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(yANTEv_! TEACHER *cqmgn vms_croﬁ’- e
‘ ”Newty 5unded Teanhen Centen Leeda daneczon.. Mist show
" evddence of organizational experience, .Leadenship in ,
" staff development and study beyond centification. Must -
‘have been classrnoom teachen. ' Wikl interrelate city/
Scounty nesounces, aange activities fon teachens'

professional gnowth analyze needs Lin 17 Aehoo£ dLAtmLctA
Send neaume and CﬂédQﬂt&dﬁAg ." L

\‘ -

e .. . s . “'
. ‘ / \

‘Such ‘read the ad. to which I responded nearly. two years ago. I was

_curious and 1ntrlgued by the language, "]eadershlp in staff deve]opment"
act1v1t1es for teachers ‘professional growth." what would this mean?

} what wou]d I do asa teacher center oireotor? As ] accepted the job,dtheg
questlons Lontinued in my m1nd hy days filled hith a complexity of tasks
Ttme for reflect1on was rare .1 turned to'my colleagues - other new
. teacher center d1rectors —'for support and assistance- Coghizant of . my
own b1ases, 1 was determlned to reach out to others who shared the role tc
E further my understandxhg of the ;espons1b1]1t1es for leading a comprehens1

staff deve]o ment’ effort. This interest in the roles and responsibilities

of ccacher center d1rectors culmina* :d .nis study now to be' reported.
- . . ' . .
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Nlth the i crease in teacher centers as forums for staff development,

new 1eadersh1p loles have emerged 0ne such role.is"’ that of.director or
' ,proaect coordin tor Typlca11y-educators have assumed this resppn51b111ty

centers makes onlly vague references to the. qua]1t1es or characteristics

without clear-ro ;e descrlptlon or def1n1t10n The 1fterature on teacher
vof teacher centet .leaders and prov1des little documentatlon of activities
requ1red from those engaglug in teacher center 1eadersh1p Yet description
and role def1n1t£on are necessary if educators tak1ng leadership responsi;
. .bi1ities'are to e productlve and.feel satisfied with the nature and
quallty of the1r contributions to the teacher center exper1ence

The study f what happens to new teacher center directors as they
assume responsi 111ty for teacher center activities has not been undertak;%
' prevxously Horever, severa] observers of the teacher centers movement
have commented about d1rectors roles and responsibilities.

Roy Edelfelt in a paper, “Critical Issues in Developing Teacher Centers"
(1980), described the director's position as a "new position in education"
requiring description and definition. He stated that the job of director
‘must be seen and considered as it gets manifested in action situations, that
typical administrative models are?not abbropriate for description nor are
typical teacher educator or teacher,mode]s; He noted.that directors seem‘to
sense a need for identity as'they look at the requirements ot the job, the
expectations one car-ies for the job and the n=nhlems the job creates, The
issues Edelfelt saw need for addressing were: "How can the role of the
teacher center director be described so that it

(1) 1is not inflexible?

(2) makes clear what a director should do?

1)
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(3) justiTiesn category of/personne]?
(4) ‘conveys tne sp1r1t of the kind of person wanted? |
(5) he]ps c]a[1fy both" the role of the d1rector ‘and’ the g

role of the policy board?" (p. 18)

]

f i
"~ In Yarger and M;rtens . Content Ana]ys1s of the F1rL Fégcher Centers '

1

&

Program Prqposa]s (1 0) severa] elements were. highligh ed wh1ch m19ht 1mpact

|

" upon a d1rector S ro]N

- The 'typ1ca1' staf ing plan 1nc1uded one “full- t1me professaona
~assisted by one. fu]] tlme secretary (p A12)

/N ’ -
- Role descriptio s prOV1ded 1nlproposals descr1bed the fo]]o ng c

" tasks as part the d1rector s job:', ¥ 1

A. Manage dm1n1strat1ve matters .
(1) sn{érvisef?s‘t’gff (29.2%) ‘ E
c

) (2) a i‘l1ai§on to other groups and 1nst1tut1ons (28.5%)

’
(3) prc\ide for d1ssem1nat1on (27.3%)

(4) preparht1on of budget (14 5%) ’
(5) control of grant funds .
B. Control progradﬁdev?fbpment apd delivery
C. Oyersee day-to-day’operations

D. Work with/for the Policy Board (p. 12)

In summarizing frrom their findings these'authors recommended that improve-
ment in the regulations guiding proposé] development with respect to the role

of teacher center staff would be helpful. Because the regulations did not

-
-
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address teacher staffing and did not require specific descriptfons of-roTes .
and respons1b111t1es problems. were forecast for praposa] deve]opers "The
'-11ke11hood of a ‘poorly conceptuallzed set of ro]e descrlptlons and
respons1b1ht1es is hlgh, and 1ack\ of spec1ﬁc1ty about stafﬁn; can do more ’
to hamper the productJV1ty of a proposed teacher genter than most .other

:factor§'(p 38). et

center directors came from Lawrence

i

The New Marketplace for Teacher

Another position taken about teac

Lezotte in his paper "Teacher Cente

Educators? A Resounding;Maybe'" (197' Lezotte took the position that the

functlon of a teacher center director was to Tink the teaching community with

the research commun1ty He 1likened the ro]e of the director to that of an .
agricultural extentlon agent and thus spec1f1ed part1cu1ar ahJ]1t1es needed to
‘provide \eifership in both~teach1ng and.research arenas. To be effective as a

~ linking agént, Lezotte said a person must have
£

the ab111ty to communlcate effective]y with both teachers

and researchers

- the bapacity tofsgi both'teachers and ;£§earchersJas co]]eagues{

- a willingness to 11sten to teachers,

- an ability to encourage teachers to eﬂaborate on their problems,
needs and profes51ona1 roje and respons1b11}t1es in a non thveatening
manner, “

- an abl]ity to 11sten to researchers and he]p them to communicate
research produ s and pnoblems in ways mean1ngfu1 to teachers, have
a belief in the ]egitinacy in teachers; perception§'of theig needs and

concerns, -’
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- and an. ablfﬁfy to persuadeoteachers that,research f1nd1nbs may

be usefu] and have a co]]aboratlve orientatlon to prob]em so1v1ng
“ P ( ‘ . L\‘ . ‘s /
(p' 9) N - _‘ ’ _ i .'

.-

FY e]dﬂ and Hersh in the1r monograph "Dlscoverlng Teacher’ Centers

~

B .ﬁThe Northwest Passage (1979), described what they v1ewed as trends fn the :

Aidevelopment of/teacher centers. In a sectlon ent1t1ed "F1nd1ng a;su1tab1e
g AN

;-d1rector, coordlnator or deve]oper'“th@\authors descrlbe the prob]em as oné
'hof f1nd1ng an 1nd1vidua1 who 1is "both a- crack admlnlstrator and -a reSpected

. c]assroom teacher" (p. 23) Théd respone¥‘111t1es of the' d1rector are noted

4

as :
\ W .
.- . . : ’ Y n . ‘-’
= expert at writing grants . Ce .
- expert at dealing with regulations ~ - ,
. N . 4
. .. n
. - budgeteer !
. ' 30 &\
- liaison w1th other agenc1es 2 . :
- commun‘Cétor w1th d1verse const1tuents , £ '
- assessment coordrnator L . o

" - public relations agent -

4.program deve]oper o ;

‘In related 11§erature on staff deve? opiient, some WIlCIHQ has been done
WOUT th ro]es and respons1b111t1es of staff deve]opers generally. Harr1s
(1980) Sj;aést§ that both management and teaching” competenc1es are essenéia]
for staff deve]opers He says that co]]aborat1on.w1th1n a staff group is .
probably more effrct;ve 1n>1ead1ng staff deve]opmeq; efforts than granting any
51ng]e individual such respon51b111ty , Among those people 1in that group the

L
R

<,

E; fo]]ow1ng array of 1eadersh1p competencies"” were suggested&

VN
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EValuat1ng (p.- 152)

In‘add1t1on the group*cﬁ‘racter must_ibow imagination, treativity ‘and
irisk-tekihg‘poteqtﬁal with openmendedness and critical analytical
- ‘ | -\
abilities. - ‘ '
Tracy (1971) in his work related to industria]ltraining programs
sqggest/ab1]1t1es re]dted to program deve]opment ought to be part of those
qua11t1es of d1rectors o '; ) : ' .o '

Directors ought to be able to . -

identify training needs

'analyze job data

select and write objectives .

-

"construct instrument

, select content BN | \
\\) .b A . , \ . -‘,'7 ) ) )
= 4 select ‘training strategids -

s . - select training -aide _ E ¢ .
From these writingsbéne wodld*expett Teaders in'staff development to have :
o - s B e - N
both teaching and management abilities, to be p]anners 3s well as eva]uators,

- to spend their time worklng w1th a body af diverse constituents 1arge1y enqeged

s

in prov1d1ng activities re]ated to eachers profess1ona1 growth. As 1nd1v1dua]s

-

assumed the qesponsib111t1es oﬁ d1r pting teacher centers thelp time be

taken.w1th these taske. Vet, the descr1pt19ns offered are specuTative,
. . : { .

-
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general and externa] to the exper1ence of teacher center1ng What is
presented now is a descr1pt1on from d1rectors own percept1ons of their .
JOb respons1b111t1es . ' PR . .

-

) y Purgose o .
The purpose of th1s 1nvest1gat1on was to ga1n a better understand1ng of the

work of teacher center d1rectorscby focus1ng up0n directors’ percept1ons of .

their roles and resp0n51b111t1es. *Such understahd1ng has come 'through studyvof

task ﬁdent1ficat1on and time use. Spec1f1ca1]y, four quest1ons were 1nvest1gated

1. What are new teacher centew directors' Job expectat1ons? . 4& "
2. How do new teacher center d1rectors'use the1r t1me? )
3. What are new teacher center d1rectors frustrat1ons?

* 4. What are neW teacher center directors' problems? K

NMethoy

‘ o © A .
To answer these questions, a questionnaire wad developed and administered

7
“to a group of new teacher center directors, twenty from federally funded projects

“ s b d Y
(197§ starts) pnd ten from projectglfunded throuﬁh other means of-support.
uarectors were asked to comp]é%e a series of open -ended quest1ons designed tb
t reflect the intentions of the research - o

.

What three things do you do thab take most of your time? : : .\

What are three th1ngs you fee] you ought to. be d01ng but- don' t | IR

have t1me to do7‘ e I . .' l{'
- When ‘you became d1rect6r ‘of your proJect what three th?ngs d1d you T
-expect to spend most of your time do1ng? : - ) ' ‘.',
- What are your ;hree b1ggest concerns or prob]ems? * B
\ o . L = ' - ’ .
T K .. . ’ QO AN { ] )
LT ‘ SN ' /‘) {S s F
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In add1t1oq\ d1rectors were asked to est1mate the number of hours per

-

v .
week spent on a var1ety of tasks._ A sect1on for genera] comments was 1nc1uded.‘ _

D1rectors were a;/ﬁgasked to 1nc1ude some information about themselves their -

v

~edu at1ona1 background and pr1or experiences jn re]ated ﬁeadersh1p act1V1t1es
Sample: . . . . o . -
| Two 11sts of teacher/EEHter d1rectors were comp11ed for samp]1€g purposes

The firs® list was 29 names oﬁtﬁos: centers f@ed throqgh the U.S. Department ~

of Education’ s Teacher Centers Program in 1979/ The second ]1sh of 26 was

comp11ed thrbugh the Far west Lagoratory for Educat1ona] Research a;;\\

Development's Teachers' Centers EXchange and identified those teacher centers

fnitiated in 1979 but not.ﬁqndeé,through.the;federa] program, AT1 directors”

were mailed the dhestionnaire, a 1etter of introduction and an envelepeute o
- peturn, ’Th1rty responses: were rece1ved 20 from federa]]y funded centers and |

I from ‘non- -federal centers.

: QL Pe0p1e becom1ng teacher center d1rectors are :§33>qu Tot. The Fbi]owing
. )

i A v
/ +

categor1es are. descr1pt1ve of the samp]e T N .o - (
y ,_. :
_ -
Age: 50% between 36 apd 45 yeaéz of age g
' 33% betweery 25 ahd 35 years ef~age
e 17% over 45<:k '
_ Voo :'§gl: 53%. fema]es _
* K 47% males = <
" Years in Education; 40ﬁsbetween 1§\and 20 years in education e
g ( ‘ . 33% between 10 and 14 years in education

. 4% over 20 years in education
‘ T 4% ‘between 1 and 9 years in education
Highest Degree: ~60%,earned'Master‘¥ Degree '
- ‘ 30% earped.Doctorates
. 10% -earned Bachélor'ssDegree




In addition direqtors were aSked to describe the job. they held prior
0 assuming teacher center leadership The Job titles ranged from ’

h classroom teacher to school district superintendent Six categories of ®-

Jobs s@emed apQropriate for this description

-

3

2/<4 - : 33% Classroom or Resource Teachers - R )
] goz Administrators - T e e
0% - COllege/University'Faculty - x ¥
~ 20% - Fedéral Project Managep 2 '
. - 1% -.Teachens Association Ldade . _
L TV Other  (Curriculum. Coor hato rs. ; L

Staff Developers. e c. ) o

Hhile these demographs will -aid in the subjective interpretation of

the data, because of sample size no,effort was made to analyse the data -

.’"t

%

by demographic characteristics.,

Analysis' . : - S - ) : !

1

A content analysis of the responses to the founlzpen -ended questions was
cbnducted by three independent readers familiar and experienced with content
analysis procedures. Eadg’reader was sent the response statements compiled

"and sorted by question and asked to pull from categories that would be :
description of- the statements. This procsﬁg/ﬁas used. b establish some sense
of reliability for the categories and to counteract possible bias by the

principle investtgator. Though directors were asked 0 list three responses

s
©
(] 3 [

to each guestion, some 1isted m7#e than three; others listed fewérs\




. The Categories . L T . - .

From analysis of rresponses. to the questions six categories emerged

A * Program Qevelopment' planning.icoordinating and. implement-
_ ing the programs of the Ceater; concerns dbout he vitality
4. of the program; interegt in.influencing policy and decision-
making in local- schoo) areﬂas with respect to’ inservice d
' ~practice : v ST

\

-

".§ervice to Teachers working directly with teachers tb
help them make detisions and solve piroblems; locating -
and distributing resources and materials; developing
curricula. responding to individual reéquests; being with
teachers including classroom observations and demonstra-
tions. - X : :

gy istration - Project Management securing and allocat- .
unds and other resources; controlling Center operations-
: within policy guidelines; planning for the future of the
Center; grant-writing; providing direction to the organi-" -
zation; recording activities and writing reports; compiling
-with regulations; hearing complaints; ‘supervising office.
- staff; working with internal and external politics; serv-
. 'ing the policy board. i , o
-~ ' 34
, Communications - Public Relations informing people about. ~“
e,jl the Center; attending meetings; writing the newslettdr; . s
- visiting schools; attending meetings; answering the phone; ti“
answering letters; working with the media, generating public
suppart for the- Center _ Y 5

. . 1;@,‘\
Afsessmén andevaluation finding out what people want. ©N
entifying teachers' and'administrators néeds. and . S
'trengths. guaging staisfaction and impacta documenting the
jeMm@pmwms B % -«

. / ‘,Growing as a. Professionai Myself:.. ading, visitigg other )

'y ." teacher ¢ ‘enters. refecting on my own experiences;)generat- . -
* " ing creative ideas; attending regional and nation meetings,

iearning about successful practices from other' stdff developers. 7

)

a_

"

\ "' ’ ’ . .
Onceitﬁese categories we;e estabiished ~data were ana]yzed by\guestion

) = R
t determine the relative extent of. perceived ‘time involved. .

. . , ¢
¢ . : L r"~ o
. f
i
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'Job Expectatioﬁs'
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Seventy-two separate statements were recorded by directors in re§ponse
to the questlon "what three tHings did you expect to spend most of your
time d01ng?" Graph 1 1nd1cates the’ dlStPlbUthn -of expectatlons by the

relatlve percentage of each category of responses “to total* responses.
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Time Uses: | ) R

Ninty- thr@e separate statements were recorded by %1rectors when asked

¢

"What three things do you Graph I1I

*hat talep most of your time?"

indicates the distrib* 3 d time uses by the relative pdff ~tages
of each category of - H OLai responses \\\;
| : - .

-~

Perceived Time Use
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Ways Time Qught to be Used:
Y 8

13 -

Seventy-five separate statements were recorded by direc;ors when

asked "What are three things;you feel you ought to be doing but don't have

the time to do?"

Graph III. 1nd1cates the d1str1but1on of responses by the

re1at1ve percentages of each citegorv gi'?ésponses to total responses

': Ways .Time Ought To Be Uses
: (if more time were available) .
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“Problems:

) Sixty-eight‘sepérate statements were recorded by direptors when asked

"At this point, what are }our three biggest concerns or préblems?" Graph IV

'indfcateslthe'distribution of responses by the relative percentages of

- each category of responses to total responses.
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Cross-Catedorical Comparisons:

A

'Tg gudge the perceived frustratiqns of teacher center directors in their

The

¥

tors' perceptions by

{
1

L4

jobs, a comparison by question across categories seemed in order.

following six graphs indicate the differences in direc

-

L4

category and question.
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The data display just completed could give rise‘to extensive discussion

-

about the implications for preparing staff developers, particularly teqcher

center directors. They could aldo serve as a basisjfbr discussion about

differences between the: imagined and the real :jobs staff developers do. The

following observations ‘and insights are offered for future consideration: .

- People undertaking staff development responsibilities- come to
theig jobs with Dreams, with images for working for and with
teachers, with images of creating programs which stimulate
professional growth that is both useful and satisfactory. As
one director wrote, "I wanted to see the forest through the

I trees - to be perceptive, creative and ruminative about staff
deve]qpment as a whole while working with teachers, listening
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8 . .
;and helping them develop ideas..." Because staff
d8ye¥opérs appear -idealistic, the discrepencies between
expectations and time use may be predictably large in
gertain areas.
These directors' expectations were different f¥om their
"practices. They expressed almost a sense of surprise in
their descriptions of the ways.they spend-their time. In
statements Hike, "the politics of this job nearly over->
- whelm me" or "why do they (the policy board) expect me to
be able to plan a budget? I do well to balance my own -
checkbogk," the dtrectors expressed awe at the dejgepencies
they -encountered when moving from the imagined-to ;heireaf.

’ ~ )
When looking at’thé,ways directors actually use their time,
the areas ofi project administration and communications are
clearly the time-takers. One might wonder if this is in
fact,&. nature of the job or if this is part of the '
"feet-Retting" process begause the samp® consisted of only
new directors. - L '

There appears to be no relationship between the problems
directors have and the amount of additional time they fee]
they ought to spend on retated tasks. In the area of ,
Administration #@nd Management, for example, though.directors

wend nearly 40% of their time in those tasks, that is also
the area where they express the greatest number of pﬁbb]ems.i

- While they agreed they ought to do more work in that area,
the "oughts" were not proportional to the problems, That .’
is the case in all areas. .

The greatest numﬁer of "dughts" appeared in .the areas of
"Service to Teachers," "Administration" and "Growing as a
Professional Mygelf." One might wonder if "oughts" could ~ +
be interpreted as "wants;" that is, what I feel I ought to
be doing more are those things I want to do more.

There may be some relationship betweer prior experiences and
the area where_problems occurred. In this sample of
directors 53% came to the job from positions where few
administrative skills were demanded. This may have Ssome
degree of influence on qpe‘number of problems reported in
the area of Administration and Management. ’

Interesting to note was®that the least amount of time or_
concern was with the area of Assessment and Evaluation.
Again, the fact that these are new directors.expressing their
points of view may have impacted upon the responses in this

category.r . g | (, .
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- -As the readers sorted comments all remgrked'about the var1ance
in specificity of language use among the questions. wh11e
comments about expectations and time use were general, | 3 b
responses to "oughts" and problems were spec1f1c .S

] .
N -

In summary, th1s study attempted to 1dept1fy broad areas of teachesﬁ ' o

- 3

center directors’ ro]es and respons1b1]1t1es Wougmwm'tﬁatmn of S
,> irectors* perceptions of #heir expectat1ons, time_gpent. on act1v1t1es, PR *

.frustrat1ons and concerns. Data were descr1bed through categor1es created

to 1ncorporate statements from open-ended responses Through this: 1n1tf§1 .
| 1nqu1ry into percept?ons of new~1eaders in a staff Jeve1opment effort, it is

hoped that further 1nvest1gat1ons into the developmental nature‘of ro]e . |

mak1ng and tak1ng - espec1a11y as it relates to new pos1t1on§ in staff

development = will emergé As one director stated "Though I feel somet\mes

like the meat in the sandw1ch¢ I Tove every minute of my job. We feé]

good about our beginning and look forward to seeing the fruits of our efforts.- -

(Sod;ds‘like I just made lunch, doesn't it?)" R ¥
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