dependent on the FIL to
promote “others to be leaders in their own rigl8&(giovanni, 1991, p. 35). These
individuals must understand what leadership isantdiccordingly. Although DL does
not mean there is no longer a need for FILs, a pir@ach is a change from a top-down
model. In a DL context, FILs must establish rdkxity for the middle-level leaders and
the teachers as well as for themselves.

Role Clarity

Role clarity and its converse, role ambiguity, hbeen the focus of substantial
research and warrant attention in this study bexabtithe implications regarding DL,
particularly in the context of middle-level leadarsd how clarity of role affects their

performance (Lieberman, 2004; Rizzo, House, & lodn, 1970; Tubre & Collins,
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2000). A role refers to a set of responsibilitiegt an individual is expected to perform
within a group (Beauchamp, Bray, Eys, & Carron,20herif & Sherif, 1953). Role
clarity occurs when there is clear information pded about the role. In contrast, role
ambiguity occurs when a person in a particulartposiacks adequate and consistent
role-relevant information (Rogers & Molnar, 197@&)rganizational theorists have argued
that role clarity is needed among team membeirseémiorkplace (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Sarnoff & Katz, 1954; Mas 1943). Moreover, a major
characteristic of an effective team is that FILd afi the members perceive that roles are
clear. This is achieved through clear communicatégarding the distribution of tasks.

When FILs facilitate defining clarity of roles, ghwill help middle-level leaders
execute their roles more effectively. Several igsidn DL have focused on the
importance of role clarity. For example, Scribr&ewyer, Watson, and Myers (2007)
conducted a qualitative case study that exploreddslit related to two teacher teams in
a public secondary school in the US. One key figdiom the study was the need for
FILs to become more aware of their role in helgimgstablish clarity of purpose and
appropriate levels of autonomy so teams may enigagerk that is effective and
innovative.

Mayers and Zepeda's (2002) study pertained todlalety of high school
department chairs as middle-level leaders. Thearebers examined the challenges
chairs faced in their dual roles as administraamis instructional leaders. The
researchers employed a case study method, whichiesd the perspectives of five
department chairs. Data were collected throughistamtured interviews and each

department chair was interviewed five times overghriod of one year. The main
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finding from the study was that chairs experient#d ambiguity due to the tension
between their roles as administrators and as rtgtnal leaders. Two other
interconnected findings emerged from the datait (s challenging for chairs to
manage the multiple learning curves of the peole answered to them, and (b) chairs
felt they did not have enough time to perform eafcteir roles successfully and this
effected their professional self-efficacy (MayerZ&peda, 2002).

In their conclusions, Mayers and Zepeda (2002)guiesl several
recommendations to help FILs reduce the tensioerapced by chairs to increase their
role clarity and thus, theoretically, to incredseit productivity. Recommendations
included (a) providing professional developmertiétp chairs in their leadership
capacity, (b) making sure they understand the& aoid have a clearer understanding of
it, and (c) revising schedules so they have maone to perform their roles. It was
hypothesized that once these recommendations aterimanted, chairs would be
empowered to become leaders of their departmentsatnonly managers.

Beauchamp et al. (2002) research focused on axdatifferent from that of the
current study, but | include it here because thdifigs shed light on the hypothesis under
investigation. Their study on role ambiguity anterconflict within elite level
interdependent sport teams surveyed via questimsabl university athletes at the
University of Birmingham in the United Kingdom. ©aspect of their work investigated
the relationship between role ambiguity, role cietfland role-related efficacy. They
defined role-related efficacy as “a team membeuifidence in his or her ability to carry
out interdependent role functions” (Beauchamp 2802, p. 143). They concluded that

role ambiguity was negatively associated with mallted efficacy. That is, when people
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felt unclear about their role, they had less carick in their ability to carry out that role.
Further, guided by Bandura’s (1997) self-efficdogdry, they hypothesized this would
lead to lower performance.

Professional Self-Efficacy

Questions of professional self-efficacy within a Bhvironment remain largely
unanswered. To date, most research related tegsiohal self-efficacy in the academic
arena has been on student self-efficacy (Jinks &gslio, 1997; Schunk, 1985, 1991,
1996), individual teacher self-efficacy (Gibson &mbo, 1984; Ross & Bruce, 2007;
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998), colige teacher self-efficacy
(Goddardket al., 2004; Hoy & Miskel, 2008; Ware & Kitsant@907), and most recently,
the emerging construct of principal self-efficadg¢hannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004,
2005). The current study is the first to delveitite construct of self-efficacy among
middle-level leaders.

Professional self-efficacy is a construct grounmieBandura’s (1986) social
cognitive theory. The construct of professiondi-efficacy is helpful when applied to
schools. Professional self-efficacy occurs wheergon expects to succeed at a task or
obtain a valued outcome through personal effortsarmhg self-belief (Lee, Dedrick, &
Smiths, 1991). Strong self-belief can influencavtaoperson thinks and feels about a
given situation and has an impact on motivationactébns and thus, the likelihood to
succeed (Bandura, 1995). Wood and Bandura (1388Jrthat in order to succeed,
people must have a “robust sense of personal effitasustain the productive

attentional focus and perseverance of effort” (8)4
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Relations Between Role Clarity and Professional Sefficacy

Research on teacher self-efficacy has shown thah&rs who have higher self-
efficacy tend to spend more time preparing lessmkshelping students outside of class
time. These self-efficacious teachers are alsdinit to praise students and build
confidence in them (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). In cast, when teachers have low self-
efficacy, they are disengaged and are more likeeBct negatively towards students by
criticizing them and giving them punitive sanctig@smmock & Hattie, 1996; Woolfolk
& Hoy, 1990). Teachers' efficacy is related to their school oizgtion in that teachers
are more efficacious when they have more contrdlcam assert leadership with regard
to their classroom practices (Hallinger & Heck, 29Bee et al., 1991).

Further, teachers’ sense of self-efficacy beliefs been associated with improved
student learning and achievement (Ashton & Web6188dgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles,
1989; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998gachers with high self-efficacy
beliefs generate higher levels of student learaimg) achievement (Tschannen-Moran et
al., 1998). Some researchers have studied coetdacher efficacy (Goddaed al.,

2004; Hoy & Miskel, 2008) where teachers believe shared capabilities and collective
efforts can have an impact on student achievemeptdimoting a culture in a school that
works persistently to improve. A study by Ware #iidantas (2007) on teacher and
collective efficacy beliefs as predictors of prafiesal commitment noted the importance
of administrative (FIL) support that teachers walnée to obtain through their collective
efforts and thus the importance of such efforts.

Research linking role clarity and professional-edficacy suggests that when

roles are not clear, individuals in the organizati@ not perform as well and are less
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committed. Further, individuals do not believehrir ability to carry out their duty well
and the organization is less effective in gendther & Gitelson, 1983; Jackson &
Schuler, 1985; Tubre & Collins, 2000; van Sell,d@ri& Schuler, 1981). Research by
Katz and Kahn (1978) suggested that lack of raeitgl relates negatively to a school
leader’s professional self-efficacy.

Principal (FIL) professional self-efficacy is an erging construct. Research by
Rossow (1990) posited that if the principal (Flloed not have high levels of
professional self-efficacy, the effect on both stuid and teachers can be dramatic.
Work by Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004, 20059)rted on three studies that were
conducted in the search to reliably and validly suea principals’ sense of efficacy. The
findings of the study concluded that given the éasingly high-stakes role of the
principal, even the most capable principals muselsrong beliefs in their own ability
to meet the expectations and demands of the posiischannen-Moran and Gareis
(2004, 2005) suggested the instrument needed fuektng, using factor analysis to
determine transferability to other populations.

The studies by Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (20@%)2taptured the
relationship between efficacy and attitudes towalidsibuted leadership of principals.
To date, however, there has been little researaminng the link between middle-level
leaders’ (e.g., MYPCs’) professional self-efficamyd the commitment of the principal or
other FILs to integrated DL. Professional seliesfty has an impact on the choices

middle leaders make and the amount of effort, aind persistence they put forth.
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Summary of the Three Constructs

This literature review pertaining to the three ¢amss in the study has revealed
the following:

1. Given the complexity of leadership in schools tqdal can influence school
redesign by actively and intentionally distributilegdership tasks to a number of
individuals to improve the learning and achieven@rdtudents.

2. DL in practice requires that people, especiallysthm middle-level leadership
positions, have clarity of their role.

3. Role clarity literature suggests that without dladf role—and notably in a DL
model where roles are fluid and interchangeable-+vddals are unable to
perform at the level required.

4. Crucially, a lack of role clarity may lead to lowgrofessional self-efficacy.

5. Research suggests that role clarity and high ledfgisofessional self-efficacy
have a positive impact on school culture and schffettiveness.

The remainder of the literature review will addréss three constructs in the context of
the MYP.
The International Baccalaureate Middle Years Progranme (IBMYP)

The context for this study revolves around schaaddwide, offering the
IBMYP. This curriculum program requires the creatof middle-level leadership in the
form of MYPCs. As of May 2013, there were 1,013 schools in thed@ions of the
world offering the MYP: 163 in Africa, Europe, aMiddle East region of the IB; 140 in
the Asia Pacific; and 710 in the Americas. ThedBuires school leaders to appoint a

coordinator before the school is authorized tordfie program. In doing so, the school
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is expected to adopt a DL framework that empowesgram coordinators to lead, which
will help with the delivery of the curriculum anket improvement of student learning and
achievement. The IB describes the role of thesediwators as members of “the
pedagogical leadership team [which takes on]eadership role(s) in advising and
working with teachers on the development of theiculum” and thus, these individuals
play a key role in the development, delivery, aatlership of the program (International
Baccalaureate Organization, 2008b, p. 23).

Role of the MYPC. In addition to working with the pedagogical leadgpseam,
the MYPC has responsibilities towards other staldgre: school area leaders, teachers
in subject departments, students, and parents.MMC must ensure systems are set up
for communication, understanding, and cooperatibime MYPC is the school liaison for
communication with the 1B regional office on akiges related to the program. The
MYPC is also responsible for circulating informatifsom the IB to appropriate
individuals.

Robertson’s (2011a) empirical research on theabthe MYPC involved two
stages. The first stage comprised of intervieveigit experienced MYPCs. The second
stage of the research was a case study of threelsdh the US and Canada. The
schools in the study consisted of an internatigniaite school, a national private school,
and a national public school. One of the studgisctusions was that the schools’ pre-
existing organizational resources and structurggs, (echedule, cultural barriers)
prevented collaborative and interdisciplinary pliagrand thus interfered with MYPCs’
ability to perform their roles in a leadership caipa

In the schools Robertson studied, MYPCs overcamie ldick of formal authority
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through key functions to become the guide alongsiddacilitator and professional
developer (Robertson, 2011a, 2011b). He concltigdor continued program
development to happen, greater attention must oetpavhat he termed thaeative
professionalisnof the coordinator’s role. Creative professiomaligdargreaves, 1998) in
this context is where MYPCs need support from tRé#irto allow them to lead others in
conducting experimentation regarding their teacingghodology (e.g., by developing
innovative, interdisciplinary units). Robertsoftsther conclusion that coordinators
typically had a lot of responsibility but little fimal authority inferred the absence of a
DL model in the schools and thus, an impetus fisr tbsearch.

DL and the MYP. The MYP model is one DL wherelofeeper and wider pools
of leadership abilities are developed within thbaul (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006
Meaningful interdisciplinary teaching and learniadhe cornerstone of the MYP and is
predicated on deep disciplinary learnins the MYP has a fluid, project-based, and
interdisciplinary curriculum framework, differergdders naturally emerge during new
units and ideas of learning. Thus, there is a mbé&tween the MYP context and the DL
leadership framework to generate greater leadecstppcity. Moreover, DL in practice
calls for a flatter, lateral design along with fainheadership processes to aid the
decision-making process and generate organizatavaalge and development
(Hargreaves, 2007; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; MittBeSackney, 2011; Silins,
Mulford, & Zarins, 2002; Walters, 2007).

An example where formal leadership processes cak within a flatter, lateral
design to distribute leadership in the MYP is thpantment of areas of interaction

leaders. The areas of interaction (Aol) are thre o6 the MYP model as they transcend
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the boundaries of traditional subjects and are comta all disciplines and thus, provide
the contexts for learning (International BaccalateeOrganization, 2008a). The Aol
include (a) approaches to learning, (b) community service, (c) human ingenuity, (d)
environments, and (e) health and social educatigsing the Aol as a lens, learning is
explored through real world issues and this gitesMYP “its unique core of skills,
values and attitudes” (International Baccalaur€atganization, 2008a, p. 8). The
practice of teachers leading the Aol effectivelstdbutes leadership away from not only
the FIL, but the MYPC also. This is one examplanfiog to the need for change when
adopting the MYP model. The MYP curriculum framekthus contrasts with a
traditional model where subjects are taught inddpatly of one another and no explicit
connections are made between subject areas. Rglrews the MYP as a distributed
model.

Challenges to the implementation of DL in the MYP.For schools opting to
adopt the MYP, the organization will require prafdwchange (Senge, 2000) and
stakeholders may need to alter their values arahileg methodology in order to deliver
the program, such that student learning and acimiemewill improve. However, when
adopting and adapting to change in a school, hethbol administrators may realize the
complexity of the change process to a DL model,thedesult othis can lead to ill-
conceived perceptions about the lack of organinatioommitment to the change
(Ohlhausen, Meyerson, & Sexton, 1992). When schattémpt to implement the MYP
and fail to adopt an effective DL model recommenbigdhe IB, and the FIL remains the
sole instructional decision maker, MYPCs havedlildadership capacity to develop the

program effectively. Further, it is essential &wvé FIL buy into DL in order to bring
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about optimal effectiveness of the MYPC and ofgbkool in general, to bring about

greater student learning and achievement

The MYP Learner:

The student

Figure 2 Example of the MYP as a DL model.

Role clarity issues in the early years of the MYPAs a nascent program, the
MYP has not been without critique and scrutiny.e Dhigins of the MYP began in the
1980s with an initiative from the International 8oks Association (ISA). The IB took
over the framework from the ISA in 1994 and devebbfi into the MYP. During these
first years, the program lacked definition and liaited leadership and direction
(International Baccalaureate Organization, 20X@yordinators struggled with the nature
of their role, as clear professional descriptiorsteeking. The lack of a clear role made
it difficult for MYPCs to be self-efficacious, whicwas detrimental to the program
development and thus the improvement of studemilegaand achievement. In an

attempt to remedy the situation as the MYP develp[i® curriculumheadquarters in
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Cardiff, Wales produced subject guides in the 18®80s and developed moderation of
student assessment, but there was still much ttwbe. MYP coordinators felt there was
insufficient support for both them and the progithey were responsible for. They
wanted more guidelines and prescriptions to clahir role (M. Nicolson, personal
communication, April 2010).

MYP change initiatives to deal with role clarity. In 2006, major change
initiatives to the MYP began to merge existing gsidmplementation and Development
of the Progranm(2000) andAreas of Interactior§2002) into a single, more coherent
document. This led to the development of a newlgoalledMiddle Years Programme:
From principles into practicéinternational Baccalaureate Organization, 2009&i)is
publication is an in-depth essential resource arndegto MYP curriculum, assessment,
and teaching requirements designed to bring albgoitaved student learning. The IBO
requires all teachers to have access to the guaidiéosbe familiar with it. The guide
contains a clear outline for the professional dpion of coordinators, which provided
the much-needed clarification of the coordinatoole. For the first time, the role of the
MYPC was defined aslaadership positiorfinternational Baccalaurea@rganization,
2008a, p. 81). In the annuab@dinator Guideg(2010), specifically for MYPCs, the IB
suggests that the MYPC role is as a pedagogicdéteaho has a “central function in the
organization of the program” (International Baccaémte Organization, 2010, p. 6).

DL and professional self-efficacy in the MYP.Bolivar (2010) conducted an
exploratory case study on DL and social networKgl¥P schools in an IB school in
Venezuela. Using the integration of two theorétiameworks (DL and social

networks), Bolivar set out to describe and undedstaadership in action during a time
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of redesigning the organization by implementingthéP. The study used a mixed
method approach. The researcher sent a survey tedchers to obtain data on the
information flow during the time of change, curtizcon collaboration, and pedagogical
support. Twenty-two administrators, coordinatars] teachers were interviewed and
observed at planning meetings. His study, iniitd Robertson’s (2011a, 2011b)
conclusions, revealed that administrative supprtdachers practically, pedagogically,
and emotionally led to greater confidence and pitmal self-efficacy of teachers.
Their efforts were recognized and there was obvomueern for their well-being. This,
in turn, helped teachers to work collaborativeld amove away from traditional teaching
practices to a more interdisciplinary approachulgroteaming and shared leadership. In
the current study, the focus was to test whethePKa¥, similar to teachers in Bolivar’s
study, perceived that commitment to DL and supfsorh their FIL would provide them
greater role clarity.
Conclusion

This chapter has provided a relevant literaturéerewf the study’s three
theoretical constructs: DL, role clarity, and pss®nal self-efficacy in the context of
MYPCs as middle-level leaders. The literature supga the need for distributed
leadership to deal with the complexity of2entury schools. In addition, | have
presented literature supporting the theory thaatgrerole clarity and FILs’ support of
middle-level leaders lead to greater professioalilesficacy. The authors cited
throughout this chapter from the three constructsvdzaluable conclusions that provide

the foundation and justification for a quantitatstedy on DL, role clarity, and
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professional self-efficacy, with a focus on thegegtions of MYPCs on FILS’

commitments to DL.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to investigate MYR&steptions of their FILs’
commitment to DL, the extent to which they felt papged by the FIL and how that
impacted their role clarity and professional séficacy. The study examined DL
functions and DL correlates from the MYPCs’ poiht/zw.
Study Questions, Models, and Hypotheses
A causal model that posited the following sequerfcaction guided the study:
Greater FIL commitment to the DL model will leadgieater support from the FIL to the
MYPC. This, in turn, will lead to the MYPC's (ajegter role clarity and (b) greater
professional self-efficacy as well as improved oigational effectiveness, increasing the
likelihood for improved student learning and acki@ent. Using this causal model, the
following questions and hypotheses were developed:
Research Question 1 Within schools offering the MYP, is there a relasbip
between MYPCs’ perceptions of the FILs’ commitmenDL and MYPCs'’ perception of
support from their FILs?

Model 1

FILs’ commitment FILs provide greater support
to DL > for MYPCs

Hypothesis 1. When the MYPCs perceive FILs have greater comenitnto DL,

this is linked to the MYPC perceiving a greaterelesf support from the FIL.
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Research Question 21s there a relationship between MYPCs'’ perceptuite
FILs’ support of them and the perceived claritytadir role?

Model 2

Perceived FILs’ support of
MYPC

MYPCs' greater role clarity

Hypothesis 2.When MYPCs perceive greater support from FILs, NDgRvill
have greater role clarity.

Research Question 3Als there a relationship between MYPCs’ perceptifns
the clarity of their role and their sense of tlwim professional self-efficacy?

Model 3A

MYPCs’ professional

MYPCs’ .
S > self-efficacy

role clarity

Hypothesis 3A.When MYPC have higher levels of role clarity thadinked to
higher levels of MYPCs’ professional self-efficacy.

Research Question 3B If there is a relationship as stated in 3A, dwds clarity
mediate the link between perceived FILs’ supporpafessional self-efficacy?

Model 3B

Perceived FILs’ support MYPCs' role

of MYPC > MYPCs'’ professional

clarity > self-efficacy
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Hypothesis 3B. | hypothesized that role clarity would mediate tink between
perceived FILs’ support and MYPCs'’ professionaf-efficacy.
Study Design

Researchers can increase the robustness of thiisiams drawn about a process
or phenomenon by examining it from multiple perspes (Creswell, 2003; Jick, 1979).
In order to provide multiple perspectives and pétrrangulation of the data, | collected
both qualitative and quantitative data using suteehniques. | created a data collection
instrument and sent it to a random sample of MYB€sg an online data collection
service called SurveyMonkey.

Data Collection Instrument and Methods to EstablishConstruct Validity

Overview. In order to address the research questions pose abneeded to
create a questionnaire to measure all of the asctstdescribed in the questions. |
generated 36 questions based on concepts thatragpedhe distributed leadership
inventory created by Hulpiet al. (2009). The questionnaire is entitled TheCD
(Appendix A). The question responses used a sixtjikert scale with the following
qualitative anchors: 1 = Strongly agree, 2 = AgBee,Slightly agree, 4 = Slightly
disagree, 5 = Disagree, and 6 = Strongly disagree.

The survey included one open-ended question: Widitianal support, and from
whom, would improve your ability to carry out yaule as an MYPC? It was expected
that the individual responses from the MYPCs te thiestion would give a deeper
understanding of the pattern of responses restiomy the analysis of the forced choice

guestions on the survey (Maxwell, 2012).
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Validation steps. | conducted a pilot study described below. | skatdraft of
the questionnaire to a small pilot sample of camthrs. Then, | revised the instrument
based on their feedback. | sent the new instrutaetie full sample for the study. Then,
| tested several psychometric properties of thelngent based on the full sample for the
current study. | will describe the population aagnpling methodology for the full
study. Finally, | will describe the steps | toakdstablish psychometric validity of the
instrument once the data for the full study wetarreed. It seemed logical to organize
the steps in this order because it was necessalgstyibe the sampling methodology and
characteristics of the full sample before explagrow the psychometric testing was
conducted on the data for the sample at large.

Pilot study. The idea of the DLCI came from Hulpaal.’s (2009) distributed
leadership inventory (DLI). | used this as a sgiard to formulate my questionnaire,
which | initially conceptualized as a revised vensof the DLI, but as the items on the
DLI inventory would not have answered my reseansbstjons, | developed my own
instrument. | applied the Delphi method to es&btiontent validity and conducted a
pilot study to test for reliability and validity ofie instrument.

First, | created a draft of the instrument. Sedpricasked three experts in the
field to review the instrument and comment on cohtalidity. For example, did it
measure all the important topics covered by theabbes? Was the length appropriate?
Were the questions clear? Were there any revisi@swould recommend? Once |
received their feedback, | made revisions thakehaed appropriate and sent it out a
second time for their input. | used a modifi2elphi technique to develop the instrument

(Hsu & Sandford, 2007) and the purpose was to reamdnsensus so that all participants
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reviewed one another’s revisions and ultimatelyeadron the final version. Expert
review is the essence of the Delphi technique. tiMge chosen experts were Dr. Barry
Drake, Consultant for Search Associates; Dr. Maayd¢n, Professor at Bath University
in the UK; and Dr. Merris Page-Smith, Curriculumad@dinator and Integrationist at the
American International School of Johannesburg. oAthese experts are known for their
scholarly contributions to international educatsord notably the IB. Each expert gave
feedback independently to ensure unbiased evatuatio

Once | adjusted the instrument by incorporatinguseful feedback from the
experts, | requested approval from the InstitutiGteview Board (IRB) at Lehigh
University to conduct a pilot study with 30 peopl@ence approved, | conducted a small
pilot study (Oppenheim, 2000) by sending it ouB@opeople who hold the position of
PYP or DP coordinators. | selected these indivglt@ the pilot study because their
professional status is similar to the MYPCs. THhsir input was relevant to the study
and | did not risk losing potential respondents (ROS) for the main study. (People who
were included in the pilot sample were not includethe main study.) | conducted the
pilot study using an online data collection serdadled SurveyMonkey.

When | received the data from this pilot grouppWwhloaded the data and
computed Cronbach alpha coefficients (CACs) asalhiability coefficients for each of
the four hypothesized scales: (a) MYPCs'’ beliefsuali-ILs’ commitment to DL, (b)
degree to which MYPCs' feel supported by FILs,lés)kel of MYPCs' role clarity, and
(d) level of MYPCs’ professional self-efficacy. IRability in this context pertains to
inter-item consistency within the scales. In otlerds, reliability refers to the extent to

which the items within a particular scale are datedl with each other. The criterion for
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an acceptable coefficient is one greater than valeg .70 (Cohen, 1988; Norusis, 1999).
All the CACs reached or exceeded the value ofsée (Table 2). And so, | deemed them
to be reliable.

Table 2

Cronbach Alpha Coefficients From the Pilot Studytf@ Distributed Leadership
Correlates Inventory (DLCI)

Scales/Indicators Cronbach Alpha (CAC)
FIL commitment to DL .90
FIL support for MYPC 91
Role clarity 91
Professional self-efficacy .75

The Population and Sampling Methodology

The theoretical population for this study was ladl turrent MYPCs worldwide in
IB programs and MYPCs who will hold these positifmsthe next several years and into
the future. The accessible population consistetiofl,013 MYPCs listed on the IB
website (www.ibo.org) at the time the sampling gced in May 2013. The sampling
method was a stratified, systematic, random sampliathod (Babbie, 2012; Wallen &
Fraenkel, 2001) that consisted of contacting ett@rgd name of the listed MYPCs. The
IB operates in three official languages (Englisterieh, and Spanish) and in three
regions of the world: the IB Americas (IBA), the A&ia Pacific (IBAP), and the 1B
Africa, Europe, and the Middle East (IBAEM). Thagey was therefore translated into
all three languages and distributed to the appaiggpianguage groups. The table below
gives the number of MYP schools in each regiontaechumber of schools for each

language.
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Table 3

Count of MYP Schools for Each Region by Language

Region Language
English French Spanish Total
IBAEM 151 6 6 163
IBAP 140 0 0 140
IBA 558 99 53 710

As there are environmental factors that differ frone region and from one
culture to the next, | decided to take a represmeetaample from each geographic
regional subgroup of the population. | combineslttiree lists of names for the three
regions into a single list and then contacted etlirgd MYPC on the large list. Thus, the
survey was sent to 1,013/3 = 337 MYPCs. With ati§ied, systematic, random
sampling methodology, everyone in the accessilyeilation had an equal chance of
being selected into the study sample (Wallen & Rkag 2001). This was a probability
sample and produced a representative sample akctessible population. The
accessible population of MYPCs (one per MYP schaal} stratified as follows: 70%
were in the IBA region, 16% were in the IBAEM regj@nd 14% were in the IBAP
region. When | conducted the stratified, systecpatindom sampling, | found the
percentage of MYPCs in the sample mirrored thegreege of MYPCs in the population
with regard to region. Thus, in the sample, 2324y of MYPCs (schools) were from
the IBA region, 55 (16%) were from the IBAEM regj@nd 47 (14%) were from the
IBAP region. Therefore, the proportions in the permatched the population. The

actual number of respondents is outlined in Table 4
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Table 4

IB Regional Representative Response Rate

IB Region n Sample (%) Population (%)
IBAEM 55 16 16
IBA 234 70 70
IBAP 47 14 14
Total 336 100 100

Data Collection Method

I used SurveyMonkey, an electronic data collecsiervice to collect the data.
SurveyMonkey allowed responses to be downloadestitlrto the statistical package for
the social sciences (SPSS, version 21.0: Norug89)1 The letters inviting MYPCs to
participate in the survey appear in Appendix B (&), Appendix C (Spanish), and
Appendix D (French). The letters stated that mtirtg the identity of the MYPC was
guaranteed. This was essential because commemistabir FILs were sensitive.

| anticipated a response rate in the range of 30etty, 2008) to 37% (Sheehan,
2001) based on prior research utilizing online symethods. A relatively high
response rate in the range of 37% can be achigvedriging repeated reminder e-mails
according to Nulty (2008). | attempted to contedtPCs through the IB website. This
method limited me to three attempts. After threetacts, the website put a block on
further correspondence, and | had to return tesitieelater, it would have been
excessively time-consuming to send out 337 e-reaiimders. When | was unable to
contact MYPCs through the IB website, | went ofite individual school websites and

contacted from there the coordinators directly agne.
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Responses were steady during the first week foligwhe delivery of the MYPC
to selected participants. To further booster #tern rate, | used my connection to the
Academy of International School Heads (AISH) to &ilrthe chief administrator of
MYPC schools in AISH and obtain e-mail addresselscsuld deliver the invitation
directly to the MYPC in each school. This produeadadditional 20 responses. |
hypothesized a response rate of 37%, which woddltren a sample of 337 x .37 = 124.
By the end of the second week, | had received &8panses. Moreover, the percentages
in each regional group in the sample mirrored #eg@ntages in each regional group in
the population. | calculated the response ratbepercent of the people sampled who
actually returned a questionnaire. The overapoase rate was 40.5%. After
accounting for the missing data, | found that 1dldjects had complete data for the full
model. This number corresponds to a responsef&®%. Thus, according to Kraemer
and Thiemann (1987), with a critical effect sizeapproximately .27 and a critical alpha
of .05, this provided a power level of .80. Inathvords, assuming there are significant
correlations in the data as hypothesized, | hav@0ds chance of capturing them with a
sample oh = 111.

Additional Construct Validation of DLCI

The survey instrument is the DLCI, designed to edslthe specific research
guestions pertinent to this study. Moreover, ttegrument was inspired by the DLI
designed by Hulpia et al. (2009). The instrumemtears in Appendix E (English),
Appendix F (Spanish), and Appendix G (French). p&gchometric validity of the

instrument is demonstrated in the following parpg=
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| sent the questionnaire to all MYPCs in the samgdeidentified by the
systematic sampling method described above. Wierddta collection was complete, |
checked for correlations among items within eaetesby computing CACs. In
addition, | conducted both qualitative and quatitieeanalyses to identify the items that
belonged to each scale. The quantitative anatysisisted of an exploratory factor
analysis to test whether the scales were as | yyaatesized them. The items did not
“load” on the specific factors as | had conceptaedithem. Therefore, | revised the
hypotheses about the item loadings and renamed sbthe factors. Once the data were
analyzed, the strengths and limitations of thisrimeent as a valid way to measure the
constructs of interest were assessed.

First, | examined the reliability of each scalehntihe full data set. The results of
that reliability analysis are as follows: The Kaidéeyer-Olkin(KMO) statistics from
the factor analysis and the CACs for each scateeoDLCI are presented in Table 6.
Cohen (1988) and NorusSis (1999) recommend that €#dtes greater than .70 are
considered reliable for most purposes in sociars® research. The KMO measure of
sampling adequacy has a minimum acceptable levélofNorusis, 1999).

| analyzed the items contained in each scale bympating the CAC with each
item deleted one by one. My purpose for doing Was to determine whether the CAC
improved when an item was taken out. If the CA@rioved, | reconsidered the item to
see if it belonged better in a different scalef tiheé item measured something unique and
if it should be considered as a single item indical used an iterative process, moving
back and forth between the quantitative and quaiganformation to create a set of valid

scales pertaining to the constructs of my study.
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Scale 1: FIL commitment to DL As shown in Table 6, the first scale, FIL
commitment to DL, had a KMO of .86 and CAC of .94/hen | deleted Item 17 (I am
given autonomy with regard to the organizationhef time allotted to my role), the CAC
increased to .92. This increase in CAC is an mtdicthat Item 17 may not fit on Scale 1.
Therefore, | reconsidered the item qualitatively Ahypothesized it would fit better in
Scale 2, the FIL support for the MYPC. | will dabe the statistics to support this
decision in the next section. Regarding Item g2adkrship is distributed in my school
for activities critical for student learning), Iv8a similar pattern emerge. When the item
was removed from the scale, the CAC improved to ©Oddinarily, this would suggest
the item was problematic in that particular scatemwever, my qualitative analysis of the
item revealed it a defining item for Scale 1 angas more logical to keep it in that scale

and thus have a CAC of .92.
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Table 5

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Cronbach Alpha Coeéits (CAC) for the Distributed Leadership Correlainventory (DLCI)

Scales/Indicators KMO

CAC

FIL Commitment to DL (Item 17 included) .86

13. Leadership is distributed in my school for atits critical for student learning.

17. I am given autonomy with regard to the orgatioreof the time allotted to my
role.

21. | feel my FIL understands the concepts of distetileadership.
26. My FIL is committed to the distribution of leadleip at our school.
30. | feel my FIL and | work well together in a teaship capacity.

91

FIL Commitment to DL (Item 17 removed)® .83

13. Leadership is distributed in my school for atitsi critical for student learning.
21. | feel my FIL understands the concepts of distethleadership.

26. My FIL is committed to the distribution of leadleip at our school.

30. | feel my FIL and | work well together in a teaship capacity.

.92

FIL Support for MYPC .81
14. My FIL encourages me to try new practices coasisvith the MYP
framework.

17. I am given autonomy with regard to the orgatioreof the time allotted to my
role (moved from Scale 1).

18. My FIL encourages me to help teachers in theldpreent of their units of
work.

22. My FIL encourages me to look out for the persaredfare of teachers.

.84
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Scales/Indicators KMO CAC
25. My FIL ercourages me to participate in formative evaluatifrieacher.
28. | have an appropriate level of autonomy in sieai making.
31. My FIL supports my efforts to develop professiorarhing communities for
teachers.
36. My FIL encourages me to participate in summagiauations of teachers.
FIL Support for MYPC in General .86 .88
14. My FIL encourages me to try new practices coesistith the MYP
framework.
17. I am given autonomy with regard to the orgatoreof the time allotted to my
role (moved from Scale 1).
18. My FIL encourages me to help teachers in theldpreent of their units of
work.
22. My FIL encourages me to look out for the persaredfare of teachers.
28. | have an appropriate level of autonomy in sieai making.
31. My FIL supports my efforts to develop professidaatning communities for
teachers.
FIL Support for MYPC Regarding Teacher Evaluation .50 .87
25. My FIL encourages me to participate in formagvaluations of teachers.
36. My FIL encourages me to participate in summagiauations of teachers.
Role Clarity Regarding Goals (Item 15) n/a’ n/a
15. | have clear job-related goals.
Role Clarity Regarding Tasks and Duties (Item 20) n/a n/a

20. | have a clear idea of the duties and tasksatieatequired to achieve my goals.
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Scales/Indicators KMO CAC

Role Clarity and Leadership Teaming .84 .92

24. Leadership roles are clear in our school.

29. The leadership team communicates clearly abisuitdition of leadership.
33. The leadership team has a clear process for distigoleadership functions.
35. People on the leadership team respect eachisotineas of expertise.

Professional Self-Efficacy 77 .78

16. | am a pedagogical leader in my school.
19. I am a change agent in my school.

23. | raise student achievement through implemerkiadest practice in
assessment procedures.

27. 1 ensure that concepts of international awaresmadsnternational mindedness
permeate all subjects.

32. | facilitate student learning in my school.

®The bolded scales are the ones | determined to haveetit psychometric properties based on my quanitatid qualitative analyses and thus
were selected for inclusion in the remaining analy8&810 and CAC coefficients are not applicable (n/a)dmgle item indicators.
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Scale 2: FIL support of the MYPC. The KMO and the CAC were at acceptable
levels. However, | analyzed the statistics thatlted when | imposed a one-factor
solution constraint. The Eigenvalues, which intédhe indices of the variance amount
explained by a given factor, suggested that twtnfacshould be extracted. The total
amount of variance available is equal to the nunolb@ems analyzed. For example, if
there are 14 items analyzed, there are 14 “paftgdmance available. If a particular
factor has an Eigenvalue of 7, that factor explael$ of the variance available. The
problematic items were 25 (My FIL encourages mpaxicipate in formative
observations of teachers) and 36 (My FIL encourageso participate in summative
evaluations of teachers) and they both pertaindd%®C involvement in teacher
evaluation.

When | deleted Item 36, there was a slight incréasiege CAC, so | replicated the
factor analysis of Scale 2, excluding Item 36. Tbev KMO was .86 from the original
.81. The CAC changed nominally. When | deletedl25, there was a substantial
increase in CAC from .84 to .88 indicating that itleen did not belong in the scale.
Therefore, both items were removed from the schlgipothesized that these two items
taken together constituted a second subscale ddtafelL support, more specifically an
MYPC who had a high score on these two items fieltRIL support in the evaluation of
teachers. An MYPC with a low score on these twmi did not feel the FIL support in
evaluating teachers. Although the KMO was low ).56is is expected when there are
only two items on a scale. The CAC was at an dabdplevel .87.

Scale 3: MYPC perceived role clarity The MYPC perceived role clarity scale

proved to be the most problematic of the four scalaitially, with all of the
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hypothesized items included (15, 20, 24, 29, 38,35), the CAC was .89. However, the
item analysis revealed that when Item 20 (I hagkear idea of the duties and tasks that
are required to achieve my goals) was removedC#he jumped to .92, indicating that
Item 20 did not belong in the scale. However, alitative analysis of Iltem 20 revealed
this item appears to be the signature item fosttzde and it is the best item to measure
MYPC role clarity. Therefore, | did not want teskthe information contained in that
item and | decided it would stand alone as a siitgha indicator of MYPC role clarity,
as it pertained to tasks and duties. The nextfetepcale 3 was to investigate whether
Item 15 (I have clear job-related goals) and 2dd:go together as a subscale. However,
the KMO was low and CAC was also low (.53). Sdiskcarded the idea of putting them
together as a subscale and instead decided tadeoresich one as a stand-alone, single
item indicator.

The remaining items of Scale 3 (Item 24, Leadersbligs are clear in our school;
Item 29, The leadership team communicates cledytadistribution of leadership; Item
33, The leadership team has a clear process foibditng leadership functionsnd
Item 35, People on the leadership team respectahelis areas of expertise) all
pertained to leadership roles within the leadersbgm. When these four items are taken
together, the KMO was .84 and CAC was .92. Sehued these numbers to be an
indication that these items belonged togethersakescale, which | labeled role clarity
with regard to leadership teaming.

Scale 4: Professional self-efficacyThe scale of professional self-efficacy (PSE)
appeared to be a univariate construct. The KMO.Wasnd the CAC was .78. It was

the least problematic of the four scales as evigéy the fact that when items were
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removed from the scale one by one, the CAC droppedower reliability in every case.
Ideally, | aimed to create scales with maximumatglity. Therefore, in this case,
reliability was at a maximum with all the originathypothesized items included.

Control variables. | hypothesized that FIL commitment to DL would/ba
positive impact on FIL support of MYPC. Thus, pexted there would be a positive
correlation between these two variables. Howevés possible that FIL commitment to
DL and FIL support of MYPC could be influenced nabgraphic and structural control
variables. To provide the opportunity to rule auhird variable explanation of the
hypothesized correlations between FIL commitmemltaand FIL support of MYPC, |
included control variables for the following reastrone finds a correlation between
FIL_DL and FIL Support for MYPC, as hypothesizedsipossible that the relationship
is spurious. That is, the two variables appe#retcorrelated, but in fact, both are
impacted by MYPCs' years of experience. (For eXaripis possible that as MYPCs
become more experienced this causes FIL to becamne committed to DL and also
causes FIL to become more supportive of the MYREgne enters MYPCs'’ years of
experience as a control variable and the correldi@ween FIL_DL and FIL support for
MYPC persists, | can conclude that the relationghipot a spurious one that can be
explained by the MYPCs’ years of experience.

Demographic control predictors The demographic control predictors chosen
for inclusion in the study were (a) length of timih current FIL as an MYPC, (b)
length of time the respondent has held the posafddYPC at current school, and (c)
length of time the respondent has held the posafddYPC (total years). Each of the

control predictors was added one by one to theatasdel to test whether the control
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predictor was a viable third variable explanatidthe hypothesized correlations in the
causal model.

School structural control predictors. The school structural control predictors
included

1. size of school (defined by the following categori@s to 250 students, 251-450
students, 451-700 students, 701-1200 students,themel 201 students),

2. number of members in the leadership team,

3. type of school (private international, private patl, public/state),

4. school’s profit status (for-profit, not-for-profjtand

5. the IB region where the MYPC was situated: AfriEarope, and the Middle East;

Asia Pacific or the Americas.

The IB places schools into three categories: giugernational, private national,
and public statePrivate international schoolare viewed as multicultural organizations
with student bodies that are often children of eremployees from multinational
companies and embassid¥ivate national schoolare those in which the majority of
students come from the country where the schdoteted. Both types of schools
require tuition feesPublic state schoolare part of a government education system and
are funded by the government. The majority of stusl come from the country where
the school is located. Teachers are civil servantsthere are no tuition fees. | also
identified schools by their profit status. Theitigntifies two types of schools: for profit
and not for profit. All types of schools were usedhis study.

I compared the types of schools represented inampke to the types of schools

in the population at large with regard to the categs: private international/private
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national versus public stat@hese comparisons are presented on Table 4. Agtrd to
external validity, the data shows a discrepancamdigg the percentage of respondents
from the different types of schools for the sang@denpared to the population. More
specifically, the private international and privatgional schools are overrepresented in
the sample. Whereas 56% of the sample fell ineodbmbined category, only 38% of
the population fell into this combined category. addition, private state schools were
underrepresented in the sample. Only 44% of theokmand 62% of the population fell
into this category. The IB does not keep tracthefpercentage of for-profit or not-for-
profit schools, so | was unable to make a comparisiween the sample and the
population for these categories (J. Sanders, pafsommunication, 3 July 2013). The
proportion of respondents in each category is gimerable 6.

Table 6

Frequency and Percentage of Respondents From EztuboSType

Type of School f Sample (%) Population (%)
Private International 55 a7 not reported
Private National 11 9 not reported
Private International/ 66 56 38
National Combined
Public State 51 44 62

Total 116 100 100
Profit 11 10
Not-for-Profit 103 90

Total 114 100

MYPCs responded to the online survey. Of the E3pondents, 111 people
answered every item. Eighty-four people resporidede qualitative question. The
overall response rate was 40.5%.
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Analysis Methods and Conclusion Validity

Quantitative analysis In this section, | describe the analysis methodbk an
discuss the strengths and limitations of the mettasdvalid ways to capture the
correlations among the variables of interest. BRigion pertains to conclusion validity.
Conclusion validity is the strength of the conolus one can draw pertaining to the
correlations found in the quantitative analysishef data. Conclusion validity is
impacted by sample size, alpha level, critical&féze, and one’s selection of the
appropriate statistical tools. First, | produceddatiptive statistics. For the categorical
variables, the descriptive statistics consistefileafuencies and percentages. The
descriptive statistics for the continuous varialdessisted of means and standard
deviations (SD). See Tables 7, 8, and 9.

Analysis methods for Research Question 1. Within schools offering the MYP, is
there a relationship between MYPCs'’ perceptionthefFILs’ commitment to DL and
MYPCs’ perception of support from their FILSIb examine this question, | regressed
MYPCs’ perceptions of support from their FIL (thetcome variable) on MYPCs’
perceptions of the FILs’ commitment to DL (the ciieas predictor). | used simple linear
regression to explore the relationship.

Analysis methods for Research Question 2. Is there a relationship between
MYPCs'’ perceptions of the FILs’ support of them dhd perceived clarity of their role?
Simple regression was used for the statisticalyaisbf data collected to answer the
guestion. More specifically, perceived clarityd¥PCs’ role was regressed on MYPCs’

perceptions of FILS’ support.
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Analysis methods for Research Question 3A: Is there a relationship between
MYPCs’ perceptions of the clarity of their role atteir sense of their own professional
self-efficacy?

| regressed MYPCs’ sense of their own professisakiefficacy (the outcome
variable) on MYPCs'’ perceptions of the clarity béir role (the question predictor).
Simple regression was used for the statisticalyaisbf the data.

Analysis method for Research Question 3B. If there is a relationship as stated in
3A, does role clarity mediate the link between pered FILs’ support and professional
self-efficacy? First, | regressed MYPCs’ professiloself-efficacy on perceived FIL
support of the MYPC. | predicted the correlatiooud be significant and positive.
Next, | added MYPCs' role clarity to the predictide of the model. | predicted the
correlation between MYPCs'’ role clarity and MYP@grceived FIL support would be
significant but that the regression coefficientzstn the MYPCs’ professional self-
efficacy and perceived FIL support of MYPCs woutdlonger be significant. The
reason | hypothesized that the link between MY P©fegsional self-efficacy and
perceived FIL support of MYPCs would no longer lgmgicant is that | believe all of
the shared variance between those two variable&ivb@uexplained by the hypothesized
mediating variable, MYPCs' role clarity. The stegimve describe an example of a
statistical method callgglth analysiswhich is an application of regression using
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). | applied thistimed to test the mediation model.
As noted by Pedhazur (1982), “. . . path analysiices to the solution of one or more . .

. linear regression analyses” (p. 582).
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Analysis method for all research questions taken together. After analyzing each
research question separately, | conducted anotbga+analysis that considered all the
questions taken together. In this step, | ap@isttuctural equation-modeling program
calledanalysis of moment structur@MOS). The logic of this analysis is to consider
all the research hypotheses at once and to teshertthe data are consistent with the
theory that FILS’ commitment to DL impacts FILs'pport for the MYPC, which in turn,
impacts MYPC role clarity and MYPC feelings of peional self-efficacy. The fit
indices analysis provides an index of the levadafsistency between the data and the
theoretical beliefs about the causal links amomgvliriables. | will conclude whether
the data provide an adequate or inadequate fitetohteory.

Internal validity of the design. An analysis of how well | can make causal
inferences based on a particular design is calledssessment of the internal validity of
the design Internal validity of the current study designsamproved by testing
Hypothesis 3B, which added a third variable tortifulel, known as a covariate and used
path analysis. Path analysis allows one to p&eselitect and indirect relationships
among the variables in the model. In this stufithe data show high levels of MYPCs’
professional self-efficacy correlated positivelygi@ater perceived FIL support of
MYPCs, this could be attributed to a direct caursglact of perceived FIL support on
MYPCs professional self-efficacy. On the otherdyahafter entering MYPCs'’ role
clarity into the model, the correlation betweersthéno variables disappeared, it would
belogical to discard the hypothesis of a direct impEd-IL support on MYPCs’
professional self-efficacy in favor of a competmgdel. This competing model would

be that the link between FIL support and MYPCsfgssional self-efficacy is an indirect
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effect mediated by MYPCs' role clarity. Internallidity of the design was also greatly
improved by the application of AMOS to test thebi@tween the data and the theory that
drove the research. Finally, the internal validitys strengthened by examining the
impact of a control variables set (i.e., demogragimd structural variables). Based on
the criteria espoused by Roberts and Mancuso (28i8)nternal validity of the current
study is between moderate and strong.

Qualitative analysis. The analysis of the responses to the open-endedysur
guestion (What additional support and from whom Mfamnprove your ability to carry
out your role as an MYPC?) was undertaken usingjtiaditative research methodology
of content analysis. | applied conventional contaralysis (CCA) and summative
content analysis (SCA). CCA is the process ofirgathrough all qualitative responses
for asense of whol® look for the big picture ideas and the gistref comments. | then
read the responses a second time to identify atedthe main themes. Through careful
identification of the data into themes, the resoftgualitative content analysis can
support and validate the information that emergas the quantitative data (Zhang &
Wildemuth, 2009). SCA is the process of readimgugh the comments a third time and
keeping a tally of how many people mentioned eheime. Finally, the percentage of
people who mentioned each theme is computed (Tmo&hDonnelly, 2008).

For the pilot study, | conducted the CCA and SCAhef data from question 37. |
copied and pasted all the comments onto a Wordrdentiand read through them once
for a sense of whole. Next, | read through andabeadentifying the emerging themes. |
looked for similar words or groups of words thatikcbbe identified as one category. For

the theme (e.g., time), | put a ‘T’ next to the ecoemt. Once | had identified the themes,
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| copied and pasted the relevant comments undehémes. Six main themes emerged
from the responses that | then identified as siteiga categories or themes (Schamber,
2000). To check for credibility and validity of nlyemes, | asked another person to
identify the themes and categories independentiyeaf The second investigator also
conducted a CCA and SCA of the data from questibnThe second coder and | then
computed the interrater reliability. We had 100§te@ment on thgypeof themes that
emerged.

| computed interrater reliability a second timedsasn the number of responses
each of us placed into each theme. | computegeheent agreemeifior each theme.
Then | took the sum of the percent agreement foln ézeme and divided by six (the
number of themes) to result in an average peraggeeaent of 88%. As this was a pilot
study, I did no further investigation of the dator the full study, | present in Chapter 4
the discussion that took place between the secoder@and myself and explain how we
made revisions until we achieved an average peeggeement above 90%. It was very
encouraging to note that some of the themes froncamgal model emerged in the open-
ended responses of program coordinators (e.g.nestnaitive support, role clarity, and

student progress).
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CHAPTER 4
Findings
Descriptive Findings From Online Survey
In this chapter, | will present the results of fimelings from the online survey.
Table 7 presents the means and standard deviati@listhe variables. Raw scores on
the 1-6 Likert scale ranged from 1 “strongly agree® “strongly disagree.” Thus, the
mean score for Scale 1 (FIL commitment to DL) wa&32which is between 2 “agree”
and 3 “slightly agree,” but closer to “agree.” Tiean score for Scale 2.1 (FIL support
for MYPC general) was 2.12, which was very clostagree.” For Scale 2.2 (FIL
support for MYPC regarding teacher evaluation®,rttean score was mid-way between
3 and 4 but rounded up resulting in a qualitatigkig of “slightly disagree.” Scale 3.1
(role clarity regarding leader teaming) resultethia mean score of 2.64, which is closest
to “slightly agree.” Scale 3.2 item 15, the fissibscale of role clarity (I have clear job-
related goals) produced a score of 2.46, whiclosest to “agree.” The mean score for
the second role clarity subscale S3.3 item 20\elaclear idea of the duties and tasks
required to achieve my goalsips the lowest mean of 1.72, but still closestgrée.”
Finally, Scale 4 (MYPC professional efficacy) prodd a mean of 1.94, which was also

close to “agree.”
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Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for Continuous Variables

Scales/Indicators N Mean SD Interpretatiofi
S1FIL 112 2.23 1.18 agree
Commitment to

DL

S2.1 FIL Support 111 2.12 .93 agree
for MYPC

general

S2.2 FIL Support 111 3.46 1.69 slightly
for MYPC

regarding teacher agree/slightly
evaluations disagree
S3.1 Role Clarity 111 2.64 1.15 agree/slightly
regarding leader agree
teaming

S3.2 Q15: | have 112 2.46 1.31 agree/slightly
clear job-related agree
goals.

S3.3 Q20: | have 113 1.72 .83 agree

a clear idea of the
duties and tasks
required to
achieve my goals

S4 MYPC 111 1.94 .62 agree
professional self-
efficacy

Valid N (list wise) 111

®The Interpretation column provides the closestitatale anchor for the mean score on each
scale. In some cases, the mean score is betweesnihors, so both anchors are given. For
example, a mean of 3.46 for Scale S2.2 is betweehaas of slightly agree and slightly disagree.

Research Question 1: MYPCs Perceptions of FILs’ Comitment and Support
Tables 8 and 9 provide the data to answer Res€areltion 1: Is there a
relationship between MYPCs'’ perceptions of the Fissmmitment to DL and MYPCs’

perception of support from their FILs? For thenit, support was divided into two

subscales: (a) support in general and (b) suppgérding teacher evaluations.
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Table 8

Coefficients for FIL Support (General) Regressedontrol Predictors and FIL
Commitment to Distributed Leadership

Predictor Unstandardized Standardized
B B

School size -.06 -.07
Number of people on .02 .02
leadership team

School type .01 .07
Profit vs. nonprofit A1 .03
IBAEM vs. IBA vs. AP -.00 -.02

FIL Commitment to DL 69 88"

p < .0005

The interpretation of the unstandardi&doefficient is as follows: as the FIL
commitment to DL as perceived by the MYPC rises poiet, the support of the MYPC
in general increases by .69 points. This is angtrelationship. The standardizBd
coefficient of .88 is squared to reveal that 77%hefvariance in FIL support (general)
can be explained by variation in FIL commitmenbDio. This effect is significant gi <
.0005. When FILs are perceived as being commitidal, the MYPC perceives them to
be more supportive in general. None of the comtretlicators were significant
predicators of FIL support in general. This iemreted as indicating that the link
between FIL commitment to DL and FIL support of tm®rdinator cannot be explained
by any of the third variable possibilities (schede, number of people on the leadership
team, school type, profit versus not-for-profitddB region).

The statistical analysis showed a significant défeee between the private
international and public state schools on the Wia-IL support regarding teacher

evaluations. The mean score in private internatisohools on FIL support of MYPC in
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the area of teaching evaluations was 2.80 (SD &) L&rresponding to a score of slightly
agree. The mean score for public state schoodwiaks(SD = 1.5). This score
corresponds to a score of slightly disagree. Theseanean scores were significantly
different from each other. The mean score forgigwational schools was 3.45 (SD =
1.82). This score corresponds to a qualitativerpretation of neutral, which is not
statistically significantly different from eithef the other two school types.

Table 9

Coefficients for FIL Support (Teacher EvaluatioR&gressed on Control Predictors and
FIL Commitment to Distributed Leadership

Predictor Unstandardized Standardized
B B

School size .04 .03
Number of people on -.09 -.05
leadership team

School type 12 35
Profit vs. nonprofit .18 .03
IBAEM vs. IBA vs. AP -.03 -.08

FIL Commitment to DL 55 .38”

“p <.0001.” p < .0005.

The unstandardizel coefficient showed that as the FIL commitment to DL
increases by one point, FIL support regarding teaekialuations increases by .55 points.
The standardizeB coefficient is .38. When converted to a percentétgs becomes
14%. The interpretation is that 14% of the valigbin FIL support regarding teacher
evaluation can be explained by FIL commitment ta D other words, as FILs become
more committed to DL, MYPCs feel a higher levekapport regarding their
involvement in teacher evaluations. In fact, thedgctor variable explains 14% of this
increase. This effect is significamt € .005). However, there is still a large amount o
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the variation in FIL support regarding teacher eatibn (86%) that is not explained by
the model. One control variable (school type) alas significantly linked to FIL
support regarding teacher evaluation. Howevemdadype does not explain the
relationship between FIL commitment to DL and Filpport of program coordinators in
the area of teacher evaluations.

Research Question 2: FILs’ Support and Role Clarity

Tables 10 and 11 provide the data which were used$wer Research Question
2: Is there a relationship between the MYPCs’ petioas of the FILs’ support of them
and the perceived clarity of their role. For thegoses of this analysis, role clarity was
divided into three categories: (a) leader teamibpjob goals, and (c) job tasks. The
regression coefficients are provided in Tablesl10and 12.

The interpretation of the unstandardized coefficiems follows: as the FIL
support of MYPC in general rises one point, the NCYiBle clarity regarding leader
teaming goes up almost a full point (.99 pointgjith regard to FIL support of MYPC
regarding teacher evaluations, when this coefftdilses by one point, the MYPC role
clarity regarding leader teaming also goes up diftg.

The standardized regression coefficient for FILmarpof MYPC in general is
.80. When that number is squared, it becomesn@4anverts to 64%. The
interpretation is that 64% of the variability in NPC role clarity regarding teaming can
be explained by FIL support of MYPC in general.isléffect is significanfp < .0005).
The standardized score for FIL support of MYPC rdiygy teacher evaluations is .14.
When converted to a percentage, this becomes 2%.inferpretation is that 2% of the

variability in MYPC role clarity regarding teamimgn be explained by FIL support of
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MYPC regarding teacher evaluations. Although tifece was significant in the context

of the full model, the effect disappeared whenrduected a post hoc analysis. This often
happens when analyzing complex models with a hagirek of multicollinearity (i.e.,
when the independent variables in the model afeyigprrelated).

Table 10

Coefficients for MYPC Role Clarity Regarding Lead@eaming Regressed on Control
Predictors and FIL Support of MYPC

Predictor Unstandardized Standardized
B B

School size .03 .03
Number of people on .06 .05
leadership team
School type -.04 -.16
Profit vs. nonprofit .32 .08
IBAEM vs. IBA vs. AP -.02 -.06
FIL Support of MYPC in .99” .80~
General
FIL Support of MYPC .09 14
Regarding Teacher
Evaluations

'p<.05. " p<.0005

The interpretation of the unstandardized coefficfenrole clarity regarding job
goals is as follows: as the FIL support of MYP@eéneral goes up one point, the MYPC
role clarity pertaining to job goals goes up .7&p With regard to FIL support of
MYPC regarding teacher evaluations, when this adefit goes up by one point, the
MYPC role clarity pertaining to job goals also gogs.22 points. The standardized

coefficient for FIL support of MYPC in general 5. When that is squared, it becomes
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.30 and converts to 30%. The interpretation i$ 3086 of the variability in MYPC role

clarity pertaining to job goals can be explained-tly support of MYPC in general. This

effect is significant ap < .0005. The standardized coefficient for FIL goi of MYPC

regarding teacher evaluations is .28 points. Witprared, it becomes .08 and converts

to 8%. The interpretation is that 8% of the valigbin MYPC role clarity pertaining to

job goals can be explained by FIL support of MYRGarding teacher evaluations. The

significance level ip < .01.

Table 11

Regression of Role Clarity Pertaining to Job Gaatsl Tasks Regressed on Control
Predictors and FIL Support of MYPC

Predictor Unstandardized Standardized
B B
Role Clarity pertaining to Job Goals
School size .05 .04
Number of people on -.07 -.05
leadership team
School type -.05 -.16
Profit vs. nonprofit .28 .06
IBAEM vs. IBA vs. AP -.03 -.09
FIL Support of MYPC in 78" 557
General
FIL Support of MYPC 22" 28"
Regarding Teacher
Evaluations
Role Clarity Pertaining to Job Tasks
School size -.07 -.10
Number of people on -.01 -.01
leadership team
School type -.00 -.02
Profit vs. nonprofit -.38 -.13
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Predictor Unstandardized Standardized

B B
IBAEM vs. IBA vs. AP -.05 -23
FIL support of MYPC in 31 34"
general
FIL support of MYPC .03 .05

regarding teacher evaluations

p<.05. "p<.001.

The interpretation of the unstandardized coefficfenrole clarity regarding job
tasks is as follows: as the FIL support of MYP@é@neral goes up one point, the MYPC
role clarity pertaining to job tasks goes up .3 In this instance, FIL support of
MYPC regarding teacher evaluations was not sigaific The standardized coefficient
for FIL support of MYPC in general is .34. Whenmtls squared, it becomes .12 and
converts to 12%. The interpretation is that 12%hefvariability in MYPC role clarity
pertaining to job goals can be explained by FiLpgrpof MYPC in general. This effect
is significant ap < .001.

The significant effect linked to the regions wasa®ws: the mean score on this
variable had the Asia Pacific region with a sigrdfitly greater mean than the Americas.
This effect was explained by the fact that in tleaPacific region, the mean was 1.32
(SD = .55). The value 1.32 corresponds with “ggigragree.” In contrast the mean
score for the Americas was 1.90, (SD = .86), witiciresponds to “agree.” There was
more agreement to the variable role clarity pemaino job tasks in the Asia Pacific
region than in the Americas.

Research Questions 3A and 3B: The Links Among Rol@larity and Professional
Self-Efficacy

Table 12 provides the data which will answer Regegruestions 3A and 3B: Is

there a relationship between MYPCs'’ perceptiorhefdlarity of their role and their
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sense of their own professional self-efficacyhédre is a relationship as stated in 3A,
does role clarity mediate the impact of perceiviidFsupport on professional self-
efficacy?

Table 12

Coefficients for MYPC Professional Self-EfficacgiResed on the Control Predictors,
Role Clarity, and FIL Support of the MYPC

Predictor Model 3A Model 3B1 Model 3B2
School size 0812° .04/.07 .05/.09
Number of people on -.03/-.05 -.00/-.01 .00/.01
leadership team
School type .01/.08 -.00/-.02 .00/.01
Profit vs. nonprofit -.09/-.04 -.14/-.07 -.09/-.04
IBAEM vs. IBA vs. .01/.09 -.00/-.02 .01/.06
AP
Role clarity regarding .141.27 -.03/-.06
leader teaming
Role clarity regarding .23/.32" .20/.27
tasks
Role clarity regarding 121.27 11/.23
goals
FIL support of MYPC .39/.60" .28/.42
in general
FIL support of MYPC .05/.13 .02/.06
regarding teacher
evaluations

p<.05.” p<.0005.%Unstandardize®. °Standardized®.

In Table 12 Model 3A, | regressed MYPC professiaadf-efficacy on the
control predictors and role clarity. The first ffagent in the column is the
unstandardize® and the second coefficient in the column is thedardized. None of

the control predictors was significantly relatecctmrdinator professional self-efficacy.
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All three of the role clarity indicators significéypredicted professional self-efficacy
such that greater role clarity was linked to greptefessional self-efficacy. Less role
clarity was linked to lower levels for professiosalf-efficacy. The strongest of the
three role clarity variables was role clarity regdjag tasks. As role clarity regarding
tasks increased by one point, professional seilfaafy increased by .23 points.
Moreover, role clarity regarding tasks accountedlféo of the variance in professional
self-efficacy. Role clarity regarding teaming agcted for 7% of the variation in
professional self-efficacy. Role clarity regardiggls accounted for another 7% of the
variance in professional self-efficacy. In tothk three role clarity variables accounted
for 24% of the variance in professional self-eftiza

For Model 3B1, a similar pattern emerged with thatml predicators as none of
them were linked to professional self-efficacyL Bupport in general and concerning
teaching evaluations was also included in this rhadd only FIL support in general was
significantly linked to professional self-efficacs FIL support in general increased by
one point, professional self-efficacy increased3®/points. Moreover, FIL support in
general accounted for 36% of the variance on psifesl self-efficacy.

Finally, | examined Model 3B2. The logic of thi©del was to test whether the
impact of FIL support on professional self-efficaggs either partially or completely
mediated by the role clarity variables (role clari#ggarding leader teaming, tasks, and
goals). Once again, none of the control prediatas significantly linked to
professional self-efficacy. As hypothesized, rdbeity regarding tasks and goals
significantly predicted professional self-efficaciRole clarity regarding tasks accounted

for 7% of the variance in professional self-effigadRole clarity regarding goals
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accounted for 5% of the variance in professiontileféicacy. In total, role clarity
regarding tasks and goals explained 12% of themee in professional self-efficacy.
FIL support in general was significant linked tofessional self-efficacy, accounting for
18% of the variance in professional self-efficadhere was a reduction from 36% of the
variance explained in Model 3B1 to only 18% of lagiance explained in Model 3B2.
Thus, | concluded that some of the impact of Flppart on professional self-efficacy is
direct and some of the impact of support on prodess self-efficacy is indirectly linked
and is mediated through the variable, coordinatalg’ clarity.
Structural Equation Model and Model Fit Indices

As a result of testing Models 3A, 3B1, and 3B2phcluded that there was a
direct and indirect path from MYPC'’s perceptiong-tif support to their perceptions of
their own professional self-efficacy (Figure 3)ll the other paths in the model were as |
had hypothesized them. Because of this discotleeynext step was to submit the entire
model to a structural equation-modeling test ofiing AMOS software program. |
examined four indices of model fit. The first ixdeas called th€hi-squaredivided by
degrees of freedoindex (symbolized as CMIN/DF g#/df). Wheaton, Muthén, Alwin,
& Summers (1977) suggested that the researcheruterapelative chi-square/df test.
They suggest a ratio of approximately five or f&ssbeginning to be reasonable.” They
stated, however, that in their experieng&df ratios in the range of 2to 1 or 3to 1 are
indicative of an acceptable fit between the hypiithémodel and the sample data”
(Carmines & Mclver, 1981, p. 80)'he value for my model was 1.85 and thus |

concluded based on this index that the data fitrtbdel.
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Next, | looked at the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) atiet comparative fit index
(CFI). The typical range for TLI lies between @dh TLI values close to 1 indicate
very good fit. The CFI ranges from 0 to 1. CFlues close to 1 indicate a very good fit
(Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999). The criterion for a gbfit for a relatively small sample,
which describes the current sample, is .90 or miheHuang personal communication,
23 June 2013). The values of the data were .88liband .90 for CFI. Although the
TLI index was slightly below the criterion, givelmat the CMIN/DF indicated a fit, |
concluded that these two indices also led to timelosion that the data fit the model.

Finally, the root mean square of approximation (FM$was examined, where

...a value of RMSEA of about .05 or less would intéca close fit of the model

in relation to the degrees of freedom. This figgrbased on subjective judgment.

It cannot be regarded as infallible or correct,ibuhore reasonable than the

requirement of exact fit with RMSEA = 0. We arsabf the opinion that a value

of about .08 or less for the RMSEA would indicateasonable error of
approximation and would not want to employ a madéh RMSEA greater than

.1. (Browne & Cudek, 1993, p. 136)

The RMSEA for my model was .09, which was acceptéigicause it was less
than the .1 criterion for an acceptable fit asseby Browne and Cudek (1993).

In sum, three of the four indicators reached tliterdon levels for an acceptable
or very good fit. | conclude that the data fit thedel based on both the quantitative
indices and based on the power of the logic ansiope experience and observations that
drove the development of the model. These perspdriences and observations were

validated by three out of four empirical fit indeceMoreover, the one fit index that did
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not reach the criterion for\eery good fitf(TLI = .88) is very close to the criterion of .90.
The causal model and the measurement model arenpeelsin Figure 3. All coefficients

represent the standardized effects.
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Figure 3 Causal model and measurement model for theteffammmitment to
distributed leadership on coordinators’ profesdicedf-efficacy.
Explanation of Figure 3

The latent variables are represented as ovalgiiberved variables are
represented as rectangles. The latent varialjessent the causal model and the
observed variables represent the measurement moteésnumbers on each path
represent the standardized direct effects. Thel&tent variable, FIL commitment to DL
(FIL_DL), was measured with four observed varialfl®s 1 through DL_4). The factor

loadings for the measured variables ranged fronta933. The strongest loading, .93,
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was for DL_2 (I feel my FIL understands the coneegdtdistributional leadership). Each
observed variable has an error term. This is lmao variable can be measured
perfectly; there is always some degree of erronéasurements of this type. The
standardized direct effects are interpreted theesaay as standardized regression
coefficients. So, for example, the coefficient@ on the path from FIL commitment to
DL (FIL_DL) to support for MYPC, general (FIL_SPTghould be squared and
converted to a percent, showing that FIL_DL ex@d&0% of the variation in FIL_SPTg.
The second latent variable, FIL_SPTg or FIL supfmrMYPC, general was
measured with six observed variables (FIL_SPTludind=IL_SPT6). The factor
loadings for the measured variables ranged fronta861. The strongest loading, .85,
was for FIL_SPT6 (I have an appropriate level dbaamy in decision making). The
standardized direct effect is interpreted as fafioWhe coefficient of .93 on the path
from support for MYPC, general (FIL_SPTg) to rolarity with respect to leadership
teaming (Role_CLL) shows that FIL_SPTg explaing%&f the variation in Role_CLL.
The third latent variable, FIL_SPTt or FIL suppfat MYPC regarding teacher
evaluations was measured with two observed vasablk_SPT7 (My FIL encourages
me to participate in summative evaluations of teasghand FIL_SPT8 (My FIL
encourages me to participate in formative evaluatiof teachers). The factor loadings
for the two variables were similar at .87 for SRnd .88 for SPT8. However, the
standardized direct effect of the coefficient oa giath from FIL commitment to DL
(FIL_DL) to FIL support for MYPC regarding teacharaluations (FIL_SPTt) was .43
showing that FIL commitment to DL explains only 1&¥the variation in FIL support

for MYPC regarding teacher evaluations.
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Regarding the causal link on the path betweenateat variable FIL support for
MYPC, general (FIL_SPTQg) to the observed variable clarity regarding clear job
related goals (Role_CL1), the standardized dirfeteof the coefficient was .67
showing that FIL support for MYPC, general explad®$6 of the variation in role clarity
regarding clear job related goals. The path batviEk support for MYPC, general
(FIL_SPTQg) to role clarity pertaining to tasks ahdies (Role_CL2) has a coefficient of
.33 indicating that FIL Support for MYPC, Generapkins only 11% of the variation in
role clarity pertaining to tasks and duties.

The fourth latent variable, Role_CLL or role clanitith respect to leadership
teaming, was measured with four observed varigiiete_CL3 through Role_CLS6).

This latent variable did not have a direct pattheother latent variables. The factor
loadings for the measured variables ranged fronta928. The strongest loading for this
variable, .92, was for Role_CL4 (People on theédeslaip team respect each other’s areas
of expertise).

The fifth latent variable, efficacy or professiosalf-efficacy, was measured with
five observed variables (Efficacy 1 through Effig&). The factor loadings for the
measured variables ranged from .73 to .59. Thestramgest loadings (at .73) were for
Efficacy 1 (I am a pedagogical leader in my schaol) Efficacy 2 (I am a change agent
in my school). The path from FIL_SPTg to efficdms a coefficient of .65. The
standardized direct effect shows that FIL_SPTgarpl42% of the variation in efficacy.
The path from Role_CL2 or role clarity pertainitogtasks and duties to professional self-
efficacy has a standardized direct effect coeffice .32. This shows that role clarity

pertaining to tasks and duties explains 10% of/tiréation in professional self-efficacy.
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After computing the direct effects as explainedweh@nd in order to compute the
total effects of the variables, | computed theriect effects. Firstly, | considered the
paths of the indirect effect of support on efficadhe two indirect paths are as follows:
The effect of support on Role_CL2 is .33. The affef Role_CL2 on efficacy is .32 and
when multiplied together the effect of the pathsevd1l. When the indirect path (.11)
was added to the direct path (.65), the resultavasal effect of .76 and squared was .58.
Thus, the total effect of FIL support explains 58fthe variation in efficacy.

I next computed the indirect effects of FIL comngmhon role clarity regarding
clear job-related goals (Role_CL1). The indireaths are as follows: The effect of
FIL_DL on FIL_SPTtis .43. FIL_SPTton Role_CL11¥. Multiplied together, the
effect of the paths is .07. The effect of FIL Dh.BIL_SPTg is .95 and SPTg on
Role_CL1 is .67. Multiplied together the effecttbése paths is .64. When the two
indirect paths are added together, the result watbeffect of .71 and squared was .50.
Thus, the total effect of FIL_DL explains 50% oéthariation in role clarity regarding
clear job-related goals.

To obtain the total effects of FIL_DL to role clgriregarding tasks and duties
(Role_CL2), | computed the two indirect paths, vihéce as follows: The effect of
FIL_DL on FIL_SPTgis .95 and FIL_SPTg on Role_G&233. Multiplied together, the
effect of these paths is .31, which is .10 wherasegl. Thus, the total effect of FIL_DL
explains 10% of the variation in role clarity redjaig tasks and duties.

Regarding the total effects of FIL_DL to role ctgniegarding teaming
(Role_CLL), | computed the two indirect paths, whare as follows: The effect of

FIL_DL on FIL_SPTgis .95 and FIL_SPTg on Role_OEL93. Multiplied together,

79



the effect of these paths is .88, which is .77 wégumared. Thus, the total effect of
FIL_DL explains 77% of the variation in role clarittgarding teaming.

Finally, | computed the total effect of FIL_DL ongfessional self-efficacy. The
two indirect paths are as follows: The effect df FDL on FIL_SPTg is .95. The effect
of FIL_SPTg on efficacy is .65. Multiplied togeth#ée effect of the two paths is .62.
The effect of FIL_DL on FIL_SPTg is .95. The effe€ on FIL_SPTg on Role_CL2 is
.33 and the effect of Role_CL2 on efficacy is .32ultiplied together, the effects of the
three paths are .10. When the two indirect pattr@\added together (.62 +.10), the
result was a total effect of .72 and squared was Thus, the total effect of FIL
commitment to DL explains 52% of the variation ffiGacy.

Tables 13 to 15 contain the standardized totateffor the data fitting the causal
model of the effect of commitment to DL on coordora’ professional self-efficacy.
Tables H to J (Appendices H to J) contain the untkstedized total, direct, and indirect
effects, respectively, for the data fitting the salumodel of the effect of commitment to
DL on coordinators’ professional self-efficacy. bles K and L (Appendices K and L)
contain the standardized and unstandardized regnessefficients for the model,
respectively. These are useful because one canirxahe significance level associated
with each coefficient. In these tables, threeraite represent a significance levelpof

.0005.
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Table 13

Standardized Total Effects for the Data Fitting @&usal Model of the Effect of Commitment to Distieéd Leadership on
Coordinators’ Professional Self-Efficacy

FIL_SPTt
FIL_SPTg
Role_CLL
Role_CL2
Role_CL1
Efficacy
Efficacyl
Efficacy2
Efficacy3
Efficacy4
Efficacy5
Role_CL6
Role_CL5
Role_CL4
Role_CL3

81

FIL_DL? FIL_SPT? FIL_SPT{ Role_CLL® Role_CLZ Role_cLi Efficacy’
430 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
955 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
.886 .000 928 .000 .000 .000 .000
315 .000 330 .000 .000 .000 .000
712 169 670 .000 .000 .000 .000
727 .000 761 .000 323 .000 .000
530 .000 555 .000 235 .000 729
533 .000 559 .000 237 .000 734
432 .000 453 .000 192 .000 595
357 .000 374 .000 159 .000 491
488 .000 511 .000 217 .000 671
695 .000 728 785 .000 .000 .000
789 .000 827 .891 .000 .000 .000
819 .000 .858 925 .000 .000 .000
740 .000 775 .835 .000 .000 .000



FIL_DL? FIL_SPT? FIL_SPT{ Role_CLL® Role_CLZ Role_cLi Efficacy’

FIL_SPT7 374 .870 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT8 377 .878 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT6 .815 .000 .854 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT5 .662 .000 .694 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT4 .755 .000 791 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT3 .677 .000 .709 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT2 .567 .000 .594 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT1 762 .000 .798 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_4 .900 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_3 915 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_2 .928 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_1 .730 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

FIL_DL®= FIL’s commitment to distributed leadership, FIL T8P= FIL’s support for MYPC regarding teacher evaloasi, FIL_SPTf= FIL's
support for MYPC, general, Role_CYE Role clarity regarding leader teaming, Role_&tRole clarity regarding tasks and duties, Role_'CL1
= Role clarity regarding goals, and EfficAeyProfessional self-efficacy
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Table 14

Standardized Diredtffects for the Data Fitting the Causal Model of téffect of Commitment to Distributed Leadership on

Coordinators’ Professional Self-Efficacy

FIL_DL?® FIL_SPT? FIL_SPT{ Role_CLL Role_CLZ Role_CL1 Efficacy?
FIL_SPTt 430 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPTg .955 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CLL .000 .000 928 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL2 .000 .000 .330 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL1 .000 .169 670 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacy .000 .000 655 .000 323 .000 .000
Efficacyl .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 729
Efficacy? .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 734
Efficacy3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 595
Efficacy4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 491
Efficacy5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 671
Role_CL6 .000 .000 .000 785 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL5 .000 .000 .000 891 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL4 .000 .000 .000 925 .000 .000 .000
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FIL_DL?® FIL_SPT? FIL_SPT§ Role_CLL Role_CLZ Role _CL1 Efficacy’
Role CL3 .000 .000 .000 835 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT7 .000 870 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT8 .000 878 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT6 .000 .000 854 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT5 .000 .000 694 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT4 .000 .000 791 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT3 .000 .000 709 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT2 .000 .000 594 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT1 .000 .000 798 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_4 .900 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_3 915 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_2 928 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_1 730 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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Table 15

Standardized IndiredEffects for the Data Fitting the Causal Model of taffect of Commitment to Distributed Leadership on
Coordinators’ Professional Self-Efficacy

FIL_DL? FIL_SPT? FIL_SPTJ Role_CLL® Role CLZ Role_CL1 Efficacy?
FIL_SPTt .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPTg .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CLL .886 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL2 315 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL1 712 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacy 727 .000 107 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacyl 530 .000 555 .000 235 .000 .000
Efficacy2 533 .000 559 .000 237 .000 .000
Efficacy3 432 .000 453 .000 192 .000 .000
Efficacy4 357 .000 374 .000 159 .000 .000
Efficacy5 488 .000 511 .000 217 .000 .000
Role_CL6 695 .000 728 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL5 789 .000 827 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL4 819 .000 .858 .000 .000 .000 .000
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FIL_DL? FIL_SPT? FIL_SPT§ Role_CLL® Role CLZ Role_cL1 Efficacy’

Role_CL3 .740 .000 775 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT7 374 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT8 377 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT6 .815 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT5 .662 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT4 .755 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT3 677 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT2 .567 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT1 762 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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In sum, the findings allowed me to construct a nhofiéhe relationships of the
variables around MYPC perceptions of the leadershigronment of their school and
how it impacted their perceptions of their abitibyperform the duties of their specific
role as MYPC. All hypotheses were supported indéia and the full model (integrating
all hypotheses) was also supported.

Qualitative Analysis

Content analysis of the open-ended question (Witditianal support, and from
whom, would improve your ability to carry out yaule as an MYPC?) mirrored the
analysis employed in the pilot studyhe analysis of the responses included
identification of themes. For each theme, specifimments were listed from the
responses in support of the theme (Appendix M).o Trwestigators undertook the
identification of the themes independently. Aftez independent thematic analysis, the
investigators met and discussed the interpretatithe answers. A final set of themes
was identified and agreed upon through this disonss
Thematic Analysis

The number and percentage of people who provided@onse containing each
theme is reflected in Table 16. Eighty-four peagleponded to the open-ended question,
but there were 111 themed responses, as some peapemore than one comment.
The thematic analysis revealed four major thene, trole clarity, FIL understanding,
and support. Subthemes emerged from two of thmekerole clarity and support. The
three role clarity subthemes were role clarityhia school, clarity of role definition, and
clarity from the IB. The four support subthemesevelL support needed, FIL support

positive, support from others in the school, angpsut from outside the school.
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Numbers in parentheses in the right-hand columfabie 16 represent the
percent of comments that pertained to each subthémihis column, only the
percentages associated with theme level commdmp@rcentages in bold font) were
summed 100%. The percentages associated withesubtlevel comments (the
percentages given in parentheses) were not includgag calculation of the total
because doing so would effectively count the paeges twice. Note that the
percentages at the subtheme level (those in paszghcan be added together to equal
the percentages that appear directly above thenedheme level (in bold). For
example, the percentages for the three subtheraédemnments for role clarityn(= 8 +
8 + 7) adds to the theme level percentage foraialety (n = 23).

The numbers under the column heading “Themnjerépresent the number of
comments exemplifying each theme. The numbersruhdecolumn heading “Subtheme
(n)” represent the number of comments exemplifyinghesubtheme. Note that some
themes are broken out into subthemes. For exatt@eheme role clarity had 26
responsesn(= 26) and subsumed three subthemes: role clarigghiool, role clarity
regarding definition, and role clarity from the IB.

Qualitative Findings

Time. Not surprisinglythe need for more tim@as a popular response to the
guestion: “What additional support, and from whavould improve your ability to carry
out your role as an MYPC?” Some MYPCs simply resjeal with a statement that
“more time” was needed for them to do their job eneffectively. They cited issues such

as lack of time to be a pedagogical leadenk collaboratively with colleagues, and
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provide in-house training and a heavy teaching,laadll hindering them from being
effective in their roles. Such comments representerns expressed in this theme:
e “l do not feel that | am fulfilling my pedagogict@adership role because | do not
have the time to do so.”
e “The teaching load for MYP coordinator must be stiat the coordinator can do
justice to the job.”
e “If I'm released from responsibilities that intedawvith the time required to
implement and improve our MYP program.”
One respondent stated getting more time next yshmnas thus excited at the
prospect of being able to lead in the role.

Table 16

Open-Ended Question: What Additional Support, arahWhom, Would Improve Your
Ability to Carry Out Your Role as an MYP Coordimr&oNumber and Percentage of
Comments for Each Theme and Subtheme

Themes Themenj Subthemen) Sample %o)

Time 18 17
Role clarity 26 23

Clarity of role in 9 8)

school

Clarity of role 9 (8)

definition

Clarity from IB 8 @)
More FIL 7 6
understanding
FIL support 20 18

More needed 11 (10)

Has been positive 9 (8)
Support from others 40 36

In the school 22 (20)

Outside of school 18 (16)
Totaln 111 100
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Role clarity. Comments about role clarity in the qualitative dagafirmed the
results of the quantitative data. Role clarity wasmportant component for MYPCs to
carry out their jobs more effectively. Qualitatiesponses indicated that MYPCs
believed they needed clear goals to be effective those goals must be articulated by
their FIL. Comments in this theme included:

e “Clear communication, as well as clear professignalance [from my FIL]
would improve a lot my ability to carry out the M¥B role.”
e “Additional support would include improved commuttioa with FILs.”

Other comments on role definition spoke to the rteatkfine a coherent plan for
clarity, and to define responsibilities by rolegsifically those of assistant principal (not
all schools had this role) and MYPQ hree respondents saw their dual roles as MYPC
and assistant principal (Flldonfusing in defining their role. The three respemnts
further commented that having two roles meant these unable to give the role of
MYPC the time and attention they felt it deserved.

Finally, clarity of theroles within the leadership team was seen as aoriamut
component to help MYPCs carry out their roles. peeslents further commented on the
need for morelarity from the IB:

e “The biggest obstacle is the IB.”

e “From IB, specifically clear job goals, and a matedénat a MYPC can only teach
so many hours/classes.”

e “The IB working better to supply us with better informatiofhe IB having a

better understanding of curriculum.”
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e “A clearer description of the role and its implicaus by the IB including the
number of hours and type and function relationsihilgadership in others.”
MYPCs felt that clearer guidelines and help in gahttom the 1B would allow

for better execution of their roles. These commamné further discussed in Chapter 5.

FIL understanding. There was a general request from the coordinatorthé
FILs to become more knowledgeable about the progr@me respondent suggested the
FILs would benefit from being in the coordinatokerpreviously in order to understand
the nature and philosophy of the MYP. Another cantad that most FILs do not
understand the MYPC role and “therefore at timesitfricacy and time-consuming
nature of the job is not fully appreciated.” Thmronents were consistent with the
guantitative data that showed when FILs boughttinéoconcept of DL, the MYPC
perceived them to be more supportive in genefdfils were not committed to DL, then
MYPCs felt they were not supported in their role.

Support. The area of support yielded the greatest overgfioese rate and was
categorized into the following subthemes: FIL suppmositive comments on support,
and support from within and outside of the schddlY PCs frequently commented on a
need for more support from the FIL. This is corsiswith the MYPCs’ perceptions of
the need for FILs’ understanding of the MYPC roRespondents noted that the FIL, as
the main decision maker, was the one in a positiailocate extra time, find the funds
for professional development, and support intergis@ry units, among other things.

One MYPC reported to three FILs and felt that noh#hem could give the

support needed to be more effective in the MYPE&.ré\nother MYPC stated that the
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FIL was not supportive, but felt that it was be@aka lack of the FIL's understanding
for the program.

There were nine positive comments on FIL suppBdr example, one comment
was, ‘Actually, my boss is a born leader who enjoys waugkin a shared leadership,
enabling us to develop our practice in a confider@nner] and make our own
decisions.” Other MYPCs commented on positive 8capport and strong leadership
teams. A second positive comment statedm completely supported in my role. The
leadership team works genuinely as a team and evere® to express our opinions and to
disagree with each other to ensure that we arealrébouthe learning experiences we
provide students. This is our main focus.” Thismnent speaks to one of the guiding
hypotheses of the current study and is consistéhttive part of the causal model that
shows when MYPCs are supported by the FIL, theypiecclear about the tasks of their
role, and this leads to greater MYPC professioaHiefficacy.

Other areas within the school where many MYPCscateid greater support
would be helpful ranged from the need to have rserzetarial help with the many
administrative tasks, to having other teachersestieir workload. An example of this
was to have a teacher be responsible for the palrposject. Two IB continuum schools
employed a curriculum coordinator to oversee thekvab the IB coordinators and this
was viewed as a positive step. Some MYPCs stawdrteeded help from other middle-
level leaders (e.g., subject area leaders) todahy out their duties. Other comments
indicated there was insufficient commitment frora thachers and the school
community. For example, one comment in this categ@s as follows: “The lack of

buy in among the staff makes it difficult to do oy effectively.”
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There were 18 comments concerning the need for M3URport outside of
school. One area where MYPCs felt there was a feresipport was from the 1B

regional office. Comments concerning more supfsorh the 1B included:

e ‘| feel | would like to have a specific person lutd contact through MYP for <~ - - 7| Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25", Bulleted +
Level: 1 + Aligned at: 0.75" + Indent at: 1"

items and concerns.”
‘ e “Someone from IB who touches base regularly wihike our consultant did.”

Schools which had adopted the MYP but had to adtestate regulations found
this frustrating. A response that summed this ap,y school is obsessed with
statewide required testing which is a priority ogaything IB.” MYPCs commented that
in these circumstances, they needed support frgamizations outside of the school, not
only the IB regional coordinator, but also at distlevel, state association members and
the government.
Synthesis of Qualitative and Quantitative Findings

A synthesis of the qualitative and quantitativediings allowed for further
validation and credibility of the data (Maxwell,280) Trochim &Donnelly, 2008). Role
clarity regarding leadership teaming emerged asobtige constructs measured by the
guestionnaire during the psychometric validatiomcpss. Although this construct was
not linked to MYPCs professional self-efficacy, thevas a strong, positive, direct effect
from FIL support in general (direct effect/totafesft = .93).

Moreover, there was a strong, positive, indiretgaffrom FIL commitment to
DL (indirect effect/total effect = .95 X .93 = .88According to the analysis of the
structural equation model, the data are consistiéhta model that specifies the

following chain of causality: When the FIL is maremmitted to DL, this leads to greater
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support for the MYPC, which in turn, leads to betiarity of the MYPC role with regard
to leadership teaming.

With regard to the main themes that emerged framthalitative data (the need
for more time, greater role clarity, greater Flldenstanding of DL, and more support of
the MYPC), the latter three themes reinforced pastéound in the quantitative data.

The qualitative data were consistent with the camsalel | examined in the
quantitative part of the study, which is as followW¢hen the FIL is committed to DL, this
brings about greater perceived support by MYPQhkah area of both teacher evaluation
and in general. When MYPCs feel more support aiggrteacher evaluations, this
brings about greater clarity with regard to thelgaé their role. Moreover, when
MYPCs feel greater support in general this leadgéater role clarity regarding tasks
and goals, greater feelings of job efficacy, arehggr role clarity regarding leadership
teaming. Finally, the model specifies that greedé clarity regarding tasks and duties

cause further increases in feelings of professisaelilefficacy.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion and Conclusions
Introduction

The main purpose of this study was to investigaldBMYPCs’ perceptions of
their FILs’ commitment to distributed leadershilp) the extent to which coordinators felt
supported by the instructional leaders, and (c) timse variables impacted their role
clarity and professional self-efficacy. This enmat study provided both quantitative
and qualitative support for the theory that FILshunitment to distributed leadership and
support for the MYPC would bring about greater rdbgity and improved feelings of
professional self-efficacy for the MYPC.

This chapter covers most noteworthy findings fronagter 4 and explanations
for the study conclusions. The strengths and éitiuhs of the study are also discussed.
In addition, implications for future policy and ptice are suggested and directions for
possible future research are recommended.

Key Findings and Implications

The IBMYP is a concept-based curriculum framewoithvhe objective that
learning is current, concurrent, relevant, and rimeginl (Marshman, 2010). The
program requires a change in methodology from thetemy of curriculum content to
inquiry-based learning, with a strong emphasiseactier development of learning
modules. These modules include interdisciplinarysithat enable students to grasp
international mindedness in the context of theidis. The roles of MYPCs are
important, as they help guide teachers in devetppppropriate and challenging modules

that promote critical thinking of students. | hylpesized that in order for the IBMYP
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and philosophy to be successful in schools, a Ddr@xrh would be necessary and
further that when FILs made a commitment to DLs tbuld bring about greater
support, thus empowering the MYPCs as middle-laaders. This, in turn, would have
a positive effect on student learning and achieveme&he IB advises schools to adopt a
DL model when implementing the MYP (InternationaldBalaureate Organization,
2008). If a DL model had not been embraced in gishimllowing the adoption of MYP,
and traditional hierarchical structures had rendihéypothesized the MYP would not
be delivered optimally.

The study examined the perceptions of MYPCs irthihee IB global regions and
included three categories of schools identifiedHzyIB as private international, private
national, and public state. The study collected dagarding the perceptions of MYPCs
on (a) the FILs’ commitment to formal distributionleadership, (b) support from the
FILs to the MYPCs, (c) the MYPCs' role clarity, a(d) the MYPCs’ professional self-
efficacy.

Data were collected through an online survey ragylh responses from 135
MYPCs representing 36 different countries. Of1B8& respondents, 84 MYPCs
responded to the following open-ended question: tVedbditional support, and from
whom, would improve your ability to carry out yaule as an MYP coordinator? This
allowed me to examine convergent validity of théadavhich both supported the
guantitative survey data and added further infoimnaMaxwell, 2012; Trochim &

Donnelly, 2008).
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The following research questions were used to giidestudy:

RQ1: Is there a relationship between Middle Years Pnog@aoordinators’ perceptions
of the formal instructional leaders’ commitmentistributed leadership and
Middle Years Program Coordinators’ perception gdmurt from their formal
instructional leaders?

RQ2: Is there a relationship between the Middle YeaogfRm Coordinators’
perceptions of the formal instructional leadergsurt of them and the perceived
clarity of their role?

RQ3A:Is there a relationship between Middle Year Prog€oordinators’ perception of
the clarity of their role and their sense of th@im professional self-efficacy?

RQ3B:If there is a relationship as stated in 3A, dagés clarity mediate the impact of
perceived formal instructional leaders’ supporpoofessional self-efficacy?
The theoretical model specified the following sempesof action: When FILs are

more committed to DL, this leads to MYPCs feelimgajer levels of support. This

increased support leads to increased feelingsodégsional self-efficacy and
improvements in role clarity with regard to tasksl @uties. Moreover, this improved
role clarity further enhances MYPCs’ feelings obfeissional self-efficacy. All of the
hypotheses from the research questions were s@gploytthe empirical data and were
reinforced by the qualitative data. Moreover, whigg hypotheses were taken together
and examined as a full structural equation modeéM} the causal model was consistent
with the empirical data collected.

The study’s key findings reinforced the point thas important for FILs to have

a detailed and comprehensive understanding of The findings of the study were
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consistent with previous literature that showed titghout the understanding and
support of FILs, successful implementation of DLswmlikely (Harris, 2011; Murphy et
al,, 2009). The study also reinforced the idea thhs Fhust demonstrate support of
MYPCs. According to the theory postulated in #tisdy, this support will lead to
increased clarity of role, and is crucial in hepMYPCs to do their jobs optimally, thus
leading to greater student learning and achievem®@werall, the empirical data were
consistent with the theoretical model hypothesisgghrding the causal links among FIL
commitment to DL, FIL support of MYPCs, role clgriand professional self-efficacy.
Discussion of Findings Related to Research Questidn

An analysis of the data responses to all the suguexgtions can be found in
Chapter 4.

Research Question 1: Is there a relationship betwd¥ PCs’ perceptions of the
FILs’ commitment to DL and MYPCs’ perception of o from their FILs?

Support was divided into two subscales: suppogeimeral of the MYPC and
support of the MYPC regarding teacher evaluations.

I hypothesized that when the MYPCs perceived Fhgehgreater commitment to
DL, this would lead to MYPCs’ perceptions of greagapport for them. Findings
showed a strong correlation between FIL's commitmemL and perceptions of support
by the MYPC in general, thus supporting my hypathe3 he result was also consistent
with previous literature that stated DL requireti$o support and facilitate others in
leading (Harris, 2011; Murphy et al., 2009; Scribeeal., 2007).

However, the statistical significance was not dmsisbd regarding FIL support of

MYPCs being involved in teacher evaluations. Oossfble reason to explain this
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weaker correlation could be that there are divargpmions about middle-level leaders
such as MYPCs being involved in teacher evaluatidnsnany schools, leadership tasks
are distributed to middle-level coordinators inattas except summative teacher
evaluation. The responsibility remains in the sgafithe FIL and assistant FIL, thus
maintaining a traditional system in that particidega. Data in this study appeared to
support findings in previous studies by Hulpiale(2009). Teachers indicated they
preferred to be supervised by individuals at tlghést levels of leadership within the
school. Hulpia et a{2009) concluded that supervisory roles were [eedeto be solely
the function of principals (FILs) and assistanhpipals.

Consistent with this explanation is the fact thetré was a significant difference
in the mean level of support regarding teacheruatains between the private
international and public state schools. MYPCsraigpe international schools felt more
supported than those in public state schools. réason for this could have to do with
state or government regulations. Private inteonati schools in general are not bound by
governmental restrictions regarding how they rgirtechools and distribute their
leadership. From the outset, | was aware that M¥RGlvement in teacher evaluations
was a controversial issue in many schools. | belteat MYPCs, as pedagogical leaders,
should be involved in and empowered to evaluatehi&a, as they are trained to
understand the curriculum being delivered and timasild be qualified to conduct the
evaluations. Results from the qualitative quesitaticated that some MYPCs were
involved in both formative and summative evaluagiof faculty.

Robertson’s (2011a) study on the role of the MYBrdmator in the

implementation of the MYP, their responsibilitieballenges, and opportunities as
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middle-level leaders concluded that as middle-lés@tiers, MYPCs might encounter
challenges to their leadership and authority freacthers. In such cases, the MYPCs
needed to receive supervisory support from thdintio explained the role of the
MYPC in a DL model clearly to the faculty. This widd empower MYPCs to perform
their supervisory leadership roles with clarity amhfidence. MYPCs, as leaders and
practitioners, are trained to understand the nattitee MYP framework and how best to
deliver curriculum through concept-based teachifigey are therefore best suited to be
in classrooms giving both informal and formal feadbto help teachers improve their
instructional delivery. To avoid role conflict fsdYPCs when tasked with the role of
both mentoring and evaluating teachers, the FILMNE@C as leaders must work as a
team. They should have a clear plan for the etialuprocess, which ensures that
pedagogy improves in all classrooms.

Discussion of Findings Related to Research Questié@n

Research Question & there a relationship between the MYPCs'’ perosstiof
the FILs’ support of them and the perceived claoityheir role?

Role clarity was divided into three categorieserdirity regarding leader
teaming, role clarity regarding job goals, and @ity regarding job tasks. |
hypothesized that when MYPCs perceived greateragtifiom FILs, they would have
greater role clarity. Results showed a directstatistically significant relationship
between general supports from the FIL in all thyges of role clarity.

The strongest statistical link was to role clarggarding teaming. MYPCs felt
their leadership teams communicated clearly adwudistribution of leadershipl'he

second strongest statistical relationship was waikh clarity regarding clear job-related
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goals. The data are consistent with the theorywhan a MYPC had clear goals for
their position, they perceived it was because thiirsupported them in their leadership
role. Thus, according to this theory, when MYPEls ¢onfused as to what their role was
precisely, this was partly because the FIL didprotviide enough support for them. In
these cases, there was a call from participantsléarer guidelines from the IB.

The weakest statistical relationship was to roéeitl regarding job tasks. The
study by Mayers and Zepeda (2002) found that @gahvolving duties and tasks
required to achieve goals are not clear, then raitiellel leaders undertaking these roles
experienced ambiguity and tension. These findargsconsistent with the following
proposed theory: The support of the formal instanel leader has a positive impact on
all three categories of role clarity.

The support has the strongest impact on role glarithe area of teaming and the
weakest impact on role clarity in the area of jptks. MYPCs may perceive more
support in the area of teaming and less suppdheirarea of job tasks, as FILs may be
experienced and knowledgeable in how to coordiaatedeliver leadership in general
and help the MYPC grow and develop as a membetedm. However, the FIL may
not have experience in the role of the MYPC andetioee be unable to offer guidance
about the details of the job. The impact of Flpport on all areas of role clarity is
significant. In sum, the data support the propdbkedretical proposition that when FILs
are more supportive of MYPCs, this brings aboutéases in the MYPCs feelings of role
clarity in all three areas: teaming, goals, anéidas

With regard to FIL support as it pertains to teachaluation and role clarity,

there is only one statistically significant lingain, the data were consistent with the
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following proposed theory: When FILs are more suppe of MYPCs being a part of the
teacher evaluation process, this brings about &serein MYPCs feelings of clarity
regarding their job goals. The effect is smalllatbut still it is significant. According to
Cohen (1988), effect sizes for correlations haeefttiowing cut points: less than .3 are
small, .3 to .5 are moderate in size, greater thame large. General support from the
FIL yielded more statistically significant resutedated to role clarity (e.s. = .67) than
they did for support regarding teacher evaluations.

| believe FIL general support has a stronger impaatole clarity than FIL
support regarding teacher evaluations becausea$sine regarding the desire by many
teachers who only choose to be evaluated by thkifdf references purposes and even
job security. For example, teachers often perchigdormal evaluations as a process for
hire or fire, as it is documented, signed by both parties andéhjpo their individual file.
If a situation arose where a teacher’s ability eyasstioned by a parent (e.g., having been
successfully formally evaluated by the FIL), comidke the teacher feel there was
evidence in their favor. In some internationalasilh, the formal evaluation documents
can be used for legal purposes, thus furtheringlés&e by the teacher to be evaluated
by the FIL.
Discussion of Findings Related to Research Questi@n

Research Question 3 was in two parts.

Research Question 34s there a relationship between MYPCs’ perceptibthe
clarity of their role and their sense of their oprofessional self-efficacy?

Research Question 3H:there is a relationship as stated in 3A, dode arity

mediate the impact of perceived FILs’ support oof@ssional self-efficacy?
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Research Question 3B pertained to the direct attickict effects of support on
professional self-efficacy. | had predicted thmegt impact of support would be indirect,
that is, it would be mediated through the impadhefrole clarity variable. Some of the
impact of support was indeed mediated by the rialetg variable and hence, | found
moderate support for my hypothesis. However, |inatdpredicted that such a large part
of the hypothesized impact of support would hadirect effect upon professional self-
efficacy. This was an unexpected finding in theada

Of the three role clarity variables, role clariggarding tasks and duties had the
most statistical significance. A possible reasmntliis is that there is a written job
description of MYPCs and there are certain explasks that must be completed as part
of the position. This subscale was directly ralatethemselves only: | have a clear idea
of the duties and tasks that are required to aehiey goals. To have answered they
were unclear would be a reflection on themsehather than their FILs attitude to DL.

Support (general) was much more strongly linkegradessional self-efficacy.
When MYPCs felt overall support from their FILs, &ther the FIL understood or was
committed to DL as a concept, they felt self-efficais. This response was similar to
that found in previous studies of support and efléacy in teachers (Pines & Aronson,
1981; Brouwers & Tomic, 2001). When teachersdefiported by their FIL, they
experienced self-efficacy in their job. Howevermport regarding teacher evaluations is
not as strongly linked to professional self-effiga®erhaps all of the weak statistical
relationships around the support for MYPCs andhierevaluation are a result of FILs
either not supporting the idea of MYPCs conducforgnal teacher evaluations or

lacking the desire to change in this particulanar&his might be a statistical
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manifestation of indecision. So, if FILs feel anddent about sharing authority in the
area of MYPCs conducting teacher evaluations, té®s will probably pick up on this
and may feel some ambivalence themselves. Thisvatehce may undermine their
feelings of professional self-efficacy.
Discussion of Unanticipated Findings

Although I did not predict the direct effect of gapt (general) on professional
self-efficacy, this effect did materialize. | hlgpothesized that full mediation through
role clarity would occur, because my assumption tivasin order for MYPCs to be self-
efficacious, their role would need to be clearm8mf the impact of support (general)
was mediated through role clarity (tasks), makioge of the impact due to an indirect
effect. However, not all of the impact was mediafies., indirect). Some of the impact
was direct. A possible reason for this is thate¥@ MYPC was not clear about their
role in a DL model, but felt supported by their FiLthat they were given more control
to assert leadership, this would lead to greatefiepsional self-efficacy (Heck &
Hallinger, 2009). So, even when MYPCs have sorfeeambiguity, they can still
experience feelings of professional self-efficatyhiat they may be asserting leadership
in some areas, and even though they are not seyehttve authority in this area, MYPCs
see positive effects from their efforts. Often M¥$are future FILs and this may cause
a dynamic relationship between the two leadersaandngoing process of negotiation as
both vie for leadership and authority in the school
Discussion of Qualitative Findings

The open-ended question on the questionnaire Wdisat additional support, and

from whom, would improve your ability to carry ogtur role as [an] MYP
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coordinator?” | presented a summary of the qualgadata in Chapter 4. Four major
themes emerged from the qualitative data: time, crity, FIL understanding and
support, the latter three of which were the threg \kariables in the study. The
comments from the themes in the qualitative datdicned the results of quantitative
data. Theespondents expressed the need for more clarity fihe IB organization,
stating that the IB needed to be more specific M¥PC job goals. An example of this
was the time required to do the roles assigneldnab description. Indeed the need for
more time was a recurring theme in the respon$as finding was expected as more
time is often seen as the answer for improvement.

Some MYPCs would like the amount of time to be #ztby the IB, so that
they did not have to negotiate it with their Flispecially if the FIL was not
knowledgeable about the program. One such comwasit“A clearer description of the
role and its implications by the IB including thember of hours and type and function
relationship of leadership in othersT"his comment and otheirsdicated that the MYPCs
felt that clearer guidelines and help in genemainfthe IB would allow for better
execution of their roles.

The area of support produced the greatest respatesseMYPCs commented on
the importance of FILs supporting them in theiesl They reported that FILs had the
power to make decisions and so FIL understandingeofole of a MYPC had an impact
on the MYPCs ability to carry out all the tasksuiegd. A common remark was that
FILs simply did not know anything about the MY Ptbe role of the MYPC. MYPCs
found this frustrating. Further, support from tBe(beyond clearer guidelines) and

others was identified as important. MYPCs calledsubject area leaders and area of
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interaction leaders to be more involved and supgodf them in the running of the
program. A few comments came from MYPCs who regabto two or three FILs. They
felt that not only was their role confusing, asoasequence of reporting to more than one
FIL, but that they did not get the required suppdttier. Overall, the qualitative
responses echoed the findings of the quantitativa.d

Implications for Future Policy and Practice

The findings of this study suggested it would bedjieial to use professional
development to increase awareness of DL, educatedtout the importance of DL in
21% century education, and encourage them to prabiceA previous study on middle-
level leadership resonated with this finding (May&rZepeda, 2002). Further, as well as
an increase in awareness of DL, how can FILs bghtato be supportive? Through
professional networking and development of leadpr$HiLs can reflect on their current
practice and how it may or may not reflect theitgaif a complex educational
organization. Given the nature of schools toddlys Reed to adjust how they and their
constituents view their power and authority. T¢as be achieved by openly developing
and supporting middle-level leaders and by empowettiem to have responsibility and
accountability amongst the faculty, students, aav@pt population.

The IB requires the distributed leadership modeldwools that want to be
authorized to offer any or all three of the IB pramgs: The PYP and the DP as well as
the MYP. Therefore, the IB needs to educate theadaccommunity, particularly school
leadership, at the authorization stage about tedsef the coordinator given the job
description and role definition that the organizatprescribes. There needs to be

suitable follow-up and action taken if DL is notleraced by the school and in particular,
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by the FIL. The IB organization must specify inmaaletail what a DL model is and the
definition of a pedagogical leader. To date, thly official document on pedagogical
leadership from the IB (2009) is in relation to théP. Both DL and pedagogical
leadership need further emphasis and need to kinaalitlearly in detail in the written
job description. These views were echoed in ttaitgtive responses gathered in this
study from MYPCs. Further, schools that choosadapt the IBMYP must understand
the philosophical framework of the MYP, the impaoxta of the role of the MYPC as a
pedagogical leader, and the necessity of a DL mmdalipport the MYPC in the
position.
Directions for Future Research

According to the theory supported by this resedratieased FIL commitment to
DL will increase support of MYPC, which will theadd to increased professional self-
efficacy, ultimately leading to improved studerari@ng and achievement. It was
beyond the scope of this study to test studenhiegrand achievement empirically.
However, other studies have shown that when teachgher individually or
collectively, have a high sense of self-efficadg ik associated with greater student
learning and achievement (Ashton & Web, 1986; Gadigaal., 2004; Hoy & Miskel,
2008; Midgley et al., 1989; Ross, 1992; Tschannemav et al., 1998). Future
researchers who continue this line of inquiry cdalzk at possible correlations between
middle-level leaders’ professional self-efficacyahe effect on student learning and
achievement.

Possible lines of research could include buildingodor studies on efficacy of

teachers and principals (FILs) by specifically ex@nmy the link between student
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learning and efficacy of middle-level leaders. thar, more research is needed to
explore the reasons why FILs seem to support MYfQ=® in the area of teaming and
less in the area of job tasks. A possible appréa&xploring this relationship could
include the use of quantitative methodology. Fei@searchers might attempt to
discover whether FILs who were formerly MYPCs amrenlikely to (a) adopt a DL
model with their middle-level leaders and notablyRCs and (b) allow them to
participate in the teacher evaluation processallyinthis study could be replicated with
other groups of coordinators in the IB PYP and B&ymms as well as other
instructional programs that mandate similar rol®&ny academic programs have
program leaders and it would be interesting toystumlv those leaders are integrated into
leadership teams.
Strengths and Limitations of the Study

Strengths of external validity. The results of the study are generalizable to the
accessible population from whom | drew the samplee findings are particularly
helpful with the introduction dfMYP: The Next Chaptédue to be launched in
September 2014), which is a revised, enhanced MY&ms to appeal to a larger
audience by improving the engagement of studemsf@motivation of teachers
through empowerment and ownership of the curriculum

The role of the MYPC as a pedagogical leader isenmaportant than ever.
Therefore, the results of this study are pertiterihe 1B: At the authorization and
implementation stage, the nature and purpose dfitfieé as a DL model must be clearly
understood and embraced by FILs in schools. Tiysesults are likely generalizable

to IB coordinators in the other two programs: PYi#d BP. Both positions have proximal
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similarity to the role of the MYP as middle-leveichpedagogical leaders. However,
there are some contextual differences within tlogams and the age ranges of the
students that may inhibit generalizability of thrdfngs to the PYPC and DPC in relation
to the MYPC. Lastly, the results are pertinerauty school eager to adopt a DL model.

Construct validity. The careful construction and psychometric analgéihe
research instrument in this study is very strohgsed the Delphi process to establish the
context validity and the Cronbach alphas to esthbigliability of the instrument.

Finally, | used factor analysis to establish factalidity of the instrument.

Conclusion validity. The power of the tests is .80 (Kraemer & Thiemdr@87),
and thus conclusion validity is deemed to be strdrgelected the correct statistical
methods for the type of data collected. Also,uéhaonvergent validity because the
qualitative and quantitative findings convergedlos same general conclusions.

Internal validity. The study is limited by the fact that this isanrexperimental
study. Even though the hypotheses were suppoyt#tebdata and the expected
correlations were revealed, this does not meanaheal model is correct. However, |
implemented several design tools that improvedstrength of drawing causal
inferences. One design tool was the inclusiorcohtrol predictors.” This allowed me
to eliminate many third variable explanations fog findings.

| also used analysis of covariance (in the regoasssts for Models 3B1 and
3B2) and this increased the internal validity af thesign. Finally, | implemented SEM,
which is a strong statistical tool for drawing calusferences because it allows the
researcher to tease apart the direct and indifistite between sets of variables. In

addition, SEM provides estimates of total effect®ag variables. This design provides
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moderate to strong support for the underlying camsalel. Certainly, this design which
included SEM and ANCOVAs has superior internaldifficompared to a simple
correlational study.

As mentioned, the study design was non-experimeagab typical in much of
social science research. Thus compared to animemaal study, the internal validity
was not as strong. Howevenyvasable compare the relative merits of several
hypothetical causal models based on the outcomaBIGIOVA tests. There are many
other models | could generate that might fit theadeven better than the one | postulated
in Model 3B. The gold standard for generating aletavith strong internal validity is a
randomized, controlled study. Such a study woeldnipractical, difficult, and perhaps
unethical for the current research context. Fangple, it would be unlikely that MYPCs
would be willing to participate in a study in whitiey were randomly assigned to FILs
who were supportive or FILs who were not supportiVée application of a series of
ANCOVA models and SEM were ideally suited to maxeninternal validity in the
current research context.

Further, this research would have been a lot moagyhtforward and a census
could have been undertaken of all MYPCs had thepBagstrategies been easier to
navigate. The IB was bound by law not to pasdisuserves, nor could they send the
survey for me. Added to this, when | attempteddntact MYPCs on the IB webpage, |
was cut off after every third attempt. | then t@ado on individual websites, which then
became an extensive undertaking to contact my giadicipant. Future research should

include sampling strategies supported by the IB.

110



Final Reflection

This research on the perceptions of middle-levedides on FIL commitment to
DL contributes to the developing body of literatoreDL. This specific study of DL in
the MYP context extends knowledge of DL in genésafocusing on the importance of a
DL model in schools following an innovative and cept-based curriculum framework.
The study concluded that DL is a powerful typeezfdership in schools, but that DL
needs to be purposefully planned if it is to hay®sitive impact on student learning and
achievement. DL deliberately sets out to addiessricreased pressures and demands on
schools by requiring a more responsive approadeaafers and their followers (Harris &
Spillane, 2008). Thus, FILs must empower peoplmiddle-level leadership positions
such as MYPCs by supporting their leadership, @@tisiaking, and control over
resources (Leithwood et al., 2009).

Ultimately, for DL to flourish in schools, FILs muse committed to and show an
understanding of the part they play in supporthmgse chosen, to take on the
coordination of the instructional program, and la¢ure of the support needed by these
coordinators. Further, DL requires ensuring cdreélection of personnel, and also that
leadership boundaries are open and fluid, chardgpgnding on the task required

The study does not claim that formal leadershipcstires are taken away or are
obsolete (Harris, 2011), rather that leadershipfimmed and redesigned to allow for
greater leadership capacity at the middle leveb(@r 2002; Harris, 2006). This study
demonstrates that in order for a distributed lestuprstructure to be successful, the 1B
effectively mandates a DL structure, and the forimadlership of the school must

recognize the extent and form of the support neéaletake it work. Eventually, the
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organization is recultured to embrace and empowedletlevel leaders, so everyone

learns that DL is essential for optimal functioningschools.
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Appendix A
The Role of the MYP Coordinator

The MYP, by its very nature and driving principlesguires whole school
discussions of basic pedagogical issues and cenkefforts in the development of
interdisciplinary activities and projects withindaacross traditional departments
(horizontal articulation) and grade levels/yeaer{jcal articulation).

All MYP schools must appoint a coordinator who @mally recruited from the
MYP teaching staff. The coordinator should hawavpn teaching ability and be able to
act as a pedagogical leader of the MYP in the dchoo

Together with the senior management of the schioelMYP coordinator is
involved in the whole school implementation of M&P and therefore, has a central
function in the organization of the programme.

The MYP coordinator maintains contact with arealéza, subject departments
and teachers, and with the IB. All IB correspormieregarding the MYP is addressed to
this coordinator.

The duties performed by MYP coordinators will vagpending on the number of
students, the general management structure, angpbef school.

In particular, MYP coordinatonsiust:

e keep up to date with andform all staff of developments and new publications

e set up systems for communication with the enticfgmsional staff to ensure
cooperation in implementing the programme in tHeost

¢ be able to communicate with the IB offices in EslgliFrench, or Spanish

e circulate to teachers and studeatselevant information received from the IB
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ensure that all regulations set by the 1B conceriiie programme and all
procedures are adhered to properly, and that allldees are met

oversee the implementation of the areas of intenra¢approaches to learning,
community and service, health and social educagiomironments, human
ingenuity) according to 1B guidelines

oversee the implementation of the published sulgpetific assessment criteria
ensure hat the concepts of international awareness aednational mindedness
permeate all subjects

provide teachers and students with guidance comgethe personal project
maintain accurate school information via the IBoimfiation system (IBIS)
ensure that the document entit@dneral regulations: Middle Years Programme

is distributed to parents.

The IB recommends that:

MYP

MYP

MYP

coordinators involve a team (implementation tearVi¥iP steering committee) in
both long-term and short-term planning within ticaaol
sufficient release time be provided for coordinatr carry out their
responsibilities
coordinators be allocated appropriate office spageipment and secretarial help
newly appointed and inexperienced coordinatorsidtMYP training workshops.
: From principles into practic€008) provides further guidance on the role of the
coordinator.

Coordinator Handbook 2012-2013
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Appendix B
Letter in English

Informed Consent Form for Distributed LeadershipvBuy

Dear MYP Coordinator,

My name is Oli Tooher-Hancock. As a candidatesfoloctorate in Educational Leadership at
Lehigh University, | am conducting doctoral reséama how the work of Middle Years Program
Coordinators’ (MYPCs) is impacted by Distributedadership (DL) in schools. The research
project will seek to investigate perceptions oyalr role as MYP Coordinator and, b) the impact
Distributed Leadership has on the work of MYPCs.

To my knowledge, it is the first time MYPCs haveshesked to participate in a survey regarding
their perceptions of their job.

One of my committee members is Malcolm Nicolson,atieof IB Diploma Program
Development and Ex-Head of the IB Middle Years Paog Development. The results of this
survey will have input into the upcoming reviewtloé IB program standards and practices. Your
participation in this research is completely voargt However, | encourage you to choose to
complete the survey. Your participation will impeothe quality of the information that is
presented to the IB.

I would truly appreciate if you would consider cdeting a web-based survey. It should only
take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. hteénd of the survey is one open-ended
question.

| assure you that the strictest confidentialityl wé maintained throughout this study.
My handling of the data will be consistent with ederal Policy for the Protection of

Human Subjects (Federal Register, 1991), and thied&tPrinciples in the Conduct of Research
with Human Participants (APA, 1982). There will e distinguishing data on the survey that
could be used to identify you or your school.

Furthermore, data will be reported in aggregatenfonly, with no identification of individuals or
schools. Please print this page for your informmategarding informed consent and reference.

If you have any questions or concerns regardirgygtidy and would like to talk to someone
other than the researcher, you are encouragectaatay advisor, Dr. Jill Sperandio
(jis204@lehigh.ed)y Susan E. Disidore at (610)758-3020 (enmgik5@lehigh.edwor Troy Boni
at (610)758-2985 (emaildb308@lehigh.eduof Lehigh University’s Office of Research and
Sponsored Programs. All reports or correspondetitbevkept confidential.

To participate you must click the “l agree to pate” link below to enter the survey and
complete it. You have a choice of answering thestjoes in English, French, Spanish, or
Mandarin.[Insert link here]

Please complete the survey by May X, 2013. Thankiy advance for your time and assistance
with this research.

Oli Tooher-Hancock
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Appendix C
Letter in Spanish
Informed Consent Form for Distributed LeadershipvBy

Estimado Coordinador de PAI (MYP),

Mi nombre es Oli Tooher-Hancock. Como candidata aloctorado en Liderazgo Educacional
en la Universidad Lehigh, estoy llevando a caboiomastigacion doctoral sobre como el trabajo
de los Coordinadores del Programa de los Afios ngios (CPAI), es impactado por el
Liderazgo Distribuido (LD) en los colegios. El pesto de investigacion, busca investigar
percepciones de a) su rol como (CPAI) y b) el inpace LD, tiene en el trabajo de los CPAIs.

Uno de los miembros de mi comité es Malcolm Nicojsiefe del IB Diploma Programa de IB
Diploma de Desarrollo y Ex Jefe del Programa deMidss Intermedios del IB. Los resultados de
esta encuesta contribuiran en la proxima revisifad normas y practicas del programa IB. Su
participacion en este proyecto de investigaciorc@apletamente voluntaria. Sin embargo, se
espera que todos los que sean posibles comple¢erclgesta para darle validez y credibilidad a la
investigacion.

Apreciaria mucho que ustedes consideraran completar encuesta virtual. Les tomarad
completarla aproximadamente sé6lo 10-15 minutos. fifdl de la encuesta hay una pregunta
abierta.

Les aseguro que se mantendra la mayor confidetathh través de este estudio. Mi manejo de
la informacién sera consistente con la PoliticagFadpara la Proteccién de los Temas Humanos
(Registro Federal, 1991) y con los Principios Hiate la Conducta de Investigacién con
Participantes Humanos (APA, 1982). No habra infardn identificatoria en la encuesta que
pueda usarse para identificarlo a usted o a sgicole

Aun mas la informacién se dara solamente en foronguata, sin identificar al individuo o a los
colegios. Por favor imprima esta pagina para farimacion en relacién a su consentimiento y
referencia.

Si tuviera preguntas o inquietudes respecto aesstelio y desearia hablar con alguna persona,
ademaés del investigador, le animaria a contad®ar dill Sperandio.

(jis204@lehigh.eduSusan E. Disidore en (610)758-3020 (correo elemodsus5@Iehigh.edu

o Troy Boni en (610)758-2985 (correo electronictii308@Iehigh.edude la Universidad de
Lehigh, Oficina de los Programas Auspiciados y deestigacion. Todos los reportes se
mantendran en reserva.

Para participar debe hacer click en la frase quediabajo para ingresar a la encuesta y
completarla.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/MYPSPANISHVERSION
Por favor sirvase completar la encuesta hasta 8]&@13.
Gracias anticipadas por su tiempo y ayuda coniegtatigacion.
Oli Tooher-Hancock
Incoming Head at The International School of Hyte India
Ed.L Candidate, Lehigh University
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Appendix D
Letter in French
Informed Consent Form for Distributed LeadershipvBuy

Cher Coordinateur MYP,

Je m’appelle Oli-Tooher-Hancock. Je suis candidatdipléme de doctorat en Administration
Educative a Lehigh University. Je poursuis ma thissdoctorat sur une analyse de I'impact de la
Direction Partagée (DP) sur le travail des Cooreinmes de colléges. (MYPC, Middle Years
Program coordinators). Ce projet de recherchesslagt & rassembler, a) la conception de votre
role de MYPC and b) I'impact que la DP peut avairwtre role de MYPC

A ma connaissance, c'est la premiére fois que P ®lIseront invités a participer a une enquéte
sur la conception de leur réle.

Un des membres de mon comité est Malcolm Nicoldwacteur du développement des
programmes pour le dipléme de I'IB et ancien daectu développement du programme pour
les "Middle Years". Les résultats de cette enqdéteont entrer dans la prochaine révision des
normes et des pratiques du programme de I'IB. \fIrécipation a ce projet de recherche est
entierement volontaire. Cependant, j'espere gpkitegrand nombre possible d'entre vous
compléteront I'enquéte, afin de donner validitérédibilité a cette recherche.

Je vous demanderai de bien vouloir compléter I'étgjélectroniquement. Cela ne devrait pas
prendre plus de dix ou quinze minutes. L’enquétesainera par une question ouverte.

Je vous assure que la plus stricte confidentiséitd maintenue durant le déroulement de
'enquéte. La gestion des données sera consisigateles Principes Fédéraux de Protection de la
Personne Humaine (Federal Register, 1991), etisifes Ethiques de Conduite de Recherche
avec Participants Humains (APA, 1982). Les donmégsermettront ni de vous identifier, ni
d’identifier votre établissement scolaire.

De plus, les données seront rapportées sous fdragee, sans identification individuelle ou
scolaire. Veuillez imprimer cette page pour réféeeat information sur le consentement informé.

Si vous avez des questions concernant cette engusbehaiteriez parler & quelgu’un d’autre que
le chercheur, je vous invite a contacter mon cdlieseiDr. Jill Sperandio (jis204@lehigh.edu),
Susan E. Disidore at (610)758-3020 (courriel: sughi@h.edu) or Troy Boni at (610)758-2985
(courriel:tdb308@lehigh.edua Lehigh University’s Office of Research and Sgmed

Programs. Tout rapport ou correspondance restefadeatiel.

Pour participer vous devez cliquer sur ci-dessaus pntrer dans I'enquéte, et la compléter.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/MYPFRENCHVERSI
Priere de compléter I'enquéte avant le Mai 29 /320
Merci a I'avance pour votre assistance et partidpadans cette recherche.
Oli Tooher-Hancock
Incoming Head at The International School of Hybex India
Ed.L Candidate, Lehigh University
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Appendix E

Revised Distributed Leadership Correlates Invgn8urvey in English

If you have received this survey, it means that lyave agreed to participate in my
research. Thank you. Please complete the follgwurvey concerning your perceptions
of leadership at your school by responding to egeh below. There are no right or
wrong answers. | am interested in your honestiopinAll data is confidential and no
one will have access to either your identity, oaryschools’ identity.

The survey consists of 36 short answer questiod®aa open question and it should
take no more than 15 minutes.

Distributed Leadership (DL) is defined as the biniddof leadership capacity by sharing
leadership activities in schools among multipledkya. DL in practice focuses upon the
interactions, rather than the actions of FILs anddfe-level leaders, such as MYPCs.

Are you currently the MYPC at your school?

fi Yes

If you answered “yes,” please go to question 2.

fi No

If you answered “No,” thank you for taking partthee survey.

Unfortunately you do not qualify as a subject. aBkdo not complete this survey.
Background Information

Demographic variables

1. How long have you worked with your current Fk.an MYPC?

2. Most items below refer to a person called therfad Instructional Leader (FIL). | am
interested in YOUR perceptions about YOUR FIL.oPtd responding to the items
below, take a moment to identify who you consiaelbé your FIL. My FIL is my
principal, my head of section, my divisional pripei, my school head, other (please
specify).

3. How long have you worked with your current FE.MYPC?
4. How long have you been an MYPC at current s¢hool

5. How long have you been an MYPC (in total)?

School structure variables

6. What is the size of your school (Total pre-K-42)
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Less than 250 students, 251-450 students, 451td@6rgs, 701- 1200 students, more
than 1200 students.

7. How many people are on the leadership team?
8. What type of school is yours?

Private international, private national, publicfsta
9. What type of school is yours?

For profit, not for profit

10. In which IB region is your current school sted?
Europe, Africa, and the Middle East

The Americas

Asia Pacific

11. In which country is your current school situgte

The Survey (which will be located on survey monkey)

Response options for FIL support for MYPC

Strongly agree, Agree, Slightly agree, Slightlyadjee, Disagree, Strongly disagree
12. I am a member of my school’s leadership teaga/no

13. Leadership is distributed in my school fortigs critical for student learning.

14. My Formal Instructional Leader (FIL) encouragess to try new practices consistent
with the MYP framework.

15. | have clear job-related goals.

16. | am a pedagogical leader in my school.

17. I am given autonomy with regards to the orgation of the time allotted to my role.
18. My FIL encourages me to help teachers in tveldpment of their units of work.

19. The term ‘change agent’ is defined as a pemdunleads change in a school by
advocating for change and by managing and plarthiegmplementation of change. |
am a change agent in my school.

20. | have a clear idea of the duties and tasksatiearequired to achieve my goals.

21. | feel my FIL understands the concepts of ithisted leadership.
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22. My FIL encourages me to look out for the peadovelfare of teachers.

23. | raise student achievement through implemgriigst practice assessment
procedures.

24. Leadership roles are clear in our school.
25. My FIL encourages me to participate in formatbservations of teachers.
26. My FIL is committed to the distribution of leardhip at our school.

27. 1 ensure that concepts of international awagaad international mindedness
permeate all subjects.

28. | have an appropriate level of autonomy in sleai-making.
29. The leadership team communicates clearly adistribution of leadership.
30. | feel my FIL and | work well together in a ¢eaship capacity.

31. My FIL supports my efforts to develop professiblearning communities for
teachers.

32. | facilitate student learning in my school.

33. The leadership team has a clear process fwibditing leadership functions
34. | feel we have an appropriate range of leadesbsitions at our school.
35. People on the leadership team respect eachistieas of expertise.

36. My FIL encourages me to participate in sumngaéivaluations of teachers.
Open-ended question.

What additional support, and from whom, would imgrgour ability to carry out your
role as a MYP coordinator?

Thank you again for your time and assistance.

Oli Tooher-Hancock, Ed.L Candidate, Lehigh Univirsi
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Appendix F
Revised Distributed Leadership Correlates Invengurgvey in Spanish
Inventario del Liderazgo Distribuido Revisado

Si ha recibido esta encuesta esto significa quelus aceptado participar en mi
investigacion. Gracias. Sirvase completar laisige encuesta sobre sus percepciones
de Liderazgo en su colegio respondiendo a cadapWN hay respuestas correctas o
incorrectas. Me interesa su honesta opinién. Tadsormacion es confidencial y nadie
tendra acceso a su identidad o a la de su colegio.

La encuesta consiste de 36 preguntas cortas yregarga abierta y no debe tomar mas
de 15 minutos.

El Liderazgo Distribuido (LD) se define como larfwacion de la capacidad de liderazgo
compartiendo las actividades de liderazgo en ltegaus entre sus multiples lideres. LD
en la practica se enfoca en las interaccionesgnras acciones de los LIFs y los Lideres
de mando medio, tales como los CPAIs.

1. Es usted actualmente el CPAI en su colegio?

fi Si
Si usted contesto6 “si”

fi No

Si usted respondi6 “No”, gracias por tomar partéasgncuesta.
Desafortunadamente usted no califica como partitgaPor favor no complete esta
encuesta.

, por favor pase a la preg@nt

Datos Personales
Variables Demograficas

2. La mayoria de los articulos siguientes se idfi@runa persona que se llama el lider
formal de Instruccién (FIL). Estoy interesado es parcepciones acerca de sus FIL.
Antes de responder a los elementos a continuatcidie un momento para identificar
quién considera usted que es su FIL. Mi FIL esdingictor, mi jefe de seccién, mi
director divisional, mi cabeza escuela.

3. Cuanto tiempo ha trabajado con su actual LIFc@RAI?
4. Por cuanto tiempo ha sido CPAI en su colegioaet

5. Cuanto tiempo ha sido CPAI (en total)?

Variables de la Estructura del Colegio

6. Cuél es el tamafio de su colegio? (Total pre-K-12

Menos de 250 alumnos, 251-450 alumnos, 451-700redany01-1200 alumnos, mas de
1,200 alumnos.

7. Cuantas personas estan en el equipo de lidétazgo
8. Qué tipo de colegio es el suyo?
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Privado internacional, privado nacional, publictaés

9. Qué tipo de colegio es el suyo?

Para lucro, sin lucro

10. En qué region de IB estéa situado su actuagiaste

Europa, Africa u Oriente Medio

Las Américas

Asia Pacifico

11. ¢ En qué pais se encuentra su escuela actual?

La Encuesta (que ser& presentada como encuesta deif manejo)
Opciones de Respuestas

Muy de acuerdo, De acuerdo, Ligeramente de acukigleramente en desacuerdo, En
desacuerdo, Muy en desacuerdo

12. Soy miembro del equipo de liderazgo de mi dole®i/no

13. El liderazgo esta distribuido en mi colegio potividades de acuerdo al aprendizaje
del alumno

14. Mi Lider de Instruccion Formal (LIF) me aliegdlevar a cabo nuevas préacticas
consistentes con el marco del PAI

15. Yo tengo metas claras relacionadas con mijaba
16. Soy un lider pedagdgico en mi colegio.
17. Me dan autonomia respecto a la organizacioétiedepo que se asigna a mi rol.

18. Mi LIF me alienta a ayudar a los profesoreslaedesarrollo de sus unidades de
trabajo.

19. El término “agente de cambio” se define coma p@rsona que lidera cambios en el
colegio propulsando el cambio, mediante el mangjlageamiento de su
implementacion. Soy un agente de cambio en mi @mleg

20. Tengo una clara idea de los deberes y tareasejoecesitan para lograr mis metas.
21. Siento que mi LIF comprende los conceptos deraizgo Distribuido.
22. Mi LIF me alienta a preocuparme por el bierrgs¢éasonal de los profesores.

23. Evaluo el logro del alumno a través de la im@etacion de una mejor practica de
procedimientos de evaluacion

24. Los roles de liderazgo estan claros en nuestemio.
25. Mi LIF me alienta a participar en la evaluacidrmativa de los profesores.
26. Mi LIF esta comprometido con la Distribuciénldderazgo en nuestro colegio.

27. Me aseguro que los conceptos de conocimietemiacional y el pensamiento
internacional lleguen a todos.
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28. Tengo un apropiado nivel de autonomia pararadecsiones.
29. El equipo de liderazgo se comunica claramestieeda distribucion del liderazgo.
30. Yo siento que mi LIF y yo trabajamos bien jsnéo capacidad de liderazgo.

31. Mi LIF apoya mis esfuerzos para desarrollarwuinades de aprendizaje profesional
para los profesores.

32. Facilito el aprendizaje del alumno en mi calegi

33. El equipo de liderazgo tiene un claro procesa glistribuir las funciones de
liderazgo.

34. Siento que tengo un rango apropiado de posgside liderazgo en nuestro colegio.

35. Los miembros del equipo de liderazgo respetadieas de especialidades de cada
uno.

36. Mi LIF me alienta para participar en evaluae®sumativas de los profesores.
Pregunta abierta final

Qué apoyo adicional y de quién mejoraria su hallidara llevar a cabo su rol de
Coordinador PAI?

Nuevamente, gracias, por su tiempo y colaboracion.

Oli Tooher-Hancock
Ed.L Candidate, Lehigh University
(Translated byVanina Camere, Secretary for the Secondary PanheippColegio FDR,

The American School of Lima, Peru and edited byNDarilia Raez, Head of Spanish at
Colegio FDR, The American School of Lima).
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Appendix G
Revised Distributed Leadership Correlates Inven8urvey in French
Inventaire Remanié d’'une Direction Partagée :

Vous avez regu cette enquéte parce que vous aweptaale participer & mes recherches.
Je vous en remercie.

Veuillez compléter I'enquéte ci-jointe décrivantiaection de votre école ainsi que vous
la percevez, en répondant & chacune des quedtiahsa ni bonne, ni mauvaise
réponse. Votre opinion personnelle m’intéresselasi ipaut point. Toutes les données
sont confidentielles, aussi bien votre identitée tgs informations concernant votre
établissement.

L’enquéte consiste en 36 réponses courtes, pluguggtion ouverte, et ne devrait pas
prendre plus de quinze minutes.

La Direction Partagée (DP) se définie en tant ga'&nt fondamental de la direction

d’un établissement scolaire par la distribution ii#as et fonctions de direction a travers
de multiples responsables. La DP, en pratiquepseentre sur les interactions des LIF et
des divers leaders intermédiaires, MYPC ou auplesdt que sur leurs actions directes.

Etes-vous le coordinateur MYP dans votre établiesath
eOui
Si vous avez répondu par « oui », allez a la qoei
eNon

Si vous avez répondu par « non », vous n’'étes palii§ pas pour ce questionnaire,
merci d’avoir répondu a cette enquéte.

Démographiques variables

1.Depuis combien de temps travaillez-vous comme EIdRec votre actuel LIF ?

2.La plupart des items se rapportent a une perstésignée Leader Instructeur
Formel (LIF). Avant de répondre aux questions @sbels, prenez un moment
pour identifier qui représente le LIF dans votrke ide MYP coordinateur
(MYPC). Mon LIF est: proviseur, directeur de diaisj chef d’établissement

3.Combien de temps avez-vous travaillé avec vatFeque MYPC?

4.Depuis combien de temps étes-vous MYCP dans etdigissement ?

5.Depuis combien de temps étes-vous MYPC au total ?

Structures scolaires variables
6.Quelle est la taille de votre établissement 2g[Tmrimaire/college/lycée)

Moins de 250 éléves, de 251-450 éleves, 451-70@#|§01-1200 éleves, plus de
1200 éléves.
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7.Combien de personnes dans I'équipe de direction ?
8.Quel type d’'établissement est le vétre ?

Privé international, privé national, public/étabment d'état

9.Quel type d'établissement est le vbtre ?

A bit lucratif, Associatif

10.Dans quelle zone de I'IB votre établissementlesitue ?

Europe, Afrique, Moyen Orient

Les Ameriques

Asie Pacifique

11.Dans quelle pays votre établissement est-i Situ
L’Enquéte (réalisée sur Survey Monkey)

fortement d'accord, se mettre d'accord, Plutocdtat; Iégérement en désaccord, étre en
désaccord, fortement en désaccord

Réponses optionnelles pour LIF soutien de MYPC
12. Jappartiens a I'’équipe de direction de moblé&sement oui/non - 12

13. La direction est partagée dans mon établissepaem toute activité fondamentale
aux apprentissages des éléves - 13

14. Mon Leader Instructeur Formel (LIF) m’encouraganover de nouvelles
pratiques pédagogiques en liaison avec la strudiiie

15. Mes objectifs sont clairs, et en relation aven réle

16.Je suis un leader pédagogique dans mon étabéisse

17.Je peux organiser le temps attribue a mon éhaahiére autonome

18.Mon LIF m'encourage a aider les enseignantsvaldpper leurs unité de travail

19.Je suis un élément facteur de changement damgtablissement

20.Les responsabilités et tAches a accomplir piteindre mes objectifs sont clairs

21.Mon LIF comprend le concept de la direction agée

22.Mon LIF m'encourage a préserver le bien-étreqmanel des enseignants

23.J'éleve les compétences des éléves a traversrooédure d’évaluation
d’excellence

24. Les rdles de direction sont explicites dansenétablissement

25.Mon LIF m'encourage a procéder a des évaluafmmnsatives des enseignants

26.Mon LIF est engagé dans la direction partagée

27.J'assure I'intégration des notions de sensdiitis internationale et d'esprit
international dans toutes les matiéres.

28.Je suis autonome dans mes prises de décision
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29.L’équipe de direction communique clairement@pps de la distribution de
l'autorité

30.Je pense que mon LIF et moi travaillons en é&dédirection réalisée

31.Mon LIF soutien mes efforts dans le développdrdeme communauté
enseignante d'apprenants

32.Je facilite I'apprentissage des éleves dansétairlissement

33.La direction de I'école a un processus étabdid&ibution des rdles de direction

34.Je pense que nous les réles de directions dégtiats dans mon établissement

35.Les personnes aux postes de direction respentgotllement leur expertise

36.Mon LIF m’encourage a participer a des évaluat®ommatives des enseignants.

Quel soutien supplémentaire, et de quel sourcergibvous permettre d’améliorer votre
réle de coordinateur MYP ?

Merci encore pour votre temps et soutien a ce proje
Oli Tooher-Hancock

Ed.L Candidate, Lehigh University

(Translated byDominique Velociter, Head of School and Founddfranch-American
School, Rhode Island)
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Appendix H
Table H

Unstandardized Total Effects for the Data Fittihg tCausal Model of the Effect of Commitment toristed Leadership on
Coordinators’ Professional Self-Efficacy

FIL_ DL FIL SPTt  FILSPTg  Role CLL  Role CL2  Role CL  Efficacy
FIL_SPTt 917 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPTg 1.348 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CLL 1.320 .000 979 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL2 363 .000 269 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL1 1.296 144 863 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacy 517 .000 383 .000 199 .000 .000
Efficacy1 618 .000 458 .000 238 .000 1.195
Efficacy2 759 .000 563 .000 293 .000 1.468
Efficacy3 476 .000 353 .000 184 .000 922
Efficacy4 417 .000 309 .000 161 .000 .806
Efficacy5 517 .000 383 .000 199 .000 1.000
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FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL_SPTg Role_CLL Role_CL2 Role_CL Efficacy
Role_CL6 1.241 .000 921 .940 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL5 1.401 .000 1.040 1.062 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL4 1.473 .000 1.093 1.116 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL3 1.320 .000 979 1.000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT7 917 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT8 .955 1.041 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT6 1.310 .000 972 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT5 1.127 .000 .836 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT4 1.319 .000 979 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT3 1.003 .000 744 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT2 .843 .000 .625 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT1 1.348 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL 4 1.659 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_3 1.795 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL_SPTg Role_CLL Role_CL2 Role_CL Efficacy

DL_2 1.925 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

DL_1 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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Appendix |
Table |

Unstandardized DiredEffects for the Data Fitting the Causal Model of t&ffect of Commitment to Distributed Leadership on
Coordinators’ Professional Self-Efficacy

FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL SPTg  Role CLL  Role CL2 Role CL  Efficacy
FIL_SPTt 917 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPTg 1.348 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CLL .000 .000 979 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL2 .000 .000 269 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL1 .000 144 863 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacy .000 .000 330 .000 199 .000 .000
Efficacyl .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.195
Efficacy? .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.468
Efficacy3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 922
Efficacy4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .806
Efficacy5 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 1.000
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FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL_SPTg Role_CLL Role_CL2 Role_CL Efficacy
Role_CL6 .000 .000 .000 .940 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL5 .000 .000 .000 1.062 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL4 .000 .000 .000 1.116 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL3 .000 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT7 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT8 .000 1.041 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT6 .000 .000 972 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT5 .000 .000 .836 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT4 .000 .000 979 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT3 .000 .000 744 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT2 .000 .000 .625 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT1 .000 .000 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL 4 1.659 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL_3 1.795 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL_SPTg Role_CLL Role_CL2 Role_CL Efficacy

DL_2 1.925 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

DL_1 1.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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Appendix J

Table J

Unstandardized IndiredEffects for the Data Fitting the Causal Model of tffect of Commitment to Distributed Leadership on
Coordinators’ Professional Self-Efficacy

FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL_SPTg Role_CLL Role_CL2 Role CL  Efficacy
FIL_SPTt .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPTg .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CLL 1.320 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL2 363 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL1 1.296 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacy 517 .000 054 .000 .000 .000 .000
Efficacyl 618 .000 458 .000 238 .000 .000
Efficacy? 759 .000 563 .000 293 .000 .000
Efficacy3 476 .000 353 .000 184 .000 .000
Efficacy4 417 .000 309 .000 161 .000 .000
Efficacy5 517 .000 383 .000 199 .000 .000
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FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL_SPTg Role_CLL Role_CL2 Role_CL Efficacy

Role_CL6 1.241 .000 921 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL5 1.401 .000 1.040 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL4 1.473 .000 1.093 .000 .000 .000 .000
Role_CL3 1.320 .000 979 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT7 917 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT8 .955 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT6 1.310 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT5 1.127 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT4 1.319 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT3 1.003 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT2 .843 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
FIL_SPT1 1.348 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
DL 4 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

DL_3 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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FIL_DL FIL_SPTt FIL_SPTg Role_CLL Role_CL2 Role_CL Efficacy

DL_2 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

DL_1 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
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Appendix K
Table K

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients for the ttang the Causal Model of the
Effect of Commitment to Distributed Leadership @o@inators’ Professional Self-
Efficacy

Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label
FIL_SPTg<---FIL_DL 1.348 .163 8.259 ok par_19
FIL_SPTt<---FIL_DL 917 .225 4.084 rkk par_20
Role_CLL<---FIL_SPTg 979 .105 9.287 ok par_21
Role_CLi1<---FIL_SPTt 144 .066 2.173 .030 par_22
Role_CL1<---FIL_SPTg .863 114 7.606 el par_23
Role_CL2<---FIL_SPTt .000
Role CLL<---FIL_SPTt .000
Role_CL2<---FIL_SPTg .269 .077 3.482 il par_25
Efficacy <---Role_CLL .000
Efficacy <---Role_CL2 .199 .051 3.876 Frk par_24
Efficacy <---Role_CL1 .000
Efficacy <---FIL_SPTt .000
Efficacy <---FIL_SPTg .330 .060 5.470 el R1
DL_1 <---FIL_DL 1.000
DL_2 <---FIL_DL 1.925 192 10.037 il par_3
DL_3 <---FIL_DL 1.795 .180 9.948 el par_4
DL_4 <---FIL_DL 1.659 172 9.673 el par_5
FIL_SPTi<---FIL_SPTg 1.000
FIL_SPT2<---FIL_SPTg .625 .094 6.656 ok par_6
FIL_SPT3<---FIL_SPTg 744 .090 8.312 el par_7
FIL_SPT4<---FIL_SPTg 979 .104 9.451 ok par_8
FIL_SPT5<---FIL_SPTg .836 .105 7.971 el par_9
FIL_SPT6<---FIL_SPTg 972 .092 10.537 ok par_10
FIL_SPT8<---FIL_SPTt 1.041 .083 12.485 ok par_11
FIL_SPT7<---FIL_SPTt 1.000
Role_CL3<---Role_CLL 1.000
Role_ClL4<---Role_CLL 1.116 .087 12.828 ok par_12
Role_CL5<---Role_CLL 1.062 .089 11.977 ok par_13
Role_CL6<---Role_CLL .940 .095 9.858 rkk par_14
Efficacy5 <---Efficacy 1.000
Efficacy4 <---Efficacy .806 175 4.599 rhx par_15
Efficacy3 <---Efficacy .922 167 5.530 rkk par_16
Efficacy2 <---Efficacy 1.468 231 6.354 Fkk par_17
Efficacyl <---Efficacy 1.195 .189 6.323 Fkk par_18

153



Appendix L
Table L

Standardized Regression Coefficients for the Déting the Causal Model of the Effect
of Commitment to Distributed Leadership on Coorthinsi Professional Self-Efficacy

Estimate

FIL_SPTg <--- FIL_DL .955

FIL_SPTt <--- FIL_DL 430

Role_CLL <--- FIL_SPTg .928
Role_CL1 <--- FIL_SPTt .169
Role_CL1 <--- FIL_SPTg .670
Role_CL2 <--- FIL_SPTt .000
Role_CLL <--- FIL_SPTt .000
Role_CL2 <--- FIL_SPTg .330
Efficacy <--- Role_CLL .000
Efficacy <--- Role_CL2 .323
Efficacy <--- Role_CL1 .000
Efficacy <--- FIL_SPTt .000
Efficacy <--- FIL_SPTg .655
DL_1 <--- FIL_DL .730

DL_2 <--- FIL_DL .928

DL_3 <--- FIL_DL 915

DL_4 <--- FIL_DL .900

FIL_SPT1 <--- FIL_SPTg .798
FIL_SPT2 <--- FIL_SPTg .594
FIL_SPT3 <--- FIL_SPTg .709
FIL_SPT4 <--- FIL_SPTg 791
FIL_SPT5 <--- FIL_SPTg .694
FIL_SPT6 <--- FIL_SPTg .854
FIL_SPT8 <--- FIL_SPTt .878
FIL_SPT7 <--- FIL_SPTt .870
Role_CL3 <--- Role_CLL .835
Role_CL4 <--- Role_CLL 925
Role_CL5 <--- Role_CLL .891
Role_CL6 <--- Role_CLL .785
Efficacy5 <--- Efficacy .671
Efficacy4 <--- Efficacy 491
Efficacy3 <--- Efficacy .595
Efficacy2 <--- Efficacy 734
Efficacyl <--- Efficacy .729
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Appendix M

Number of Theme Responses and Specific Comments fr@ Responses of the
Qualitative Data

Themes

No. of responses

Time

Clarity of role in school

Clarity of role definition

Clarity from IB

More FIL understanding

FIL support needed

FIL Support positive

Support from others in the school
Support outside of school

Total N

18 (Total for Time =18)
9
9
8 (Total for Role Clarity = 26)
7 (Total for FIL Understargl= 7)
11
9 (Total for FIL Support = 20)
22
18 (Total for Other Supp 40)

111 (theme responses)

Time = (18)

| do not feel that | am fulfilling my pedagogic&ddership role because | do not have the

time to do so.
More time to work collaboratively

More time for job next year

Having an equal amount of time in two campusestiangs to meet with teachers

The teaching load for MYP Coordinator must be st the Coordinator can do justice

to the job.

Currently, my role has two large aspects, and séiparthem would be more effective.
Having an MYP Coordinator 6 - 10, rather than thsifon being MSVP and MYP
coordinator would improve the coordinator's abitiyfulfill the role.

More time x 2
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If I'm released from responsibilities that integevith the time required to implement
and improve our MYP program.

This is an issue of time and money of which wetaaake more time and there is not a
lot of extra money. In the best of all worlds| Were to be solely the MYP Coordinator
is would work to the advantage of the program.

More time of course. Money to send teachers tawdBkshops; we currently have none.
Having a single role, hang time | have in my chatgeAcademic Board of the College
Being able to be full time or have someone to eatle

Because | am both the MYP and DP coordinator aschyol, | just need another body,
preferably in the forma of a secretary to assistitie the organizational requirements of
the position and with producing some of the docusydorms, arranging of meetings...It
is very difficult to complete my job with 100% effieveness by myself.

The only additional support might be time -

Also more scheduled opportunities to provide indeotraining to selected groups of
teachers in relevant topics.

Time, we need more allocated time to work collabeedy. This would come from our
Principal.

Having an equal amount of time at our two campusésving MYP tasks being a more
focused part of my job. Having a timetable struetihat allows for better ID planning
Having scheduled times to meet with MYP teachers.

Building horizontal collaborative time that's ndbtcked will help our potential for
interdisciplinary learning opportunities to be dezh

Clarity of role in school = 7

Clear leadership, accountability, and teacher wetolent through MYP leadership teams
overseen by the head of schools would be helpful.

Clarity of role in leadership team

Clear communication with FIL, as well as clear pssfional guidance would improve a
lot my ability to carry out the MYPCs role.

Consistency of expectations and a proficient urtdading of distributed leadership is
essential for the success of a school to delivetBhprogrammes

Clearer distribution of teacher expectations betwaaching sports & activities Vs
interdisciplinary planning and attendance to imaotimeetings

And additional support would include improved commuti@awith FILs.
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Clarity of role definition (9)

Being MYP only and not other duties

Confusion about leadership understanding of thel hea
Coherent plan to define roles

Coherent plan and mandate from leadership

Role definition

Separate role definition (3)

My job is catch all for everything nobody else wemtlo
Co-leader would help with nature of the role

A better definition of functions as my current task
Clarity from IB =8

From IBO, specifically clear job goals, and a maedhat a MYPC can only teach so
many hours/classes.

Someone touching base
The IB organization in specifying more concretayguirements

A clearer description of the role and its implicat by the 1B including the number of
hours and type and function relationship of ledders others.

The biggest obstacle is the IBO.

The IB working better to supply us with better imf@tion! The IB having a better
understanding of curriculum.

| feel the IBO should be sure the Principals/Lead#rtheir authorized schools have an
understanding of the principles and philosophietheflB Programme and a willingness
to put them in action before a school is authorized

The MYP leadership concept (as in FPIP) needs sameus rethinking in terms of 21st
century learning, and leading!

More FIL understanding = 7

If Heads of School had previous experience beingdBrdinators it would help. Quite
often my position becomes the catch-all for dutiieg need doing whether the task
relates to MYP or not.

157



The FIL role as this principal has never workeainlB continuum school before and
only had experience with the DP. His understandindpe MYP or even of what the role
of the MYPC could/should entail is extremely lintite

I think our leadership is strongly guided by oun@al board, who don't really understand
what it means from an educator's point of view

More coherent plan and mandate from senior leagersh
Better understanding
Most Heads of School do not understand the MYP dioator role.

The role of the IB coordinator and the MYP coordimas not completely understood
necessarily by some administrative decision ma&edstherefore at times the intricacy
and time-consuming nature of the job is not fulhpeeciated.

FIL support needed = 11

Time, we need more allocated time to work collabeedy. This would come from our
Principal.

| find it very hard to have three FILs

If we had additional support and consideration fimum Director of Upper School, we
would be much more effective in our jobs

I do think that my FIL does have my best interestseart, she also has people to report
to and pressures on her. I'm not in any way rési€ior the lack of support | receive, this
is just the way we are as a small school with Bahitesources trying to develop so we
can offer more support to each other (me to thehiers; my FIL to me).

However, this is largely due to the person in therBle as this principal has never
worked in an IB continuum school before and onlgt baperience with the DP.

The HS principal asks for my input on the needhefMYP in grades 9-10, and takes
steps to implement my recommendations.

More formalized support from the divisional prinaip
Coordinators need the support of their principal.
Most Heads of School do not understand the MYP dioator role.

The head of school and the head of campus (as wetham here) should be more
involved with what | do.

| feel the IBO should be sure the Principals/Lead#értheir authorized schools have an
understanding of the principles and philosophietheflB Programme and a willingness
to put them in action before a school is authorized
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FIL support positive =9
| have great support from my principal

| am fortunate to be working with a strong leadgrdbam in which my opinions and
efforts are valued.

Personally | have benefited from great trust byBbard

My leadership team this year is exceptionally sjrolVe have a shared vision and
mission and our focus is on student learning. We laave a clear understanding of
merging state expectations with IB standards. ‘ateeta model team to lead our school!

| feel fully supported in my role as coordinator.
Support from owners of the school
| feel | get the support | need to carry out myeras MYP Coordinator.

| am completely supported in my role. The leadgrgam words genuinely as a team
and we are free to express our opinions and t@césawith each other to ensure that we
are critical about the learning experiences we igstudents. This is our main focus.

Actually, my boss is a born leader who enjoys wagkin a shared leadership, enabling
us to develop our practice in a confident and nakeown decisions

My LIF is a very skilled, and inspiring,
Support from others in the school = 22

| would really appreciate some more help. It falilt for me to hand off jobs to others
as some of the work is very specialized. Basichlfywing others to share in my work-
load would help.

As it happens, our school just created an additiate under the title of Curriculum
Coordinator. In part, this person is tasked wilpng implement the large number of
changes associated with the new MYP framework wiledditionally assist me in
producing the kind of cultural shift that is ne@gsfor enhanced pedagogy at our
school.

Heads of Department need to carry out all thepaasibilities regarding pedagogical
leadership in order for me to fulfill my job ressaoilities

Heads of Faculty Experienced MYP Teachers and Quatats in school and in the
community

Besides the director of the College, who is my bb#snk | should have a more efficient
support store administration bodies (accountingistics, etc.), as many times these are
the areas that hinder rather than help academik Waave to fulfill administrative.

159



The challenge for me is the degree of administeatiork required; currently, | share an
assistant with the other Academics program ledoigtr$ could definitely use more
dedicated help on a consistent basis.

Secretarial support. | have no secretary and roéthe tasks that | need to undertake
can be secretarial in nature

| could use more support from the students andnpare
From my school board
More formalized support from the divisional prinaip

Additional Support from Subject Area Leaders (hgwime to fulfill their duties), to
extend the distributed leadership model

Coordinators need the support of their principgthis gives them autonomy to work for
what is best for a school implementing IB.

| could use additional support from leaders aboyegpnncipal in realizing that our 1B
school is not like the other schools in our distric

If I had more authority to hold teachers accourgadblthe standards and practices of
MYP instead of having to go to the principal eanld avery time someone is not doing
their job properly

I have no authority to train, or help, nor obsee@chers

The head of school and the head of campus (as wetham here) should be more
involved with what | do. There is no support- | anly left to myself to do my work and
i get the support of the head of secondary.

He appears to see his role as DP, with a bit of lvaffel that makes it difficult to feel
supported and empowered as an advocate for MYP

The lack of buy in among the staff makes it diffido do my job effectively

My school is obsessed with statewide requiredrtgsiihich is a priority over anything
IB.

Giving heads of departments more responsibilitpye- @accountability — for curriculum
development

They would need extra training for this these direuactions that involve direct support
and PD for teachers.

Support outside of school = 18
Government support

Professional Development e.g. for Evaluation from B
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We are lacking in district level support includialgility to meet with other IB
coordinators, staffs and budget.

District-level understanding of the program (inchglthe IB in total) to better
understand the impact of adequate funding on geserdent learning

If the head of our district understood and resgktBeand its unique requirements and
philosophy on education. Also, if my Principaltfielore responsibility for our
Programme, | sometimes feel like IB is my respaiigitonly.

Someone from IB who touches base regularly withkesour consultant did.
Regional Coordinator
My DP Coordinator as well as Central Service Cauaithrs

Additional support and consideration from our Dioe@f Upper School, we would be
much more effective in our jobs.

Additional support, especially in disseminating aenhforcing pertinent information and
monitoring assessment practices, from Departmeair€would be a great help.

The District, Region, ETO

District level knowledge of IB and support.

Other coordinators in the district, district admsination, and state association members
| would appreciate the opportunity to talk with ajekestion other coordinators.

| feel I would like to have a specific person | twhaontact through MYP for questions
and concerns

My continual participation in IB workshops and edibration with other MYPCs
Network within our country between MYP coordinators

| would love to have closer contact with other cboators.
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