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The ‘Distributed Leadership Study’ (Spillane et al., 2001) remains the largest
contemporary study of distributed leadership practice in schools. This 4 year
longitudinal study, funded by the National Science Foundation and the Spencer
Foundation, was designed to make the ‘black box’ of leadership practice more
transparent through an in-depth analysis of leadership practice. The central argument
underpinning the study is that distributed leadership is best understood as distributed

practice, stretched over the school’s social and situational contexts.

The research, which focused on 13 elementary schools in Chicago, found that the task
of instructional improvement engaged multiple leaders and that understanding the
interplay between different leaders is crucial to understanding leadership practice.
Their study concluded that the school rather than the individual leader is the most
appropriate unit for thinking about the development of leadership expertise. It also
concluded that intervening to improve school leadership may not be most optimally
achieved by focusing on the individual formal leader and may not offer the best use of
resources.

A study by Copland (2003) focused on improvement in 86 schools that were
engaged in data-driven, whole school reform. All of the schools had a strong
commitment to introducing and implementing participatory leadership. The study
found extensive staff involvement in the leadership of the schools and involvement at
all levels in decision making. While the data remains too limited to confirm any
significant impact on student achievement, the study found that the caﬂy evidence
from the third year of data collection is revealing positive trends in performance
resulting from the large scale move towards more participatory and distributed
patterns of leadership.

(Excerpted from Distributed leadership and organizational change: Reviewing the evidence)

3. Please summarize the following essay in Chinese, (25 pts)
4. Please make comments on the following essay in Chinese. (25 pts)

Drawing from the empirical literature on principals’ leadership in general and,
specifically, their effectiveness as technology leaders, five primary dimensions of
principals’ technology leadership will be examined and serve as the conceptual
framework for this study: vision, planning, and management; staff development and
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training; technology and 1nfrastruéti1re support evaluatlon and research; and
interpersonal and communication skills. The aforementioned five dimensions were
chosen because they are the principals’ core tasks in dealing with teaching and
learning as well as administrative operations with technology in their schools.
Vision and planning have been demonstrated to be very important technology
leadership characteristics. Effective technology leadership develops and articulates a
vision of how technology can produce school change (Cory, 1990). Developing such a
vision requires principals to clearly understand district, state, and national trends and
movements taking place with new and developing technologies. Inkster (1998) noted
that creating a vision of how technology should be used by teachers and students is a
significant indicator of a principal’s technology leadership. Principals must have a
clear technology vision and understand technology implications for the classroom.
Without vision, staff members who lack direction and guidance for technology
integration will not succeed (Ross & Bailey, 1996). Stakeholders (e.g., parents,
community members, teachers, students) must also be involved in the school’s
technology vision. The greater the stakeholders’ consensus and commitment, the more
likely it is that the principal’s technology vision and planning will become a reality
(Jewell, 1998). |
Staff development and training are important aspects of technology leadership.
 The most important responsibility identified by technology leaders was the ability to
describe and identify resources for staff development (Ford, 2000). Effective staff
training must consist of describing and identifying resources, and planning and
customizing development programs based on individual and school needs. For
_example, the in-service plan should include listings and schedules of technology
workshops and courses available to all administrators, educators, and support staff.
Curriculum guidelines and effective technology leadership are also critical to the
planning and designing of educational staff development activities (ISTE, 1998). To
achieve an optimum staff development plan, principals need to identify key resources
and players who can provide formal and informal leadership and technology support
at every grade level and within every discipline to accomplish an effective
instructional technology plan (Moursund, 1992).
Acquiring technology and supporting the infrastructure are crucial areas of
technology leadership. Technology leaders need to provide service and technical
support to their schools (Bailey, 1997). Principals, as technology leaders, must
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provide access to and the dppbrtunity to acquire technology resourcés, as well as
ensuring that appropriate facilities for technology are well supported (Collis, 1988).
Assisting staff with a variety of issues such as purchasing appropriate software
applications, troublqshooting equipment problems, installing equipment and
infrastructure, maintaining and repairing equipment, understanding a variety of
operating systems, and managing and allocating resources fairly and effectively are
desired skills suggested for technology leaders (Aten, 1996; Ford, 2000). Providing
and ensuring access to technology and maintaining infrastructure support were two
areas most often identified as critical elements of principals’ technology-related
behaviors (Inkster, 1998).

Evaluation and research should be of primary concern to technology

effectiveness. Effective principals implement evaluation procedures that allow for
growth assessment of teachers and staff members toward established technology
standards and help guide their professional development plans (ISTE, 2001).
Principals should also include the learning and teaching process as a criterion in
assessing instructional staff performance in the use and application of educational
technology (ISTE, 2001). Cory (1990) suggests that because of the rapidly evolving
nature of instructional and learning programs, it is particularly important that these
programs are evaluated annually and the results incorporated into ongoing and future
planning and assessment processes. Effective technology leadership should include
evaluations of new and existing technology in terms of cost, benefits, and educational
impact (Aten, 1996). Such evaluations provide principals with the appropriate
information to effectively assess and improve technology plans in their schools.
Interpersonal and communication skills can impact principals’ effective

* technology leadership. The ability to interact and communicate well is an important
technology leadership characteristic (Aten, 1996, Inkster, 1998; Kline, 1993). Leaders

" must be able to get along with teachers and staff members as they begin to integrate
new learning technologies (Bailey & Lumley, 1994; Jewell, 1998). A principal can be
an effective leader without technological expertise; however, without interpersonal
and communication skills, principals cannot be effective technology leaders.
Technology leadership requires refined interpersonal and communication abilities, as
well as technological competency (Ray, 1992). Principals’ communication skills are
often closely tied with their effective technology leadership (Inkster, 1998).

(Excerpted from Teachers’ Perceptions of the Dimensions and Implementation of Technology
Leadership of Principals in Taiwanese Elementary Schools)
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A) Purposes and Goals of Rankings

1. Assessment of higher education (processes, and outputs) in the Web. The Web indicators and we are already publishing comparative analysis withﬂ

similar initiatives. But the current objective of the Webometrics Ranking is to promote Web publication by universities, evaluating the commitment]
o the electronic distribution of these organizations and to fight a very concerning academic digital divide which is evident even among world

universities from developed countries. However, even when we do not intend to assess universities performance solely on the basis of their web
output, Webometrics Ranking is measuring a wider range of activities than the current generation of bibliometric indicators that focuses only in the}

Hactivities of scientific elite.

2. Ranking purpose and target groups. Webometrics Ranking is measuring the volume, visibility and impact of the web pages published by
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universities, with speclal emphasis In the scientific output (referred papers, conference contributions, pre-prints, monographs, thesis, reports, ...} but
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Iso taking Into account other materials (courseware, seminars or workshops documentation, digital libraries, databases, multimedia, personal
pages, ...) and the general information on the institution, their departments, research groups or supporting services and people working or attendingr
courses, |

here is a direct target group for the Ranking which are the university authorities. If the web performance of an institution is below the expected
position according to their academic excellence, they should reconsider their web policy, promoting substantial increases in the volume and quality]
. f their electronic publications.

Faculty members are indirect target groups as we expect that in a nearlfuture the web information could be as important as other bibliometric anc+
cientometric indicators for the evaluation of the scientific performance of scholars and their research groups.
Finally, candidate students should not used this data as the sole guide for choosing university, although a Top position means that the institution hasr

policy that encourages new technologies and it has resources for their adoption.

3. Diversity of institutions: Missions and goals of the institutions. Quality measures for research-oriented |nstitutions, for example, are quite different
E’om those that are appropriate for institutions that provide broad access to underserved communities. Institutions that are being ranked and thej

xperts that inform the ranking process should be consuited often.

4. Information sources and interpretation of the data provided. Access to the Web information is done mainly through search engines. These
intermediaries are free, universal, and very powerful even when considering their shortcomings (coverage limitations and biases, lack of

transparency, commercial secrets and strategies, irregular behaviour). Search engines are key for measuring visibility and impact of university’s

websites.
There are a limited number of sources that can be useful for webome_tric purposes: 7 general search engines (Google*, Yahoo Search*, Live (MSN)F
Search*, Exaléad*, Ask (Teoma), Gigablast and Alexa) and 2 specialised scientific databases (Google Scholar* and Live Academic). All of them have
very large (huge) independent databases, but due to the availability of their data collection procedures (Apis), only those marked with asterisk are

lused in compiling the Webometrics Ranking.

Is. Linguistic, cultural, economic, and historical contexts. The project intends to have true global coverage, not narrowing the analysis to a few

hundreds of institutions (world-class universities) but including as many organizations as possible. The only requirement in our international
rankings is having an autonomous web presence with an independent web domain. This approach allows a larger number of institutions to monitor
heir current ranking and the evolution of this position affer adopting specific policies and initiatives. Universities in developing countries have thej
pportunity to know precisely the indicators' threshold that marks the limit of the elite.
Current identifled biases of the Webometrics Ranking includes the traditional linguistic one (more than half of the internet users are English-speakind
people), and a new disciplinary one (technology-instead of biomedicine is at the moment the hot topic) Since in most cases the infrastructure (web

pace) and the connectivity to the Internet already exits , the economic factor is not considered a major limitation (at least for the 3.000 Top

universities).
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iB) Design and Weighting of Indicators

6. Methodology used to create the rankings. The unit for analysis is the institutional domain, so only universities and research centres with an
independent web domain are considered. If an institution has more than one main domain, two or more entries are used with the different addresses.
About 5-10% of the institutions have no independent web presence, most of them located in developing countries. Qur catalogue of institutions
includes not only universities but also other Higher Education institutions following the recommendations of UNESCO. Names and addresses were

ollected from both national and international sources including among others:

Universities Worldwide gm_\_/_g_:

All Universities around the World www.bulter.nl/universities/
Braintrack University Index www.braintrack.com

Canadian Universities www uwaterloo.ca/canuy

UK Universities www,scit.wlv.ac.uk/ukinfo

US Universities www.utexas. edu/world/univ/state

University activity is multi-dimensional and this is reflected in its web presence. So the best way to build the ranking is combining a group of
indicators that measures these different aspects. Almind & Ingwersen proposed the first Web indicator, Web Impact Factor (WIF), based on link
nalysis that combines the number of external inlinks and the number of pages of the website, a ratio of 1:1 between visibility and size. This ratio
is used for the ranking but adding two new indicators to the size component: Number of documents, measured from the number of rich files in a webl
domain, and number of publications being collected by Google Scholar databése. As it has been already commented, the four indicators were

obtained from the quantitative results provided by the main search engines as follows:

ize (S). Number of pages recovered from four engines: Google, Yahoo, Live Search and Exalead. For each engine, results are log-normalised to 1
or the highest value. Then for each domain, maximum and minimum results are excluded and every institution is assigned a rank according to thj
ombined sum.
isibility (V). The total number of unique external links received (inlinks) by a site can be only confidently obtained from Yahoo Search, Live Search}
land Exalead. For each engine, results are log-normalised to 1 for the highest value and then combined to generate the rank.
Rich Files (R). After evaluation of their relevante to academic and publication activities and considering the volume of the different file formats, the]
ollowing were selected: Adobe Acrobat (.pdf), Adobe PostScript (.ps), Microsoft Word (.doc) and Microsoft Powerpoint (.ppt). These data were

Xtracted using Google and merging the results for each filetype after log-normalising in the same way as described before.
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Scholar (Sc). Google Scholar provides the number of papers and citations for each academic domain. These results from the Scholar database

represent papers, reports and other academic items.

The four ranks were combined according to a formula where each one has a different weight:

___WEBOMETRICS RANK
e
VISIBILITY {weh pages}
{external inlinks}
0% RICH FILES 15%
SCHOLAR 15%

7. Relevance and validity of the indicators. The choice of the indicators was done according to several criteria (see note), some of them trying to catchy

quality and academic and institutional strengths but others intending to promote web publication and Open Access initiatives. The inclusion of the

otal number of pages is based on the recognition of a new global market for academic information, so the web is the adequate platform for the
internationalization of the institutions. A strong and detailed web presence providing exact descriptions of the structure and activities of the

university can attract new students and scholars woﬂdwide . The number of external inlinks received by a domain is a measure that represents
visibility and impact of the published material, and although there Is a great diversity of motivations for linking, a significant fraction works in a
rsimilar way as bibliographic citation. The success of seif-archiving and other repositories related initiatives can be roughly represented from rich filg]
land Scholar data. The huge numbers involved with the pdf and doc formats means that not only administrative reports and bureaucratic forms arej

linvolved. PostScript and Powerpoint files are clearly related to academic activities.

I8. Measure outcomes in preference to inputs whenever possible. Data on inputs are relevant as they reflect the general condition of a given
lestablishment and are more frequently available. Measures of outcomes provide a more accurate assessment of the standing and/gr quality of a
given institution or program. We expect to offer a better balance in the future, but current edition intend to call the attention to incomplete strategies,

inadequate policies and bad practices in web publication before attempting a more complete scenario.

9. Weighting the different indicators: Current and future evolution. The current rules for ranking indicators including the described weighting model]
has been tested and published in scientific papers. More research is still done on this topic, but the final aim is to develop a model that includes

dditional quantitative data, especially bibliometric and scientometric indicators.

HC)_CoMection and Processing of Data

Y

10. Ethical standards. We identified some relevant biases in the search engines data including under-representation of some countries and

Ilanguages. As the behaviour is different for each engine, a good practice consists of combining results from several sources. Any other mistake of]
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rrror is unintentional and it should not affect the credibility of the ranking. Please contact us if you think the ranking is not objective and impartialf
i

n any way.

11, Audited _and verifiable data. The only source for the data of the Webometrics Ranking is a small set of globally available, free access search
ngines. All the resuits can be duplicated according to the describing methodologies taking into account the explosive growth of the web contents,

':heir volatility and the irregutar behaviour of the commercial engines.

12. Data collection. Data are collected during the same week, in two consecutive rounds for each strategy, being selected the higher value. Every

website under common institutional domain is explored, but no attempt has been done to combine contents or links from different domains.

13. Quality of the ranking processes. After automatic collection of data, positions are checked manually and compared with previous editions. Some

of the processes are duplicated and new expertise is added from a variety of sources. Pages that linked to the Webometrics Ranking are explored an

icomments from blogs and other fora are taken into account. Finally, our mailbox receives a lot of requests and suggestions that are acknowledgejl

findividually.

14. Organizational measures to enhance credibility. The ranking results and methodologies are discussed in scientific journals, and presented in

linternational conferences. We expect international advisory or even supervisory bodies to take part in future developments of the ranking.

D) Presentation of Ranking Results

15. Display of data and factors involved. The published tables show all the Web indicators used in a very synthetic and visual way. Rankings are

‘provtded not only from a central Top 4000 classification but also considering several regional rankings for comparative purposes.

g:. Updating and error reducing. The Ilsflngs are offered from asp dynamic pages build on several databases that can be corrected when errors orl

pos are detected.
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