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Introduction

The LTD Leadership Diploma Program is making a major contribution to the transformation of
the principalship in Palestine, from one characterized as a command-and-control style of
leadership to one that values and practices shared leadership. The school improvement team
(SIT), a central element of the Leadership Diploma Program, is a key structure in this
transformation. The main function of the SIT is to engage the principal, as chairperson of the
SIT, and a team of teachers and parents in a collaborative process of school self-assessment,
strategic planning, and monitoring of ongoing improvement. Each SIT produces a school
improvement plan (SIP).

To study the role of the SIT as a mechanism of shared leadership, the monitoring and evaluation
unit of the Leadership and Teacher Development Program (LTD), with the cooperation of the
National Institute for Educational Training (NIET), conducted a survey among members of
school improvement teams of Cohort 111 schools. In all, some 431 surveys from 69 of 72 schools
were returned, as shown in Table 1.* The number of completed surveys from parents was 30,
which represents less than 50% of number of schools. In practice, every SIT should have at least
one parent (who is not also a teacher). Although various reasons might explain the small number
of surveys from parents, it deserves attention since parental and community involvement in the
SIP process is a fundamental aspect of the both the Leadership Diploma Program and the
MoEHE’s Standards for Effective Schools.

Table 1. Number of completed SIT surveys by district and position

District Principal Teacher Parent Other  TOTAL
Nablus 17 62 14 6 99
South Nablus 13 66 6 5 90
Tubas 11 53 3 9 76
Tulkarem 15 63 1 85
North Hebron 13 66 1 1 81
TOTAL 69 310 30 22 431

Table 2. Gender of participants who submitted completed surveys

Gender
Female 243
Male 188

The survey instrument (Annex A) examined three major variables of the quality of task
performance during the development phase of the SIP process: (1) development of the school
improvement plan, (2) teamwork and collaboration, and (3) principal's leadership.?

! Of the 431 surveys returned, 5 had no data for “position” and these were added to the category “Other.”

% Each of these three variables is comprised of a subset of items whose means, when averaged, creates a composite variable.
Each of the three composite variables has a high degree of inter-item reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha): .841 for task performance;
.866 for Teamwork; and, .911 for Principal’s Leadership.



The survey included five open-ended questions: (1) What were the most important achievements
of the school improvement team? (2) What were lessons learned from the planning process? (3)
What were the biggest challenges during the planning process? (4) How did the support of the
school increase the effectiveness of the SIT? And, (5) what can the school do next year to
improve the SIT’s effectiveness?

A follow-up survey and focus groups are to be conducted in spring 2016 at the end of Cohort 111
training. These will focus on accomplishments of the SIT during the implementation and
monitoring phase of the SIP.

Results

Quality of Task Performance

This section of the survey is comprised of five items that measure the quality of the tasks
performed by the members of the SIT as a group. The chief tasks in this phase of SIP planning
include: writing the school mission and vision; conducting a school self-assessment study to
identify needs; and, drafting of a school improvement plan based on results of the self-
assessment. This section of the survey used a five-point Likert quality scale (1= low quality to 5
= high quality).

The grand mean of the five items, which comprise the composite variable “task performance”,
was 4.10 for all groups. Table 3 ranks the means from largest to smallest. The means for
principals and teachers are nearly identical, while the smallest of the means is that of parents, at
3.92. Three items fall below the mean (shaded grey), of which the smallest is item Al:
Collecting data for the school self-assessment (3.98).

Table 3. Results for quality of task performance in developing the SIP, ranked from largest to smallest

. 3 All
Question All Principal Teacher Parent Other (Principal excluded)
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

QA2. Develop the
mission and vision of 422 061 423 057 426 061 386 074 418 053 4.22 0.62
the school.
QA3. Set clear goals
for school 418 054 419 055 420 055 417 054 400 0.50 4.18 0.54
improvement.
QAA4. Develop a
strategic plan for 406 059 403 058 4.09 060 393 053 394 0.66 4.07 0.59
school improvement.
QADS. Prepare a work
plan for implementing 4, 03 059 404 060 404 060 397 050 400 052 403 0.59

the school
improvement plan.
QAL. Collect data for
the school self- 398 058 420 058 39 055 369 071 400 061 3.94 0.57
assessment study.

Grand Mean 410 058 414 058 411 058 392 060 4.02 0.56 4.09 0.58

3 Out of the 426 completed surveys, a mere 4% of the total are from individuals who identified as “Other,” which, for the
purpose of analysis, is insignificant.




Teamwork

This section of the survey is comprised of seven items that measure the quality of teamwork and
collaboration among the SIT members. Based on a 5-point agreement scale (1= strongly disagree
to 5 = strongly agree), the grand mean on the composite variable “teamwork and collaboration”
for all groups is 4.22. Table 4 ranks the means from largest to smallest. Of the seven items,
three fall below the mean (shaded grey), of which the smallest is question B7, Team members
efficiently completed their tasks associated with planning. (4.06).

Table 4. Results for quality of teamwork and collaboration among the SIT members, ranked from largest to smallest

_ 4 All
Question All Principal Teacher Parent Other (Principal excluded)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

QB4. There was a spirit of
mutual cooperation and
trust among the team
members.

QB1. Team members were
commitment to participating 4.36 059 439 055 441 058 4.07 058 406 0.66 4.36 0.59
in meetings.

QB5. Team members had
positive attitudes towards
their work in the school and
with local organizations.
QB2. Team members
showed commitment in
completing tasks entrusted
to them during meetings.
QB6. Team members were
receptive to different 424 056 420 053 427 056 4.07 064 418 0.53 4.25 0.57
viewpoints.

QB3. There was an agreed

upon common approach to 419 056 422 048 420 058 417 046 381 054 4.18 0.57
the work of the team.
QB7. Team members
efficiently completed their
tasks associated with
planning.

437 053 438 057 440 052 421 057 418 053 4.37 0.53

431 059 428 054 433 059 417 070 431 048 431 0.60

426 057 426 053 429 056 417 070 4.06 0.56 4.26 0.58

406 055 4.04 044 409 055 393 075 4.00 0.50 4.07 0.57

Grand Mean 422 055 423 050 424 055 408 059 4.07 050 4.22 0.55

Principal Leadership

This section of the survey is comprised of eight items that measure the quality of the principal’s
leadership in facilitating the work of the SIT during the planning phase. Based on a 5-point
agreement scale (1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), the grand mean of the composite
variable “principal’s leadership” for all groups is 4.24. Table 5 ranks the means from largest to
smallest. Of the eight items, three fall below the mean (shaded grey), of which the two smallest
include question question C8: The principal helped the team to work through their differences of

4 Out of the 426 completed surveys, a mere 4% of the total are from individuals who identified as “Other,” which, for the
purpose of analysis, is insignificant.




opinion (4.07), and C1: The leadership of the school improvement team achieved the team's
intended goals for planning (3.97).

Table 5. Results for quality of the principal’s leadership in facilitating the work of the SIT, ranked from largest to smallest

. 5 All
Question All Principal Teacher Parent Other (Principal excluded)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

QC4. The principal encouraged
team members to express their 442 056 452 050 443 056 430 060 418 053 4.40 0.57
opinions.

QC2. The principal showed
commitment in accordance
with school rules and
regulations.

QC3. The principal shared
information about the planning
process with the rest of the
team.

QCS5. The principal provided
technical and administrative
support to members of the
team.

QCL1. The principal supported
the team members in
completing their tasks in a
timely manner.

QC6. The principal offered
clear and specific feedback to 422 060 437 052 422 060 403 073 394 043 4.20 0.61
team members.

QCY7. The principal helped the

team to work through their 407 058 413 052 407 060 407 064 382 0.39 4.06 0.59
differences of opinion.
QCS8. The leadership of the
school improvement team

438 053 440 049 440 052 423 063 429 0.69 4.38 0.54

431 056 436 048 432 058 420 061 429 059 4.30 0.58

430 058 438 055 431 059 417 059 424 0.56 4.29 0.58

426 053 432 047 426 053 417 065 424 0.56 4.25 0.54

; . 397 042 403 034 397 045 39 031 394 024 3.96 0.43
achieved the team's intended
goals for planning.
Grand Mean 424 055 431 048 425 055 413 059 412 050 4.23 0.56

Results of Open-Ended Questions

1. What were the most important achievements of the school improvement team? All
groups—principals, teachers, parents, and others—commented that a key achievement was
the level of collaboration they experienced in developing the mission and vision of the
school. Other achievements frequently mentioned included: effective teamwork; respect for
different opinions and viewpoints; the ability to identify and prioritize needs and solutions;
and, communication with parents and local community.

> Out of the 426 completed surveys, a mere 4% of the total are from individuals who identified as “Other,” which, for the
purpose of analysis, is insignificant.




2. What were key lessons learned from the planning process? The groups repeatedly
pointed to the importance of teamwork and discussion, necessary for success in identifying
and prioritizing school needs and in strategizing appropriate solutions.

3. What were the biggest challenges during the planning process? A challenge mentioned
repeatedly by the principals was how to prioritize a school’s many needs. All groups pointed
to the added pressure they felt during the process because of their already heavy workloads
and lack of available time. The lack of available financial resources was also cited as a major
concern.

4. How did the support of the school increase the effectiveness of the SIT? From the point
of view of the principals, the level of support and participation of the school community as a
whole in the school self-assessment study was admirable. All groups mentioned that the
assignment of roles and responsibilities was effective. Teachers and parents credited the
school for effectively coordinating the SIT meetings. Teachers, parents, and other members
appreciated the emphasis placed on teamwork and the importance of giving everyone a voice
in discussions.

5. What can the school do next year to improve the SIT’s effectiveness? Both principals
and teachers emphasised the need to lessen the pressure on both principals and teachers due
to their typically heavy workloads and the lack of free time during the workday. They also
stressed the need to increase the availability of a school’s financial resources for school
improvement. Teachers and parents want to see a wider representation on SITs of staff,
students and members of the local community, and the addition of workshops to better
inform and engage the local community.

Conclusion

The findings of the survey suggest that the LTD model of a school improvement team is serving
as an effective mechanism for shared leadership among those stakeholders of a school
community who participate on an SIT.

1. Task performance during school improvement planning is strong. In particular, members of
SITs judged the quality of their efforts as very high in developing mission and vision
statements, in completing the school self-assessment, and setting goals and targets.

2. Teamwork and collaboration was a definite strength in the SIP process and helps to explain
the very positive evaluation of task performance. There appears to have been high levels of
cooperation among the diverse team members who, despite differences in their positions or
opinions, were able work constructively to accomplish the common goals of the SIT.

3. Principal leadership played a significant role at fostering strong commitment among team
members to cooperate in completing tasks. The principal was credited for encouraging
dialogue and sharing of multiple perspectives, and for providing information and clarity
about the members’ responsibilities in working collaboratively throughout the process of
developing the SIP.



Areas for Improvement

The findings of the survey point to some aspects of task performance and teamwork that may
warrant further investigation (e.g., through focus groups) to help improve the overall
performance of SITs.

1. The findings suggest that both the representation and involvement of parents could be
enhanced, particularly in regards to the development of the mission and vision and the
collection and analysis of data from the school assessment.

2. Data suggest that even though parents had a say in discussions, it is unclear whether their
voice was given the same weight as others on the team. This inference has some validity if,
as the data suggest, parents as a group were underrepresented on SITs. This matter requires
further study.

3. While principals appear to have done an admirable job of facilitating the open exchange of
viewpoints during meetings, data suggest that principals might benefit from building their
communication skills in managing conflict during discussion. Such skills include how to
reduce the risk of conflict from happening in the first place and, when it does, how to manage
it effectively for a positive outcome.

4. Findings suggest that the timely completion of tasks was a challenge. This is supported by
responses in the open-ended questions, where all groups commented repeatedly on
difficulties SIT members faced due to heavy workloads and lack of spare time during the
normal workday. If principals are unable to address these issues administratively on their
own, the matter ought to be brought to the attention of the District Directorate for its support.



ANNEX A: Baseline Survey
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