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This mixed method study was designed to investigate the extent to which the
professional learning community (PLC) program has been fully implementeai
groups of elementary schools in one county school district and whether that
implementation has sustained a culture of a PLC in two groups of elementary schools
One group of elementary schools achieved Adequate Yearly ProgressdAd Be
other group of schools achieved AYP through the provisions of safe harbor and/or the
confidence interval. The study sought to assess the perceptions of elemardaty s
principals, staff development teachers, afigjgade team leaders from the two groups
of schools regarding the five domains of the PLC: shared and supportive leadership,
shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared persotieg prac
and supportive conditions—relationships and structures (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).
According to Hord (2004), the PLC domains are not isolated, but are intertwined as

each dimension affects the other in practice.



These data were gathered through the use of a survey to answer questions 1
through 3 and individual key informant interviews to answer the fourth research
guestion. A survey instrument was sent to principals, staff development teachers and
5" grade team leaders from the two groups of elementary schools. The survey was
designed to solicit their perception of the PLC implementation in their sciduds
individual interviews were held with key district leaders. There was atstailis
significant difference that favored principals and staff developmentdesahthe
schools that achieved AYP and no statistical difference"fgrade team leaders with
respect to the five PLC domains. The researcher conducted a one-waysasfalysi
variance of differences between principals, staff development teaahdr§' grade
team leaders' judgments of these leaders' perceptions of the five PLShgade
domains for both groups of schools.

This study has implications for training, policy, and practice for elementar
school principals and other leaders in the school. Hord (2004) suggested the principal
is the key to the creation and existence of a PLC. This study provides a shared
leadership model for principals and other leaders operating schools as hagmpegf
professional learning communities. It is expected that this reseat@ssigt school

districts in their efforts for district-wide reform.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

In today's school environment of high accountability under the "No Child Left
Behind" (NCLB) Act of 2001 (January 8, 2002), principals cannot do the work of school
improvement alone. The accountability demands instituted by the fedesttieg of
NCLB are causing administrators and teachers to change practice (NBil@tabr's
Conference, 2003). No Child Left Behind has significantly increased the pressure t
improve student achievement and close the achievement gap. Today, schools are faced
with meeting the needs of all students and in the mid-Atlantic State whestuitiysvas
conducted, the state assessment program required schools to have students achieve
proficiency in reading and mathematics by 2014 as measured by statehestforE,
the behavior of the principal and teachers in shared decision making is vital for improved
educational outcomes (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).

With the ever-changing demands on schools for closing the "achievement gap"
(Education Trust, 2004), it is believed that principals operating schools as pmoéssi
learning communities (PLCs) were the best hope for school reform (Datéingnond
& McLaughlin, 1995; Fullan, 1993; Lieberman, 1995a; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006).
Principals should build collaborative relationships with teachers as the basidiemg
for the success of the school (DuFour, 1998; Louise, Kruse, & Marks, 1996). Lieberman
(1995) suggested the changing image of the principal as "the 1990s view of Igadershi
called for principals to act as partners with teachers, involved in a collabajaéiseto
examine practices and improve schools” (p. 9) in order to sustain a culture ofipnafless
collaboration. Research on effective schools concluded that principals leadhéom t

center (through shared leadership) rather than the top (Lezotte, 1997).



Challenges of Elementary School Leadership

School leaders face increasingly high demands to reach higher standardseand ra
student achievement. The task of operating a school is very complex and one person can
no longer accomplish this alone (Jackson & Davis, 2000). The professional learning
community (PLC) concept garners the support of all stakeholders through sisead vi
shared and supportive leadership, collective learning, shared practice, and supportive
conditions. Hord and Sommers (2008) suggested principals were often seen as the
"catalyst for launching" the PLC (p.20). Schools are usually organized asdxeefiin
teachers in their own rooms having little or no interaction with their colledGaeth
2006). These authors indicated another road block is the staff saying, '‘aANeys done
it this way" (p.24). How then can the principal break these barriers and fost€?a PL
Moving principals and teachers who have historically worked singly into a P&C is
challenge (Hord & Sommers, 2008). Machiavelli noted in the 1500s that it was a
challenge to move adults from their comfortable behaviors and actions.

Leonard and Leonard (2005) concluded that, despite concerted collaborative
efforts and literature attesting the merits of professional leaoanmgmunities (PLCs),
the creation and successful implementation of PLCs has experienced limitesissal
the idea remains difficult and doubtful in some schools. Successful creation and
implementation of PLCs stems from collaboration problems from an underutilized
micropolitical perspective which examined the way power operated within amgam
groups to undermine consensus and collective action (Achinstein, 2002). In order to lead
PLCs, principals should share authority, guide the work of teacher leaderdpand al
teachers the opportunity to actively participate in the PLC without controlling,
manipulating or dominating them (Merziow, 2003; Prestine, 1993; Savage, 2008). When
professional collaboration does not exist, principals and teacher leaders do not work
together, knowledge is not shared, there is not the contribution of ideas, and plans are not

developed together for the purpose of achieving school improvement goals (Leonard &
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Leonard, 2001). Savage (2008) identified time, resources for collaboration, fear,

individual quests for power and insecurities as barriers which were often overiooke

fostering change. In a professional learning community, principals arftetdaaders

should "come together on a regular basis" (p.10) through shared vision and practice.

These challenges described presented a thorny path to change for pranuijpi@achers.

One way to smooth the path for overcoming these challenges could be to focassteach

on improved student achievement.

In response to these challenges, Hall and Hord (2006) identified six strakegies

principals could be introduced to for successful PLC implementation in el@ment

schools:

1.

Articulate a shared vision — the principal invited teachers to talk about the
PLC and why it could benefit the school.

Use the vision of change to craft a plan that would engage the teachers in
understanding the vision.

Provision for professional development (collective learning) to build the
capacity of teacher leaders and teachers who could help do the work as the
school moves toward developing its PLC.

Check the progress — was necessary to determine if teachers and the
principal are moving toward the vision, creating a PLC and applying the
PLC attributes.

Provided assistance (supportive conditions) to continue building the
capacity of teachers and all involved in the PLC.

The overarching and sixth strategy was the culture of change. This
strategy could be necessary for supporting teacher leaders in the change
process and the shift from the old way schools have operated in the past.

Taking a risk and building trust were also important elements.



DuFour (1998), Huffman and Hipp (2003), Hord (2004) and Hord and Sommers (2008)
confirmed in their work similar essential dimensions or characteristipgortive and
shared leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application,
supportive conditions, and shared personal practice of schools with successful PLCs.
Since designing and implementing the PLC program was a proposed solution to
meeting the demands of changing demographics and improving student achievement,
examining one county school district's experiences with the PLC program cowuidepr
important information for other school districts. Joyce and Showers (1995; 2002)
suggested that if a PLC existed and if there was analysis of student erderratudent

achievement could be positively affected.

Teacher Quality and Professional Learning Communities

Hanushek (2004) defined teacher quality as good teachers who yielded large gains
in student achievement for their class and said that teachers near the toguaditiie
distribution can help students achieve high results. Teacher quality and expautd be
a reason for the difference in learning opportunities across schools (Hanushek, 2004).
Ronald Ferguson's (2007) large-scale study of more than one thousand schodal district
indicated that an important determinant of student achievement was teachese xipairt
teacher quality matters and that effort should focus on upgrading high quality schools.
The National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (2003) acknowledged that
every student deserves great teachers in schools that are organized &=, $bhate
teachers of quality were attracted to and thrived in good schools, and that these school
were places where teaching and learning prospered as the schools waredtas
professional learning communities. The National Commission of Teaching andcAlseri
Future (2003) invited state leaders, superintendents, school boards, principals and
teachers to join in a national effort that reallocated and appropriated funds to provide

teachers with time, flexibility, and resources needed to create anshdastesed PLCs,
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and provided resources to reduce teacher isolation to support smaller gradiealenmed)
communities. Additionally, the National Commission (2003) suggested that teacher
provided flexible job-embedded professional development, needed mentoring and peer
assistance programs. High teacher turnover had high costs, particularly in inbals sc
and schools populated with high-poverty students (National Governor's Association,
2006). The National Commission of Teaching and America's Future (2003) furtadr not
that although some turnover was expected, excessive high turnover eroded teaching
guality and student achievement, and diminished the sense of community and coherence
which could undermine the ability to build and sustain PLCs in schools.

Strategy one itNo dream denied: A pledge to America's child{2003) of the
National Commission of Teaching and America's Future made sirmalarscby noting
that schools should become PLCs for student and teacher success. Additionally, the
National Commission of Teaching and America's Future (2003) reportesttiails
could restructure time and staffing for teachers to have time for job-embedded
professional development, for opportunities to work together and for shared
responsibility for groups of students.\ivhat matters most: Teaching for America's
future (1996), the National Commission of Teaching and America's Future suggested
school systems should prepare, select, and retain principals who understood @athing
learning and who could lead schools as high-performing learning communities. This
recommendation, directed at schools organized as PLCs, has been the most difficult t
implement No dream denied: pledge to America's childre2003). The nation's
governors' meeting in 2001 noted these common characteristics of schools that have been
successful at closing the achievement gap:

. A focus on student learning.

" A shared sense among faculty and staff for all student learning.

. Principals were instructional leaders who collaborated with teacliartea



The National Center for Educational Accountability (2001) in Austin, Texas
studied more than 100 high performing school systems and the findings suggested that
successful schools embraced the attributes of PLCs. Schools should support quality
teachers and the National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (2003)
indicated until every school becomes a strong learning community, teachéy wilhli
decline, teacher retention will increase, student performance will safférthe
achievement gaps across racial, ethnic and economic groups will persisiodhss
where there were PLCs, there was a beacon of light as these schools heieel attich
retained quality teachers who received support for teaching and learning through

resources and support they needed in their schools (Hord & Sommers, 2008).

The Achievement Gap

The Northwest Evaluation Association (2006, p. 2) defined the "achievement gap
as the difference between the academic performance of poor students anddtikiemw
students and between minority students and their non-minority peers." According to the
National Governor's Association (2006), the "achievement gap" persists inssichthad
United States (p. 1). African American and Hispanic elementary school student
performance improved during the 1970s and 1980s; however, the gaps widened in
reading and mathematics during the 1990s (Education Trust, 2004; Haycock, 2001;
National Center for Education Statistics, 2001). The National Center for Eatucati
Statistics Nation's Report Card Reading007) reported African American and Hispanic
grade 4 students' reading performance improved in 2007 as measured by the National
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP). African American and Hispagiade
students showed slightly higher reading scores when comparing readitsg fresn
2002 to 2007Nation's ReporCard Reading2007). However, reading improvements for
non-White 4 grade students did not result in closing the reading achievement gap.

Similarly in mathematics, the National Center for Education Stati@tiation's Report
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Card Mathematics2005) reported slight gains for non-WhitR grade students when
comparing data from 2000 to 2005. Whitdgtade students scored higher than African
American and Hispanic4grade students. The White-African American score gap was
narrowed in 2005 while the Hispanic score gap did not change in matherNatics s
Report Card Mathemati¢c2005).

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) Act had specific goals and timelines for
students to achieve predefined proficiency levels. According to the NortBwastation
Association (2006, p. 4), "school districts scrambled” to meet the provisions of NCLB,;
however, NCLB provisions have "yet to narrow the achievement gap” (Lee, 2006).
Amour (2004, p. 5) suggested that NCLB is trying to "reduce the achievement gap
without proven methods of reaching poor and minority students” and while NCLB is a
federal mandate, there are no "delineated solutions" for closing the anbrevgap
(Northwest Evaluation Association, 2006, p. 5). These authors, DuFour (1998) and
Kannapel, Clements, Taylor and Hibsphman (2005), suggested that in high-performing
elementary schools there are promising programs for closing the ankmtvgap. These
PLC authors (DuFour, 1998; Hord, 2004; Huffman & Hipp, 2003) believed if low-
performing, high-poverty schools used the attributes of the PLC—shared vision, share
and supportive leadership, collective learning, shared practice, and supportive
conditions—the staff together could work to close the achievement gap. Although
eliminating the achievement gap may sound like a daunting task, the behavior of the
principal and teachers in the PLC fostered by shared decision making is vitiaisiog

the achievement gap (Hord, 2004).

Significance of the Study
Public elementary schools, as they are currently constituted, should be legin wa
to enable principals to respond to the increasing demands of closing the achieyagment

Therefore, Waters, Marzano, and MacNulty (2003) reported that increased school

7



leadership substantially boosted student achievement. In this age of accoyntabilit
veteran educators and school leadership experts still insist that the pigtneekey to
school reform, but must listen to all constituents in the school in order to leadvefiecti
The leadership of the principal is the most important determinant of an effecGve P
(Hord, 2004). Block (2003) stated effective leaders created social space thaedrthanc
organization. The idea of social space is one conducive to solving even the most
perplexing organizational problems. Spillane and others (Halverson & Diamond, 2001,
2003; Spillane & Sherer, 2004) focused on the concept of distributed leadership. Spillane
stated," in a distributed perspective, leadership practice is stretchedudtiplenteaders”
(2006, p. 15). Twenty years of school reform has placed a full plate of tasks anddchange
the assumption about the nature of school leaderslaiyérd Educational Pres003).
Principals must understand structures and processes that create conditisssrpéoe
organizational improvement (Lambert, 2003).

Fullan (2002) and other educational leaders concluded that the one-person leader
in the school house is obsolete as the task of transforming a school is too complex for one
person to accomplish. Lambert stated in her bBolding Leadership Capacity in
Schoolg1998), "this hard work required that principals and teachers alike serve as
reflective, inquiring practitioners who can sustain real dialogue” (p. 24).iQyeatd
sustaining a culture of professional collaboration required an understanding oveffect
schools research, professional learning communities, distributed leaderdmprecipals
who understood the actions and behaviors of transformational leadership for effective
practice that should enhance the achievement of students (DuFour, 1998; Marzano, 2003;
Spillane & Sherer, 2004).

A national study of the principalship, entitibthking Sense of Leadir&chools
(Portin et al., 2003) stated, "the principal is a key factor in building a school cotgmuni

that functions as a professional learning community where improvementystdike



occur" (p. 25). Effective leaders should have a shared vision for their school and
recognize the importance of teachers working together to achieve the taiois ¢t al.,

2002; Lambert, 1998). Hord (1997b) observed that as an "organizational arrangement, the
professional learning community could be a powerful staff development approach and a
potent strategy for school change and improvement” (p. 1). This can not be achieved by
principals working in isolation, but depended on the principal building a school

community that included all stakeholders. Halverson (2002) stated, "that proféssiona
learning communities are a form of social capital, that results from theafischool

leaders to design and implement leadership systems and structures amuerg iaac

given school context" (p. 3). In order to accomplish this, Hord (2004) suggested, "the

principal must be willing to establish a context that nurtures the development ofGhe PL

(p. 39).

Conceptual Framework

In 1999, the superintendent of schools in the county school district in which this
study was conducted embarked on a program to transform all elementary suiwools i
PLCs. The professional learning community program was designed to encourage
collaborative decision making among principals, teachers, staff developaehéts,
other school personnel, and parents as they worked to build a learning community for
their school. The school district used Richard DuFour's (1998) PLC model as the
framework for training principals and teachers. DuFour (1998) suggested RL.Cs ar
characterized as having these key dimensions: shared mission, vision and values,
collective inquiry, collaborative teams, action orientation and experimentation,
continuous improvement, and results orientation. A description of each dimension and

examples in practice are summarized below.



Shared Mission, Vision and Values

What separates an ordinary school from a PLC is the school's "collective
commitment to the principles that articulate what people in the school believe and wha
they seek to create" (DuFour, 1998, p. 25) for their school. Similarly to DuFour, authors
Senge (1990) and Hord (2004) indicated that with a shared vision, there was a strong
focus and commitment from the staff toward school improvement efforts. Vision can not
be imposed or declared by the principal, yet the actions of the principal should guide the
staff to develop a shared vision (DuFour, 1998). Professional learning communities in
this model were described "as the conduct and habits of minds of the people who work
within it" (p. 25) and this was evidenced in the day-to-day functioning of the school.
Principals in PLCs engaged staff in co-creation of the vision, facilitateseosus
building, conflict resolution and demonstrated a sincere interest in finding common
ground with teachers (DuFour, 1998). Principals of PLCs led through a sense df share
vision and values rather than by rules and DuFour (1998) suggested these principals
perceived that identifying, promoting and protecting the shared vision and valbes in t

PLC was one of their most important duties as the leader.

Collective Inquiry

Collective inquiry was viewed as the driving force for improvement, growth, and
renewal in a PLC (DuFour, 1998). Principals and teachers were described in this
dimension of the PLC as collectively seeking answers to problems, testing tievdsye
reflecting on the results and their sense of curiosity made them open to new idea
(DuFour, 1998). Ross, Smith, & Roberts (1994) referred to collective inquiry as the
"team learning wheel" (p. 26). This means teachers do not hoard materialsranbtv
reluctant to enter into any kind of collaboration (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). Accordingly,

principals and teacher leaders were proactive in modeling collective inqhiayibes
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with norms embedded for this to occur within the school (DuFour, 1998; Hord, 2004;

Huffman & Hipp, 2003).

Collaborative Teams

A structure included in DuFour's PLC (1998) model is collaborative teams, which
means grade-level teams shared a common purpose. Building the school's tapacity
learn is not individual; rather, it was a collaborative task. Schools that functisiddCs
were mostly characterized as having a collaborative culture in whidieteigolation
was replaced with collaborative structures focused on teaching and learniwbexed
teachers were encouraged to think and act as its leaders. When collaborativegsams
fostered, adult learning focused on the renewal of the school and promoted a willingness
to work together for continuous school improvement efforts (DuFour, 1998). Similar to
DuFour's (1998) model, Prestine (1993) agreed that principals leading PLCs
demonstrated these skills: the ability to share authority, the abilityitivafiecthe work
of staff, and the ability to participate without dominating. A school whose staffdd
together and participated in shared decisions about its operations requiredpalpsihoi

could let go of power for shared leadership.

Action Orientation and Experimentation

Principals and teachers in PLCs should be action oriented according to DuFour
(1998). "Staff should turn aspirations into actions and visions into realities. Not only do
they act; they are unwilling to tolerate inaction” (p. 27). Principals led skadfrand
created a comfort level for reflection about what happened, why it happened and then
developed new theories. Traditional schools tended to blame when there were failures
and in PLC schools, DuFour (1998) indicated failed experiments were opportunities for
growth. This PLC model called for the principal to engage teachers in sharsidme

making.
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Continuous Improvement

DuFour stated that in his PLC modalpersistent discomfort with the status quo
and a constant search for a better way characterize the heart of aigmafdearning
community” (p.28); that was evidenced in schools that operated as PLCs. There was a
commitment to continuous improvement; members of the PLC recognized andteelebra
the fact that the mission and vision were a way of life for the school. For continuous
improvement efforts, PLC schools shared data and talked about how to respond to the
results. This helped staff own and take responsibility for the schools’ résoits&
Sommer, 2008). In order to continue learning, the principal should create structures and
processes to keep conversations going, increased trust for teachers to feghtdenf

having this discourse and dedicated time for meetings.

Results Orientation

Those involved in a PLC realized their efforts to "develop shared vision, mission
and values; engage in collective inquiry; build collaborative teams; take actbfgcus
on continuous improvement must be assessed on the basis of results rather than
intentions” (DuFour, 1998, p. 29). Developing a culture focused on results was an
important component of the PLC. Being result oriented was a significant végricle
driving toward continuous improvement. These authors (DuFour, 1998; Hord, 1997Db;
2004; Hord & Sommers, 2008: Spillane, 2006) believed what gets measured, monitored
and given attention by the principal and other leaders in the school will be focused on by
the remainder of the organization. When principals in PLCs consistently check on
implementation and give support where needed, "then high quality development of the
PLC flourishes" (Hord & Sommers, 2008).

The Professional Learning Community Assessment (PLCA) survey iresttum

used for this study was designed by Huffman and Hipp (2003). A description of the
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PLCA is found in Chapter 3. Below is a description of Huffman and Hipp’s conceptual

framework.

Huffman and Hipp's Conceptual Framework

Huffman and Hipp's (2003) model of PLCs recommended the leadership of the
principal was key and the work of schools creating and sustaining PLCs required
principals to address all PLC attributes: supportive and shared leadersted, \silaes
and vision, collective learning, supportive conditions and shared personal practice.
Huffman and Hipp (2003) found the development of shared values could serve to help
staff identify the necessary work. Data from the stithyy leadership is shared and
visions emerge in the creation of learning commun({ti&pp and Huffman, 2000), noted
it was difficult to separate the dimensions of collective learning, applicatid shared
personal practice. Collective learning allowed the opportunity for teattheatlaborate,
apply new knowledge, skills and strategies. Shared personal practice involvedynot onl
observing peers and providing feedback, it included sharing the results of newepractic
in formal and informal settings. The study (Hipp & Huffman, 2000) also suggested
schools that institutionalized PLCs, the attribute of shared practice iddieaehers
meeting to analyze student work and the revision of instructional strategieseduited
in collective learning that could open the door for continuous learning through shared
personal practice. These researchers (Hipp and Huffman, 2000) stated supportive
conditions were the glue that could hold the other dimensions: supportive and shared
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning, and shared persore practi
together. Additionally, within PLCs, Huffman and Hipp (2002) stated staff who
“intentionally and collectively engaged in learning and work in matters dinetéted to
classroom practice benefitted student learning” (p.42).

Walker and Sackney (1999) viewed "mature learning communities as having

social cohesion, which included trust, hope and reciprocity” (p.24) and these authors
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suggested without creating a culture of trust, respect, and inclusivenessongbd
efforts on relationships, funds, time, and resources would have little effect angeeat
PLC. Huffman and Hipp (2003) believed the entire school community—teachers,
parents, and central office staff—should be involved in collaborative efforthieva
the goals of the school and to sustain efforts.

An evaluation study in 2002 conducted by the school district staff where the study
was conducted included focus groups of elementary staff and surveys of a repiwesenta
sample of school system teachers and administrators from elementary@rdhsgc
schools. The findings suggested that all principals surveyed and two-thirdsloére
reported that a PLC was evolving in the schools and teachers and administratails wante
more time for planning, collaboration and more training. Little researchdeas
conducted on the results of the implementation of the PLC in elementary schools, the role
of the principal, and the effects on student achievement since the inception of the PLC

program in the school district being studied.

Statement of the Problem

The School System
The county school district in which the study was conducted is a large suburban
district adjacent to one large urban and two large suburban school systems. The school
district is located in a middle Atlantic state and has the largest and most diverse school enrollment
in the state (State Department Education, 2006). Thirty-threeof the 199 schools in the system
have been selected as blue ribbon schools from 1983 through 2008 and the school district had a
long history of being a leades measured by the state assessment program (State Department
of Education, 2000; School Performance Assessment Program, 2003; State Assessment, 2004). It
has consistently maintained a high rate of graduation along with a low drofefdrra

students. The average student performance on the Scholastic Achievem¢BATgst
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was 1616 with an 87% senior participation rate. According to Newsweek Education
(2006), the district had 17 schools listed in the nation's top 1,000 high schools; 5 high

schools were in the top 100 with rankings of eleventh and seventeenth.

Demographic Changes

The demographics of the county school system changed a great deal since 1983.
In the last 25 years, student enrollment grew from 91,030 in 1983 to 137, 798 in 2006 —
2007, a 51% increase (Strategic Plan for the School System, 2007). Over this period,
enrollment gains had largely been among African American and Hispanic groups.
Between 1983 and 2006, African American enrollment increased by 18,906 or 22.9% and
Hispanic enrollment increased by 24,194 or 20.7%. The district reported in its annual
strategic plan (2006) that it enrolled nearly half of the state's Enghgluage learners
and more than one-fifth of all students received federal meal assistandeghiést
poverty group grew at twice the rate of the total enrollment in the school system
student backgrounds included 138 foreign countries and 119 different languages. Schools
in the district's more urbanized area served a high percentage of lowercsooore
students.

The disparity in student achievement formed the basis for the county school
district to develop a plan to address the need for elementary schools in padicular t
respond to these changing demographics. Consequently, the school district introduced the
concept of PLCs in all elementary schools to meet these and other demands in 2001. Over
the five years of introduction and implementation of the professional learning cotymuni
concept, there has been no systemic study to analyze the extent to which e progr
implementation in elementary schools as perceived by the principal and teaciess |
has sustained a culture of PLC as was intended by the school system. This stutly shoul
determine if there are differences in the perceptions of principals, statbgenent

teachers, and'bgrade team leaders regarding PLC implementation based on the five
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PLC attributes—shared vision, shared and supportive leadership, collectivadearni
shared practice, and supportive conditions between elementary schools that have
achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of

safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals.

State Assessment Program and Adequate Yearly Progress

The state assessment program in reading and mathematics meirige test
requirements of the federal NCLB. The state assessment programoea$oa $chool
improvement and an overall measure of students' knowledge accumulated over several
years of school. Under the federal NCLB act, the state assessment uheasureported
student and school performance. The assessment was administered to studaés id g
and 5 beginning in school year 2002 through 2003 and grade 4 students in 2004. The
NCLB required all schools to demonstrate that students are achievingnA¥&ding
and mathematics. Meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) targetawaportant
school improvement goal for all schools, especially the performance of misittent
groups. The purpose of this study was to determine whether the PLC program had been
fully implemented during the seven years it has been in place between two groups of
schools. Group one of the schools selected for the study achieved AYP. Group two of the
schools achieved AYP through the provisions of safe harbor and or the confidence

interval. Adequate Yearly Progress and how it was determined is discussed bel

Adequate Yearly Progress

Education Week (2004) described AYP as the measure by which schools,
districts, and states are held accountable for student achievement undeethefTite
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Adequate Yearly Progress was introduced intalfeder
law in the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education ActoUsed t

determine if schools are successfully educating students, AYP was desigimesiire
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that each year schools and school systems demonstrated continuous improvement towar
the goal of 100% proficiency in reading and mathematics by 2014 as measured by
NCLB. The reading standards are required to be tested annually in gradasg® thr
grade 5 for elementary school students. The results are compared to pspagdar
based on state AYP standards, states then determined if the school had achieved AYP
toward the proficiency goals. The federal law gave states the flgxibil defining
yearly progress; however, states must include the following elements.
. States must set a baseline for measuring students' performance toward the
goal of 100 percent proficiency by the spring of 2014.
. Benchmarks must be created by states for how students will progress each
year to meet the 100 percent proficiency by the spring of 2014
. A state's AYP must include separate measures for reading and matkemat
and must apply to all subgroups (American Indian, Asian, African
American, Hispanic, White, Free and Reduce Meals students (FARMS),
special education, and Limited English Proficient (LEP) students are

represented in the school.

How AYP is Measured

Schools must achieve thirty-seven (37) targets annually in order to achieve AYP.
If a school does not achieve any one of these targets, the school will not meet AYP. The
targets included nine for reading proficiency, nine targets for participati@ading
testing, nine targets for proficiency in mathematics, nine targets ficxipation in
mathematics testing, and one target for an additional academic ingiedtendance rate
for elementary schools. Adequate yearly progress can be achieved watht &3% of
students in each of the subgroups. Each subgroup of students must meet or exceed the
annual measurable objectives (AMOSs) established by the state ea¢Bdeeation
Week, 2004). The AMOs are "state established performance targets'sesgeakthe
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progress of student subgroups, schools, school districts, and states annually (State
Department Education, 2008).

Schools must meet the reading and mathematics targets for their entrg stud
population and for the eight student subgroups—American Indian, Asian, African
American, Hispanic, and White students, special education, LEP, and studentagecei
free and reduced-priced meals (FARMS) as presented in Table 1. Each sulagltlg h
same target and the target increased each year in order to bring sats®yisacthe
100% federal goal of students at or above proficiency in reading and mathentagics. T
state target for participation in testing was 95% of students patingpa testing.

Students who were absent or did not participate in the test were given a bessic sc

How Schools Achieve Adequate Yearly Progress

In this example as illustrated in Table 1, the school did not achieve AYP in one
cell, the FARMS subgroup for the reading. A school must have at least five stirdent
each subgroup to be accountable for that subgroup's proficiency. If theressetiedn
five students in a subgroup, the school was then not accountable for the performance of
the given subgroup. In order for a school to be held accountable for participation, there
must be at least 30 students tested for one grade level or 60 students tested for two or
more grade levels. If fewer than these students were assessed, then appsaed in

the cell.

Why Some Schools Achieve AYP without Required Performance of Proficiency
This study sought to assess the extent to which the PLC program has been fully
implemented in two groups of elementary schools. Group one of the schools achieved

AYP by meeting or exceeding the AMO and schools in group two achieved AYP by
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using the provisions of the confidence interval and or safe harbor. The provisions of

confidence interval and safe harbor will be explained below.

Table 1
AYP Table
Reading Reading Math Math Attendance
AMO Participation AMO Participation
All students Met Met Met Met Met
American NA NA NA NA
Indian
Asian Met Met Met Met
African Met Met Met Met
American
Hispanic Met Met Met Met
White Met Met Met Met
FARMS Not Met Met Met Met
Special Met Met Met Met
Education
LEP Met Met Met Met

Confidence Intervals

Confidence interval is a statistical tool that was used in this state's AYP
determinations to ensure accurate and reliable accountability decidh@nacduracy of
scores depended on the number of students in each group. The state used confidence
interval to help ensure fair and valid AYP decisions were made for each gribup wi
different number of students (State Department of Education, 2008). As presented in

Figure 1, confidence interval for AYP purposes is a percentage range with BerAM
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the middle 6the range. Percentages that fell within the awerice interval ar
considered statistically the same as the AMO. tteofor a school to achieve AYP,
subgroups had a proficiency rate greater than valdq the lower end of the confider
interval. The graph below presented in Figure 1 shows theliRg2007 AMO with
confidence intervals for grades 3 through 5. Tlaelbhorizontal lines on the gra
represent the 2007 annual measurable objective (MG school that has grades 3
and 5. In ompliance with NCLB, the AMO target increased egehlr toward the goal «
100% in 2014. Confidence intervals are also diffevehenever the AMO is different au
the higher the AMO, the smaller the confidencerirdbs. Since the accuracy of meast
of sudent performance depended on the number of stai@articipating in th
assessments (the more students; the more accuh&ts}ate used a statistical test to 1

into account the number of students who particghatehe assessme

Confidence Interval - Reading - Grades 3 -5
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Figure 1.Confidence interval reading grade-5

The graph shown in Figure illustrates the percent éfYP eligible students who
performed at the pficient level on the state assessmétdch bar represents t
percentagef either all students or one of the eight subgsonpo performed at tr

proficient level. The color of the bars indicatesether the scool met the AMO targe!
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black bars represent "n" and white bars represent "not met. The blagkzontal line a
the 69.1 % is the 2008 annual measurable objettreeAYP target) for mathemas for
schools with grades three through five. AdequatarlyeProgress targets wi set by the
state in acaalance withhe requirements of NCLB and variddpending on the numb
of tested grades in each sch The black lines @rpendicular to the black line i called
confidence intarals. The confidence intervals re based on a statistical test use
answer the questionls'the schocs performance significantly below the AYP tar(' In
this instance, as represented in Figure 2, theaschd achieve AYP by meeting «
exceeding the AMO in mathematics for each subgrbiggvever, through the provisic
of confidence interval for three subgroups (Hispaspecial education and LEP) t
schools met the target for mathema

2008 AYP Mathematics: Grades 2 -5
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Figure 2.AYP achieved through confidence intel

Safe Harbor Provision
Anotha way schools can achieve AYP is throughprovision of safe arbor.
This provision outlined in No Child Left Behind listation was applied only when t|

following conditions were met: 1) the aggregatalbstudents met the AMO for tt
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reading and mathematics indicators, 2) all students and each subgroup met thd requir
participation rate of at least ninety-five percent (95%) and 3) the school delolyben
percent (10%) the number of students performing below proficient in that subgroup from
the previous year. Safe Harbor was calculated using the last two yesst of t
administration data (State Department of Education, 2008). As illustrated i Bigtlnis
graph shows the percentAYP eligible students who performed at the proficient level

on the state assessment. Each bar represents the percent of eithéeri$ ©r one of the
eight subgroups who performed at the proficient level. The color of the bars iddicate
whether the school met the AMO target: black bars represent "met" abdrgheith
horizontal lines represent the school achieving the AMO through the safe harbor
provision. The AMO for reading 2008 was 71.8%. The horizontal line at the 71.8 % was
the 2008 AMO (the AYP target) for reading for schools with tested grade.|l@bels
school's AMO target was an aggregate of the state AMOs for each gradasieessed in

the school. In compliance with NCLB guidelines, the AMO will increase gaah

toward the ultimate goal of 100% in 2014. For the elementary school represented in
Figure 3, the schools achieved AYP through the provision of safe harbor for thed.imi
English Proficient subgroup and the confidence interval was used for the special

education subgroup.
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2008 AYP Reading: Grades 2 , 4 and 5
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Figure 3 AYP achieved through safe har

The PLC program was implemented in all elementehysils in this count
school district in 2001 in response to improvedishi achievement particularly relat
to schools daeving AYF as measured by the state assesspregram. The need ft
schools to achieve AYP has cad great urgency among principals, teachers
districts. Therefore, theountyschool district identified the PLC strategy as ansefor
improving teaching and learning. It 's important to note théihe central administratic
of thiscounty school districcommitted new resources to each elementary schabé
form of a staff development teacher to assist tirecjpal and teachers with tl
implementation of the PLC program. All elementackicols implemented the PL
program.The research for this stubegan with an extensiVigerature review of thi
most current information related to PLCs, princilealdership, teacher leaders, and
change process. Barth (2006) suggested that scandldistricts that respoed to the
accountability pressures ve not the norm. Schools have nqtitally been designed-
engageeople in collaborative work for sustained achiegatrof students or where th

subjectedheir practice to the critical lens of their pebesed on teching and learning
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Schools having to achieve AYP have caused the need for all to work together itoPLCs

meet this goal.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to assess the extent to which the PLC program has
been fully implemented in two groups of elementary schools in one county school district
and whether that implementation has sustained a culture of a professionablearni
community. The results of this study will be used to inform district leadehgof t
progress the two groups of schools have made in implementing the PLC program since
2001. There are 130 elementary schools in the county school systeB0 elementary
schools were selected for the study. The selection of the schools is discossddlliy

in the section on Procedures.

Research Questions

Four research questions framed the study of the county school district's t&ffort
implement the PLC Program. The questions are stated so as to examine thehafforts t
were made to implement the PLC Program in two groups of elementary schuols
guestions sought information from the perspective of elementary principdls, staf
development teachers anll rade team leaders regarding the success elementary
schools had in implementing the five dimensions of a professional learning community.
The study is formative in nature and is designed to inform district leadersipais, and
principal trainers of areas that warrant changes for continued effecsveingshool
leaders operating schools as PLCs and importance of the PLC domains to successful
implementation. The four questions are as follows:

1. From the perspective of elementary school principals, are there difference
in the mean perceptions of principals regarding the five leadership domains of a

professional learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shared values and
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vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and stgpport
conditions—relationships and structures, between elementary schools thathaved
AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of dade har
and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

2. From the perspective of the staff development teachers, are there
differences in the mean perceptions of staff development teachers rgghedfive
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentatygme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

3. From the perspective of the schoof’sgBade team leaders, are there
differences in the mean perceptions Bfgsade team leaders regarding the five
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentatgme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

4. What external and internal factors impacted district leaders in
implementing the program design to move elementary schools in the direction of

becoming a professional learning community?

Definitions

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYPjs the gain that schools must make each year

in the proportion of students achieving proficiency in reading and mathematics. To

achieve AYP, schools must meet the annual measurable objective in reading and
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mathematics for students in the aggregate and for each student subgroup, ahd meet t
testing participation requirement of 95%.

Collective learning and applicatierihe principal and teachers share information

and work collaboratively to plan, solve problems, and improve learning opportunities.
Together they seek knowledge, skills and strategies applying the new knowledge to
practice.

Confidence Interval is a statistical procedure used in all tests of Adequate Yearly

Progress (AYP) determinations to ensure accurate and reliable atxiyrdacisions.

Because the accuracy of scores depends on the number of students in each group, the
state uses a statistical test to help ensure fair and valid decisionsups gvith different
student numbers. Schools can use the provision of confidence interval to meet the Annual
Measurable Objectives (AMO) requirements for subgroups in reading or méatsema

Distributed Leadershipdecision making is shared among other leaders in the

school including teachers and is not solely the responsibility of the principal.

District Leader area superintendent, chief lead area superintendent, deputy
superintendent, associate superintendent, and director of school performance. These
leaders are responsible for the continuous improvement of student performanaealhe a
superintendent and directors of school performance supervise schools.

Leadership systemthe school (principal, leadership team, teacher grade level

representatives, and professional support staff) has processes in plaoaitoring and
communicating the mission, goals, and action plans. The leadership systergnsalési
create the mission to support a high-performing organization focused on continuous
improvement.

Leadership Teams comprised of the principal, assistant principal, grade level

teacher representatives, and professional support staff and teacher IHadegsoup is
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the school's governance council that participates in shared decision nakiag an
approach used for distributed leadership roles among others.

Principal- is responsible for administering and supervising the school program
and providing educational leadership for students and staff. The principal shouléfoste
collaborative environment through shared vision and shared decision making and lead
school improvement initiatives.

Professional learning communiyrganizations that exhibit shared mission,

vision, and values and goals through collective inquiry, collaborative teanus) acti
orientation and experimentation, continuous improvement, and results orientation.

Safe Harbor this provision allows a school to achieve AYP if the school meets
all performance targets in the aggregate and the subgroup meets the otharcacade
indicators, and the percentage of students achieving below the proficient level in that
subgroup decreases by ten percent. Safe Harbor is calculated using the Yestrs of
test administration data.

School Improvement Teamis comprised of teacher leaders, grade level team

leaders, and parents who meet periodically to review the school improvemerdrgbals
objectives.

Shared practicepeer visits with other teachers and observing other teachers to

offer encouragement, to learn and provide feedback on instructional practicesdsancre
organizational and individual capacity for the enhancement of teaching anddearni

Shared values and visierstaff shares the vision for school improvement that has

a strong focus on teaching and learning. Shared values support norms of behavior that
guide decisions about teaching and learning.

Staff development teacher (SDis an experienced teacher who works with the

principal to provide job-embedded professional development to build teacher capacity in

knowledge and their repertoire of teaching skills. The SDT ensures trainiagveg are
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related and in support of school improvement for the purpose of closing the achievement
gap. Each elementary school has one staff development teacher.

Stakeholders the principal, assistant principal, teacher leaders, teachers, parents
and students.

Supportive Conditions collegial relationships which include respect, trust, norms

of critical inquiry and improvement, and positive, caring relationships amoriggtsac
and administrators. Structures include a variety of conditions such as sizescholod
proximity of staff to one another, communication systems, and the time aredfgpac
teachers to meet and examine practice.

Supportive and shared leadershipe principal participates democratically with

teachers by sharing power, authority, and decision making and by promoting and
nurturing leadership among staff for instructional improvement and other asptuets
school.

Team leadersgrade level representatives selected by teachers and professional
support staff who serve as members on the school's leadership and/or school
improvement teams. These teachers lead discussions at their levels andibhawepat

in the decision-making process.

Delimitations

1. It should be noted that the area superintendents selected elementary
schools in the area supervised for the schools who achieved AYP and those that achieved
AYP with the provisions of Safe Harbor or the confidence interval.

2. The researcher has established positive relationships with principals.
There is a high level of trust and value of principals' honest and open feedback. Data
collection will be anonymous to deal with this delimitation.

3. The elementary schools selected to participate in the study required the

principal's tenure at the school to be at least for three years.
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Limitations

1. This study is limited to one county school district's efforts to develop and
implement PLCs in its elementary schools. The concept of PLCs for thisistiodjyne
context of elementary schools in a single school system. It is also designeet tihnen
needs of a single school system and may not be generalized to school systems whose
needs vary from the school system in which the program was designed.

2. The study is restrictive in nature as the findings represent one county
school district in which the study will be conducted. The study will be limited to
elementary schools only and does not include middle or high schools which were

included in the countywide plan for implementation of PLCs.

Assumptions
The researcher assumes that the program participants will be candid in thei
responses. Furthermore, through these interactions, the value of and barriersato progr
implementation will be revealed as a result of the study. Prograripants will

respond in a fair and honest manner.

Organization of the Study

The study of PLCs in one county school district's elementary schools consists of
five chapters. Chapter | presents an overview outlining the significance sttitheas
well as the conceptual framework the school system used to create the PLC program, a
the purpose of the research.

Chapter Il is a review of the achievement gap as a need for the role of the
principal in the PLC, the change process and the concept of PLC. The literature
highlights the complex nature of schools in response to closing the achievemehégap, t

use of distributed leadership in the PLC, the role of the principal and teacher®lthe
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issues surrounding principals who cannot share leadership, and the benefits of shared
practice.

Chapter Il restates the problem in terms of what the literaturelsealeaut PLCs
and the role of the principal. This section focuses on the population under study while
providing support for limiting the study to one school district. This chapter ickentife
sources of information used in the study (survey) as well as a speciitmssobut data
collection and analysis procedures.

Chapter IV includes a restatement of the problem and the findings of the study.
The research questions are restated in addition to a summary of the datecohec
organized presentation of the findings focused on the research questions were provided in
the chapter.

In Chapter V, includes a research summary, findings of the study, conclusions of
the study are discussed based on the results of the study. Implications foegaaet

suggested as well as recommendations for further research.
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CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature on professional learning communities (PLCs), the a#tsilofit
professional learning communities, the role of the principal, and other leaders in the
school are all receiving increasing attention. There are elementagls that have used
the educational reform strategy, PLCs, to redesign the school community arouniagteac
and learning. According to Huffman and Hipp (2003), the term professional learning
community (PLC) emerged from organizational theory and the idea of PLC is dedined a
a means for promoting school capacity building for sustainable improvement and student
learning. The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (1997) repb@scR
an organizational arrangement that is seen as a powerful staff developmeathmnd
a potent strategy for school change and improvement.

This review of research is designed to report the literature relatedfésgomal
learning communities with a focus on the role of the principal and other leaders in the
school. The policy and professional environment of schools has shifted a great deal in the
last few decades in response to attempts at closing the achievement gam liavk,

Latino, and lower economic students and their White counterparts (Education Trust,
2004). Several authors (Education Trust, 2006; Northwest Evaluation Association, 2006)
have suggested that the standards movement and high stakes testing haveerbtdribut
matters of teaching and learning in the debate of school improvement and the role of the

principal.

The Achievement Gap
The publication oA Nation at RisKApril, 1983) called into question the quality
of American public schools and laid the groundwork for educational reform. Various

authors defined the achievement gap as the difference between the academmaped
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of Black and Latino students, students receiving free and reduced price mealeia
White peers (Education Trust, 2004; 2006; Northwest Evaluation Association, 2006). The
Northwest Evaluation Association (2006), suggested "the gap is not only a product of
having high proportions of poor and minority students with low skills; it also refleets t
low proportion of students at the top” (p.5). In 2001, the federal legisidtddhild Left
Behind(NCLB) was authorized as the United States' "national commitmenstogahe
achievement for all students and closing the achievement gap"” (Education Trust, 2006,
p. 1) between all low income students and their peers. Bartlett (1994) identified the
segregation of lower economic populations by poverty and the immigration of Latino and
other ethnic groups as a macro social force that would greatly impactschoobrding
to the National Center for Education Statistics (2006), between 1979 and 2005 there was
a significant increase in the number of non-English speaking, poor school-age children
from 3.8 million to 10.6 million. Legislative mandates have made progress in achievi
school integration; however, "resegregation” within integrated schools jp@rdngreatly
contributing to the achievement gap (Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, 1996, p. 14). For example, in 1968, 76% of Black and 55% of Latino
students attended predominately minority schools. In 1991, these statistics improved
slightly for Black students but were worse for Latino students (NationakClemt
Education Statistics, 2006). Similarly today, a large percentage of Blach,(Z88to
(73%) and American Indian (65%) students attended high poverty schools. Most Black
(51%) and Latino (56%) students attended schools in which 75% or more of the student
population are minorities (National Center for Education Statistic, 2006).

According to the Education Trust (2003), reading achievement for Black and
Latino students significantly increased throughout the 1970s and 1980s and the
achievement gap narrowed more than half between Black and White students. Several

research studies (Education Trust, 2005; National Center for Education &&a2606)
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indicated that during the 1990s, in the area of reading, the achievement gap dhcrease
between Black students and their White peers and between 1990 and 2005 the
differences between White, Black, and Hispanic students' achievemerdimgraad
mathematics increased and decreased"fardde students. The Education Trust (2003)
suggested progress stopped for Latino children during the next decade and that
nationally, "too few" (p. 1) Black and Latino children read or performed mathe=nadt
proficient levels.

Achievement levels which outlined what students should know and be able to do
provide another measure of student performance relative to the achievemértiga
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assessed thenparde of #
grade students in reading and mathematics in 2003. The findings revealé¥gtetet
students in large public school districts with a minority enrolliment of 75% or higher
performed at "low average" in reading and mathematics. The Education Trust (2004)
examined student performance from 2003 to 2005 on state assessments and the findings
suggested progress in raising achievement with the most improvement ateatary
level. However, the Education Trust (2004) suggested the "pace of improvement is too
slow to ensure all students” (p. 1) will be proficient in reading and matherhgt14.

Several federal and state commission reports (Educating America, 19%na\lati
Commission on Excellence in Education; National Education Goals, 1999; National
Governor's Association Time for Results, 1986; National Governor's Report, 1989; The
Presidential Commission Report; A Nation Prepared: Teachers for¥@eptury,

1986) proposed fundamental restructuring of schools, a need for important changes in the
organizational structure of schools, extending teachers a role in school governance,
changes in the role of the principal, the autonomy of schools, and the educational goals
of the American education system to address the issue of the achievement gay (Conl

1996). Researchers have underscored the need for schools to function as communities
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and reformers suggested transforming schools' structural and normatiots éspthe
purpose of improving "teacher's knowledge and skills so that learning ir€réasall
students (Southwest Education Development Laboratory, 1997, p. 1). Cohen (1988)
suggested education and business leaders recognized that the traditionsesinett
organization of schools were not well-suited for closing the achievement gap,ithe ma
challenge facing schools today.

Armor (2004) suggested NCLB attempted to close the achievement gap without
identified proven methods or strategies for poor or minority students. Thernstdom a
Thernstrom (2003) suggested promising practices and programs have been inspired by
NCLB, but many have not been replicated or successful on a wide scale. According to
Linn (2003) no large or diverse school system has achieved the NCLB goals and
suggested the likelihood of meeting the 100% goal in 2014 is extremely low. Kannapel,
Clements, Taylor & Hibpshman (2005) suggested that high-performing schoatgyse
mostly Black, Latino and high poverty students shared common characiesfstigh
expectations, shared vision, collective inquiry, and a nurturing school environment.
Education Trust (2004) has identified successful schools using PLCs as g $tnatkg
closing the achievement gap for Black and Latino students. Although the lepasgrshi
the principal is an essential element of the success of the school, reseaatiednithiat
the complexities of schools required a new focus on collaborative leadership, a move
away from a hierarchical model of leadership and the creation of a sense of communi
which leadership is shared (Pounder, 1998; Retallick & Fink, 2002). The Maryland State
Department of Education (MSDE, 2006) acknowledged one effective way to help
"students achieve and make progress in closing the gap" (p.9) is by building afslicces
school community of shared vision, understanding of the work, communication, problem

solving and professional development.
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Characteristics of Professional Learning Communities

A number of authors have listed what they believe are essential chanastefist
PLCs (Boyd & Hord, 1994; DuFour, 1998; Hord, 2004; Huffman & Hipp 2003). For
instance, DuFour (1998), Hord (2004), and Hord and Sommers (2008) all delineated the
following characteristics as important to PLCs: shared mission, vision amesyal
collective inquiry, collaborative teams, supportive leadership, shared practiog, a
orientation, experimentation, and results oriented. Kenneth Leithwood and Carelfyn Ri
suggested in an article entitled, "What We Know About Successful School skipder
(National College for School Leadership, 2003), and Linda Lambert in her book,
Building Leadership Capacity in Scho@l998) concluded that successful school leaders
identified and articulated a vision, created shared meaning, empowered @stesetin
the decision-making, engaged others in strategic planning, created high paderm
expectations, fostered the acceptance of group work, communicated effeatisiel
developed people and the organization. Lambert (1998) concluded the "habits and
conditions” (p.11) that allowed a staff to work well as a unit contributed to a
"professional learning community” (p.11) and in PLCs teachers who partttipate
decision-making, had a shared sense of purpose, engaged in collaborative work, and
accepted joint responsibility for the outcomes of their work.

Leaders of successful organizations created a climate so that people can work
together. This theme is espoused in the quantitative Steiyeptions of Professional
Learning Communitiesonducted by Huffman and Jacobson (2003). Eighty-three
educators completed the questionnaire and the findings revealed 43% of thegoastic
believed the core component processes of a PLC: (a) provided a safe environment for
diverse ideas, beliefs, and strategies; (b) being a democraticzatyamiguided by
positive principles, ethics, values and (c) exhibited a collaborative styledef &g by
the principal were reflected in their schools. Less than 20% believed theirsciratby

exhibited these characteristics. Findings further indicated partisipatieved principals
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who exhibited characteristics of collaborative leadership or a transforniaigieshave
a higher chance for success in the creation of a PLC. Louis and Kruse (1995gdienti
six important dimensions of campus leadership: leadership at the center, smpport
classroom teachers, a vision of PLC, a culture of high intellectual quaéitiggement of
conflict, and a community that is inclusive.

Several studies of individual schools that successfully improved the achievement
of students were viewed as having PLCs that developed these five dimensions or
characteristics of PLCs (Hord, 1994, 1997, 2000, 2001; Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Hord &
Sommers, 2008: Morrisey, 2000). The case studies from individual schools (Hord 2000,
2004) revealed important "foundational factors" when present in the culture of the school
was perceived as having contributed to the success of the PLC. Hord (2004) also
indicated the absence of these foundational factors caused failure or eedsiougghte
and sustain a PLC. The foundational factors included trust, teachers' voicesdagdhg h
the staff focused on teaching and learning and structures establishedsfeterin
discourse regarding school programs (Hord, 2000, 2004). Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory's research with underperforming schools indicatedantport
parallels between issues with low-performing schools struggle and thdirieasions
that support PLCs in high performing schools (Morrissey, 2000). There is evidence from
the research conducted (Newmann & Wehlage, 1995; Morrissey, 2000; Hord 2004) that
showed when principals and teachers engaged in shared decision-makings teache
worked together, examined practice, discussed teaching and learning irbishesta
PLC, student learning could improve. The PLC operated differently in each of these
schools, yet Hord's (1997) five dimensions or characteristics existed tic@raceach
school studied: shared values and vision, collective learning, supportive and shared
leadership, supportive conditions and shared personal practice (Hord, 1997; 2000; 2004;

Huffman and Hipp, 2003). Each dimension will be described fully below.
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Supportive and Shared Leadership — Dimension 1
Various studies have shown that principals do not have a monopoly on leading in
the school (Camburn, Rowan, & Taylor, 2004; Heller & Firestone, 1995; Spillane, 2006).
A study of more than one hundred elementary schools in the United States estimated
leadership responsibility was usually distributed across three to seveailjorm
designated leaders in the school (Camburn, Rowan, & Taylor, 2004). Hord (2004)
suggested that transforming a school into a PLC can only be accomplished with the
"principals’ sanction and active nurturing of the staff's development asrawuoty'’
(p.8). The National Association of Elementary School Principals (2008) and theses author
(DuFour, 1998; Huffman & Hipp, 2003; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2006) described this
PLC dimension as principals having participated democratically with telsauters,
sharing power, authority, making decisions together and nurturing teaclosva t
leadership in the PLC. Eaker, DuFour, and Burnette (2002) described this view of the
principal leading schools as a PLC:
One of the most fundamental cultural shifts that takes place as schools
become PLCs involves how teachers are viewed. In traditional schools,
administrators are viewed as being in leadership positions, while teachers
are "implementors or followers." In professional learning communities,
administrators are viewed as leaders of leaders. (p. 22)
Schools operating as successful PLCs could be viewed as having continuous adult
learning, strong collaborative cultures, democratic participation amafigst
consensus about the culture of the school (Hord & Sommers, 2008). Hargreaves and Fink
(2006) indicated, "The principal is not made irrelevant by the positively disttibute
leadership that PLCs represent” (p. 127) in schools. Likewise, Klein-K{E293)
suggested there should be the need for all —the principal and teacher leaders to

"contribute” rather than teachers teach, students learn and administratoge'h{pna
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393). This means the principal should work with teacher leaders to develop a culture of
collegiality. Barth (2006) described a collegial culture as follows:

. Talking with each other about practice.

. Teachers sharing knowledge about their craft.

. Teachers observing each other while engaged in their practice and

. All staff celebrating each other's successes.

Shared and supportive leaders could promote interactions and relationships that
build the capacity for change (Fullan, 2002). The role of the principal in the context of a
PLC should "cause greater capacity in the organization" (p. 65) to admre/ed
results for students. A teacher at Green Valley Elementary School (Hord, 26¢elyee
shared decision making resulted in a feeling among her colleagues that theydeo |
work for someone, but rath&rith everyone'(p. 49).

Spillane (2006) explored the extent to which leadership responsibility was
distributed to teachers in Cloverville schools in a mid-sized urban school drsttiet i
Southeastern United States. The findings revealed leadership is str@teémultiple
actors" and classroom teachers were prominently leading and sharingrdemisi

Cloverville Schools.

Shared Values and Vision — Dimension 2

Huffman and Hipp (2002, p.6) described this dimension as "Staff shares vision for
school improvement that have an undeviating focus on student learning. Shared values
support norms of behavior that guide decisions about teaching and learning.” This
fundamental characteristic of a PLC is its strong and unwavering focus ontstude
achievement (Hord, 1997; 2004). Hord (2004) indicated a shared vision is a "particular
mental image of what is important” (p. 8) to the school as an organization. Schools tha
do not have a vision usually find it difficult to develop effective procedures, polities a

strategies for school improvement initiatives (Eaker, DuFour, & Burnette, .288a¢e
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(1990) suggested, "You can not have a learning organization without a shared vision"
(p-209). Professional learning communities in schools with a well-crafted vision
illustrated a clear picture that motivated the staff to reach its goadsréing to Hord
(1997Db), shared values and vision should guide the principal to work with teachers to
craft the "binding norms of behavior expected” (p.3) in the school. Simplyndrahd
imposing a vision upon teachers will not generate collective energy to advanceior sust
the vision. The principal's main task as the leader should be facilitating the ineolvem

of others in creating a shared vision for the school. Building a shared vision could be an
ongoing challenge confronting all who hoped to create a PLC (DuFour, & Eaker, 1998).
After the vision is agreed upon, the principal should keep reminding stakeholders of the
vision (Hord, 2004). Brandt indicated (1995), when a school created such a powerful
community, individual talent and commitment were harnessed into a group effort that
could produce high levels of learning for students.

At each of the five PLC schools studied by Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory (Hord, 2004), the principal emphasized "to do what is best" (p.45) for
students. Processes varied at each school for development of the vision, however, the
principal supported teacher involvement in crafting the school's vision and mission

statements.

Collective Learning and Application - Dimension 3

In schools that are PLCs, staff engaged in collaborative processes to obtain new
knowledge, to continually learn and work together. According to Hord (2004), this
collaborative work is "grounded in reflective dialogue and inquiry” (p. 9), whaffe st
have active discourse about teaching and learning, discussed related camterns a
problems. In these conversations, staff is able to resolve teaching andgeamcerns

by applying new ideas and information to solve the problem.
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Huffman and Hipp (2003) described this dimension as "staff at all levdig of t
school share information and work collaboratively to plan, solve problems, and improve
learning opportunities. Together they seek knowledge, skills, and strategies and appl
what they learn to their work"(p.45). Principals leading learning commsisitieuld
provide opportunities for teachers to work collaboratively, learn together and apply wha
they have learned to teaching and learning in their classrooms. Principlelectieol
learning emphasized learning together rather than seeking to find out itifori@ane
(Hord & Sommers, 2008). However, the entire staff in the PLC should be involved in
learning and these professional development opportunities should lead to improved
student achievement and teacher development. As a result of teachers legetimey
they should be comfortable identifying a solution to meet the needs of students and to
develop their repertoire of skills (Morrissey, 2000). Teacher leaders in $Hdtitd lead
professional development for their colleagues, should recognize the valug ofdfie
share knowledge, focus on instructional strategies and use data to make informed
decisions about instruction (Moore & Shaw, 2000).

When principals or teachers lead professional development in schools, this is
called job-embedded, just-in-time training or information for their cgliea (Wood &
Killian, 1998). Wood and Killian (1998) asserted that job-embedded professional
development should not be regarded as a workshop, nor the traditional "sit and get" staff
development conducted by experts coming in and out of the school. Rather, job-
embedded professional development should be strategic staff decisions alpout thei
professional needs which could enrich collective learning. When professional
development is collective, job-embedded training, the learning could become "an
indispensable part of all forms of leadership and collegial sharing” (Guskey, 2000, p. 38).
An important outcome for collective learning in the PLC could be the emergence of

teacher leadership (Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Spillane, 2006). Once teachers experience
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the benefit of learning from others in the PLC, they should recognize the importance of
shared vision with a focus on teaching and learning (Foster & Suddards, 1999). These
authors suggested the benefits of teacher leadership could be improved teaching and
learning (Ovando, 1994); teacher efficacy (Hipp, 1997; Short, 1994); retention of
outstanding teachers (Gordon, 1991; Hart & Murphy, 1990); commitment to change
(Hord & Sommer, 2008); enhanced teaching careers (Fullan, 2001); and a high level of
accountability for student achievement (Darling-Hammond, 1990).

Principals in these studies (Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Hord, 2004) provided time
and support for collaboration. Within a PLC, teacher leadership and strategipari
leadership have complemented each other within the school (Andrews & Lewis, 2002).
Findings stated by teachers from schools studied by Andrews and Lewis (B@02ajter
learning how to become a PLC, "collective inquiry changed my pracpc@46). This
indicated practice was changed due to shared "ownership and understanding and these

concepts under girded practice" (p. 245).

Supportive Conditions — Dimension 4
Huffman and Hipp (2003) asserted that supportive conditions existed when:
Collegial relationships include respect, trust, norms of critical inquiry and
improvement, and positive and caring relationships among students,
teachers, and administrators. Structures include a variety of conditions
such as the size of the school, proximity of staff to one another,
communication systems, and the time and space for staff to meet and
examine current practice. (p.6)
Morrisey (2000) argued that supportive conditions were the single most important
factor for successful PLC implementation and were the "first order ofdmsSifor
principals who desired to create a PLC (p.8). This dimension is credited withirautli

the conditions and capacities that supported the school's arrangement as a PLC. More
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specifically the logistics—when, where, what, and how the teachers cotigisted

frequently met as a group for reflection, inquiry, learning, problem-solvidglacision-
making for the work that characterized the purpose of the PLC (Hord & Sommers, 2008).
Researchers (Boyd, 1992; Hord, 2004; Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Morrisey, 2000)
described two kinds of supportive conditions that were necessary to credigesffec

PLCs: (1) the logistical conditions and (2) the human capacities and relasiotasf
developed among and across teachers and the principal to accomplish the work
productively and in a cordial, professional manner with each other.

Examples of logistical conditions included time to meet and talk, methods of
communication, proximity of teachers to their grade level colleagues, aomplanning
time, collaborative roles, teacher leadership, teacher empowerment, aleditreof
professional development in PLCs (Hord, 2004; Hord & Sommers, 2008; Louis & Kruse,
1995). These structural elements are important and should be known by teachers and
designed together in the PLC. These national reports suggested the sclebhaludcye
restructured to provide teachers time to discuss practice, student data, and the demands
placed upon them (National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994;
National Education Association Special Commission on Time Resources, 1994).

An example of human capacities and relational factors included facilitating
bringing teachers together who do not trust and respect each other. This could pose a
problem in the PLC for the principal. Bryk and Schneider (2002) reported the importance
of relational trust was for schools. They studied more than 250 elementary sohbels i
Chicago public schools. The study found a 1 in 2 chance that trust positively affected
student achievement. Principals could bridge the distrust if they have thegapaci
themselves to nurture the human capacities demanded by PLC work. Researdh by Byr
and Schneider (2002) and Tschannen-Moran (2004) maintained that trust among adults

working in schools is a critical element to increase student achievemenlofegédrust
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will pay huge dividends. Tschannen-Moran (2004) declared, "Without the confidence
that a person's words can be relied upon and can accurately predict thechidoge a
trust is unlikely to develop"” (p. 22). Therefore, without trust, schools could flounder in
their attempts to become PLCs. As effective leaders, principals should prayistecal
and relational elements for the PLC to develop in the school. These elements under this
dimension are similar to the elements identified by Louis and Kruse (1995).

Principals had developed supportive conditions in schools studied by Hord (2004)
for staff to learn together. In schools that were studied, the structures frarmmeschool
to school. However, teachers indicated they used the time "productively to imprave thei

instructional practice and increase student learning” (p. 39).

Shared Personal Practice — Dimension 5

Huffman and Hipp (2003) described this dimension as, "Peers visit with and
observe one another to offer encouragement and to provide feedback on instructional
practices to assist in student achievement and increase individual and oigzelizat
capacity" (p.6). These authors (Barth, 2006; Hord, 2004; Midgley & Wood, 1993)
indicated teachers should work in a school that valued and supported hard work, accepted
challenging tasks, took risks, and promoted teacher learning. According to Hord (1997b)
the capacity of teachers and the organization could increase through peandsits
reflection about instruction. These researchers (Hord & Sommers, 2008; Louiss&, Kr
1995) indicated this was the "deprivatization of practice" and suggested tersea
non-evaluative review of each other's practice is the norm in a PLC. This comeras
a critical aspect of the PLC according to Morrisey (2000) and yet it wadasihe
dimension that is usually developed in the PLC. Joyce and Showers (2002) suggested,
without shared practice and conversations about teaching, the knowledge may,increase
but the skills and transfer to learning will be very low. When there was ongoingg share

practice in the PLC, Joyce and Showers (2002) indicated more than 90% of the teache
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knowledge will be transferred to learning. In this era of high accountabibtyared
vision in schools is to improve teaching and learning for the purpose of achieving
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).

There were a number of characteristics and definitions outlined bycieses
and converging themes of professional learning community that emergeditarttare.
In all cases the emphasis was on vision, shared leadership, cooperation, trust,

relationships, collaboration, and collective action.

Professional Learning Communities

A body of research on the PLC strategy used for closing the achievement gap has
evolved since 1990 (National College of Education, 2005). According to Hord (2004)
professional learning communities are characterized by six themesensilims. These
themes include: supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning,
application of learning, supportive conditions, and shared practice. Hord (2000 & 2004)
suggested that these dimensions are not isolated but intertwined in order for the
professional learning community to be operational so that the principal ahéngac
continuously seek and share learning to increase their effectivenesseof dbaision-
making for students and act on shared information. Other authors suggested a
professional learning community can be viewed as an infrastructure fesgiaial
development, school improvement, and change (Cowan, Lee, & Olivier in Olivier, 2001),
"serving as a new way to organize and arrange staff" (Olivier, 2001, p. 5). Thidole a
Lewis (2002) reported a broad national and international consensus that suggésted a P
is a group of people sharing and critically asking questions about their riactic
ongoing, reflective, collaborative, inclusive, learning-oriented, growth gtiom
manner. In 1992, Judith Little argued that PLCs are built when teachers:

" Engage in concrete talk about teaching with one another

" Observe one another and provide feedback about teaching
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. Collaborate around planning for instruction.

Little (1992) concluded that joint work (team teaching, collaborative planning,
peer observation, action research, sustained peer coaching and mentoritafethtie
most sustained changes in teaching and learning practices in schools. McLaugjhlin a
Talbert (1993) suggested and confirmed Rosenholtz's (1989) findings that when teachers
experienced collaborative inquiry and the professional training to accontpany t
opportunity, teachers developed and shared a body of "wisdom gleaned from their
experiences" (p. 1, cited in Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, 1997).
MacMullen (1996), in a review and analysis of factors influencing the Coalition of
Essential Schools reform, concluded that a significant requirement for iraghet i
inclusion of the "whole" faculty in developing the vision, understanding the mission and
purpose for which they are engaged and making a decision as to how to implement plans
for reform.

Several large-scale studies includifige Teacher Quality of Working Life Study
in the USA(Rosenblum et al., 1994), Successful School Restructuring: A Report to the
Public and Educators from the Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools
(Newman & Wehlage, 1995), a four-year longitudinal case study and Richard
Halverson's papefystems of Practice and ProfessioGaimmunity(2005) all
suggested that PLCs fostered a positive relationship to teacher wdskibfece,
professional morale and student achievement and that "professional commundggbrovi
a model for creating the conditions for teachers to hear, share and exp&itheraw
ideas about practice" (p. 5). These studies revealed that comprehensivenreflesig
schools included decentralization, shared decision-making, teachers teardititatea
professional community could improve student learning. Other researchers, Knise
& Bryk, 1995; Louis & Marks, 1996; Louis, Marks, Kruse, 1996; Newmann & Wehlage,
1995; Supovitz & Poglinco, 2000; Youngs & King, 2000), the University of Bristol, the
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University of Bath and the London Leadership Center's qualitative stgynogg in
2001, entitledCreating and Sustaining Effective Professional Learning Communities,
concluded these were characteristics of schools with strong PLCs:

A clear sense of shared purpose and collective responsibility for studentdearni
and professional inquiry among staff to achieve purpose including opportunities for
sustained collaboration and reflection of practice:

. Deprivatization of teaching practice and norms of collegiality among

teachers and principals

. Opportunities for staff to influence school activities and policies.

The researchers also reported a cultural climate that promoted professjoingl risk
taking among teachers, and rethinking leadership which provided fertile groundJor PL
development.

According to the National College of Education (2005) and the National College
for School Leadership (NCSL, 2006), the PLC concept has evolved theoretizhlly a
practically over the last decade beginning with eclectic roots fromténatlire on
organizational learning of Peter Senge in 1990. According to Senge (1990),dearnin
organizations allowed people to continually expand their capacity to createstieside
results. In the organization, new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured;
collective aspiration is set free and people learn together to enhanceafiaaity to
create. Senge (1990) stated that the leader of the organization must cregteisian
that galvanizes the organization in order to unearth shared pictures about the &aore. T
learning is essential to the work of learning organizations as this is thepob@dgning
and developing the capacities of the team to create and get the results thesirely de

DuFour (1998) characterized PLCs "as the conduct and habits of minds of the
people who work within it" (p. 25) and because of the day-to-day functioning there was

evidence of the PLC. Schools that functioned as PLCs are mostly charddbgreze
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collaborative culture in which teacher isolation is replaced with collabonatbeesses

that are deeply embedded in the daily life of the school. Michael Fullan (20@2) asat

one of life's greatest ironies, "schools are in the business of teachirepamdd, yet

they are terrible at learning from each other. If they discover how to do thrutinee

is assured” (p. 15). An increasing number of schools that have made the discovery and
are using the PLC strategy as a method of school reform are gettirtg.resul

According to Eaker, DuFour, and DuFour (2002), the "principal and teachers of
the PLC are not "invited" to work with colleagues: they are called upon to beocimigi
members of a collective effort to improve the school's capacity to help@drds learn
at a high level" (p. 5). These authors stated that in a professional learning coynmuni
"administrators are viewed as leaders of leaders" (p. 22) as the view oflepde
extended to include teachers who hold key leadership positions.

Transforming a school into a PLC only occurred with the sanction of the principal
and through active nurturing of the staff (Hord, 2004). Hord conducted a mixed method
study investigating five schools that were either elementary or middlelschibe
research findings from the five schools suggested evidence to support that tipalgenc
the key to the existence of the PLC; principals led teachers to work and ldaa wit
common purpose, developed an organizational structure for staff involvement in shared-
decision making, and there was a structure at each school for group leaimuiimg$-
from three schools revealed principals were continuous learners and trahtfenre
learning practices to the staff in order to create a community of profelsigiameers.
Additionally, principals at three of the schools used similar strategies:ogpedetollegial
relationships with staff, focused on student achievement, provided opportunities for
teachers to learn and invited teachers into decision-making and impleoreritiird
(2004) reported these efforts were in different forms at each of the five schetthe

intent was the same. Therefore, it is essential to uncover how principals dpetasr
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roles to develop settings where all teachers take responsibility fbiginest quality
learning possible at the school. Hord (2004) asserted there continues to be questions
about the principals' leadership and implementation, which therefore desehnee furt
attention. The most successful PLC schools examined in her body of research changed
their practice by external crisis or opportunity led by a powerful pringipal

transformed the school into a PLC. Yet, the question remains, "How does a principal
create and sustain a collaborative, democratic, and challenging environm@&it@f a
without relying upon external factors or resorting to autocratic impositibasange?"

(p- 4). Hord's research verified that there are successful schools usingal&no
leadership and ongoing professional development in schools that are referretl@s.as P
Schmoker, in an article entitled, "Tipping Point: From Feckless Reform to Substant
Instructional Improvement” (2004), noted that developing the capacity of eduators
function as members of a PLC is the "best known means by which we might achieve
truly historic, wide-scale improvement in teaching and learning” (p. 432).

A study conducted by Newmann, King and Youngs (2000) concluded that school
capacity consisted of (1) teachers' knowledge, skills and dispositions; (ZJsmwotd
community; (3) program coherence; and (4) principal leadership as the &egcess.
Newmann et al. (2000) suggested that the knowledge, skills and dispositions of teachers
are not sufficient and that schools must focus on creating professional learning
communities. Professional community is not sufficient unless it is channeled yn a wa
that combats fragmentation of multiple innovations and the authors suggested there mus
be "program coherence" to the extent the schools' program for student &lehstaig
are coordinated and focused on clear learning goals (2005, p. 5). Fullan (2001) suggested
the school developing as a learning community would be seriously undermined if there
was not "quality leadership"” (p. 65) as the role of the principal was to "geester

capacity" (p. 65) in order to get better results. Elmore (2000, p. 15) suggested, "[T]he job
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of administrative leaders was primarily about enhancing the skills and knowledge of
people in the organization, creating a common culture of expectations around the use of
those skills and knowledge, holding the various pieces of the organization together in a
productive relationship with each other, and holding individuals accountable for their

contributions to the collective result."

Association Endorsements for Professional Learning Communities

A wide variety of educational associations have endorsed the concept of PLCs.
The National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (2003) concluded that
quality teaching required strong professional learning communities. Otse of i
propositions is that teachers must be members of learning communities who ceatribut
to the effectiveness of their schools by working collaboratively with otlodessionals.
According to the National Association of Elementary School Principals (2002pftiué |
the elementary principal is defined as "leading learning communitielstalled upon its
members to develop PLCs as one of the three strategies to improve the learning
experience of every student. One of the five core propositions that guided the INationa
Board of Professional Teaching Standards (2004) asserted that teachdys mastbers
of professional learning communities who contributed to the effectiveness of their
schools by working collaboratively. Similarly, the American Federatioheatchers
(2004) suggested that teachers should be engaged in the "continuous process of
individual and collective examination and improvement of practice" and that staff

development should be "job-embedded and school specific in the PLC concept” (p.1).

The Role of the Principal in the Professional Learning Community
Today, principals are responsible for all aspects of the school and must take the
lead for educational reform activities if they want their schools to sucche&afe

Handbook of Educational Leadership Advances in Theory, Research, and Practice
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(2005) charted the shift from demands for management and control with focused
compliance to shared decision making and decentralized site-based management.
Principals emerged as the primary players of the reform stage in the 1@8De a
restructuring stage of the 1990s. Kathleen Brown in an arlatetal Points History
Development and Promise of the Principalsippblished in th&age Handbook005,
p.129), suggested the role of the principal in the 1980s was to "coordinate and control
curriculum and instruction.” In contrast, the transformational role of the 1990®tbcus
the diffused notion of school leadership and the role of principals as "leaderdestlea
(p. 129).

The restructuring of the 1990s brought the knowledge needed for school
improvement back to the school. Due to changing demographics, conflicting societal
values and shifting expectations, the role of the principal is ever evolving. The high
stakes accountability movement of the 1990s influenced the values of society, deshape
the purpose of schooling, and increased the demands of the principalship. During this
time period, the image of the principal was that of "leader, servant, organizational
architect, social architect, educator, moral agent, and person in the conirfua®g).
During this phase, principals were responsible for leading the transitiorbfreraucratic
to a postindustrial model of schooling. According to Bredesen (1993), the pressure to
restructure schools during the 1990s enhanced the role overload and ambiguity while
increasing the complexity of school management tasks. Compounding the decision
making arena was the phenomenon that Murphy (1994) referred to as principalg"leadin
from the center,"” and the necessity of input obtained from many different groupwprior
decisions being final; thus, added complexity to the principals' job.

The Northwest Regional Education Laboratory (2005) suggested in an article
entitled, "Principal Leadership for Accountability: Optimizing the Useité Tl

Resources," that public educators were now held "accountable" (p.1) for student
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achievement. When schools do not achieve Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
requirements in the march toward the goal of 100% student proficiency by tHz0gdar
principals and schools would face strict sanctions. The authors suggested arstlucti
leadership could be a "primary lever to school wide reform"” (p.1). Principads attend
to the political, managerial, and instructional components of the job, but instructional
leadership has taken the lead. No Child Left Behind (2001) draws a clear atehinsis
link between instructional leadership and academic achievement to me¥thg A
Specifically, NCLB federal legislation (2001) called for principals to haee
"Instructional leadership skills to help teachers teach and students(jga2i"While
NCLB (2001) pushed the necessity of instructional leadership for principals, itas not
new concept. The Northwest Regional Education Laboratory (2005) suggedged skil
principals need included the "ability to manage data, lead school improvenuets, éfé
knowledgeable about curriculum and instruction and have the expertise to shepherd
teachers out of isolation into PLCs" (p. 4). The article indicated the princgahas a
new role of facilitator and leader of structural change, and would beboddlave
leaders," "distributive leaders," "visionary leaders," and "sisethdeaders” (p. 2).

The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC, 1996) atédul
national standards for school principals and provided specific statements of kngwledge
dispositions, and actions of the principal that were consistent with the principles of a
PLC. However, these researchers argued that these standards wereloviegvor
leaders and offered no concrete guidance on specific responsibilities emnceprthat
should take precedence over others or which standards were essential forlprincipa
leadership (Waters & Grubb, 2004). According to Boyd and Shouse (1997), the principal
served as a facilitative leader of the educational community, empoweredmabers,
and became a personal conduit for communication, information, professional

development, and resources. Principals as transformational leaders recogdifigly a
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understood the relationships between their roles and the resulting impact on the school
environment and the ability to create and sustain a learning community (Ellis, 1998)
Fullan (2005) suggested the existing principal standards were biased towards
individualism, hence implied that school leadership was the sole responsibility of the
principal. Fullan (2005) indicated the next iteration of principal standards be developed
as standards for school level leaders with a focus on responsibilities hathemt

position.

Roland Barth (1990) in his bookmproving Schools From Withisuggested
there were many important relationships within a school and he found no "chaiasterist
of a good school more pervasive than a healthy teacher-principal relationship and no
characteristic of a troubled school more common than a troubled, embattled
administrator-teacher relationship” (p. 19). Barth suggested "thingsdretea&chers and
principals these days have become increasingly strained with growing &spha
teacher empowerment, pupil minimum competency, collective bargaining, and
accountability” (p. 20). Therefore, Barth suggested it is important to bringetesaand
principals together to "enrich rather than diminish each other's lives and work};(p. 28
they must "become colleagues, grown-ups and professionals” (p. 36). He sigueste
key to improving schools from within lies among the interactions between teasiter
principals.

A principal's leadership approach influenced the extent to which PLCs were
created and sustained (DuFour, 1998; Hord, 2004). The Institute for Educational
Leadership (IEL, 2000) suggested in a report entitled, "Leadership for Studemhbea
Reinventing the Principalship," that being an effective manager was not good eamugh,
the role has changed. The researchers indicated it is clear thatgsnogay must serve
as "leaders for student learning” (p.1). The findings of the task force reported the

demands placed on principals have changed, but the profession has not changed to meet
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the demands. Schools in the'2Entury will require a principal whose role will be
defined as an instructional, community, and visionary leader. The reseauhgested
"everything principals do—establishing a vision, setting goals, managifigratlying

the community, creating effective learning environments, building suppoensys$or
students, guiding instruction and so on—must be in service of student learning” (p.4).
Getting all of this done will be a lot to expect of one person. It is important for the
principal to provide leadership and the Institute for Educational Leadership (2000)
suggested the responsibilities for getting the work accomplished should bi&Utestr
among a leadership team” (p.4). The role of the principal was central anddbeslep
was a matter of effectively leading a community of teachers (IEL, 2000)

A national study of the principalshiplaking Sense of the Leading Schools
(2003), conducted by The College of Education and the Center on Reinventing Public
Education at the University of Washington, revealed the leadership challedigectihg
a school can not be reduced to a single formula, that every school does not need the same
kind of leadership, and that the rules under which principals act matter alegméathe
report was based on interviews with principals, teachers, and assistant [wimcgia
schools across four states. The authors of the study suggested one challprigeipals
was to understand what the school needs and then delivering what is required as the cor
job. Today's principal is a "master diagnostician" demonstrating skillsdeatithe
complex system in which they work (p. 13). The best principals considered thetong-t
interests of the school, continuously touching on the vision, mission, and motivation as
they proceeded to a decision. The interviews suggested the challenges of findirig way
share leadership tasks and principals were responsible for ensuring thathligader
happened in schools. When principals have the freedom to act in the area of human
resources, principals constructed new opportunities for "differentiated $bgudrat

marshals joint efforts among all adults in the building” (p. 42). However, when principals
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have little say as to who works in their school, the training received by staffohow t
spend allocated funds, and when content is taught, moving a school forward can be very
difficult.

Kowalski and Reitzug (1993) suggested schools are organizations bound by
constraints, often hesitant to take risks, alter traditional roles or adaptecctimbhiag
needs of the school. Throughout the history of public schools, principals were expected to
preserve the status quo and to do their work in an efficient manner (Knezvich, 1984). The
authors suggested in the last half of the twentieth century, societal conditionsdcoupl
with increased knowledge about organizational behavior modified the expectation about
the role of the principal.

Waters and Grubb (2004), in an article entitled, "Leading Schools: Distinguishing
the Essential from the Important,” indicated there were increasing congeands and
challenges facing principals. In light of the reality of the urgenscbbol improvement,
other authors suggested one approach to doing this is distributing leadership
responsibilities to others (Copland, 2001; Elmore, 2000; Spillane, Halverson & Diamond,
2001; Whitaker, 2002). The Distributed Leadership Project (Spillane & Sherer, 2004), a
5-year longitudinal qualitative study of elementary school leadership, was ¢etduc
beginning in 1999 in eight elementary schools in the Chicago Public School District. The
research explored distributed leadership and how it is stretched over malgdes and
followers in the school. The findings identified leadership as collaborativecte# and
coordinated among multiple leaders in the school. These researchers suggested that
principals cannot operate solo in fulfilling the responsibilities necessaryriomg a
school. Cambron-McCabe and McCarthy (2003) called for "restructuriag aoid
relationships at the school level around vibrant core purpose” (p.18) of teaching and
learning. The authors indicated getting to this "vibrant core" requireddhghtful

distribution of leadership responsibilities to others in the school.
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The rapidly changing and increasingly complexity in which schools operated w
continue to present new challenges for principals. Fullan (2005) suggested working
toward effective school leadership was accomplished by developing other leaders
specifically teacher leaders. In order to share leadership effeciwedgipals should
develop a cadre of potential future school leaders and promote and support the
development of other leaders.

Other research has focused on the analysis of behaviors and traits the principal
employed as the leader of leaders to bring about change in the school. The shdfatowa
new role of leadership for the principal is transformed as "a facilitatmalrarchitect,
coach, steward, relationship builder, designer, creator, and sustainer of community
enabler, change agent, nurturer, servant, translator, visionary, demteaakier, and/or
paradox" (Olivier, 2001, p. 84). The role of the principal leader has become a new image
of leadership, one who leads change (Olivier, 2001).

Sergiovanni (2001) suggested, "In creating community, what matters most is what
the community shared together and accomplishes together. It was thisideare
structure, this community of mind, which became the primary source of authority for
what people do in schools. Together, principals and teachers became "follotirers of

dream and are committed to making it real" (p. 145).

Teacher Leaders in the Professional Learning Community
The complex nature of schools today required principals to share leadership and
the work by inspiring, embracing, and creating a culture of empowermenadhiete
leaders (Slater, 2008). Blasé and Blasé (2000) suggested with the growimgseson
closing the achievement gap, school leadership has expanded to include all stakeholders,
particularly teachers in shared decision-making in a professional leaonmgunity.
Phelps (2008) suggested more teachers should function as teacher leaders tativaprove

achievement of students. For the principal, the trend has shifted from "relying on the
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power of the system" to seeking to empower others" to "letting go of coatrdl”

building a professional learning community (Caine & Caine, 2008, p. 8) These authors
(Buchen, 2000; Danielson, 2006; Slater, 2008) suggested teacher leaders made a
difference and complemented the principal when they worked together in a jonodgssi
learning community. Buchen (2000), Danielson (2006), and Slater (2008) also indicated
when teacher leaders understood the vision, knew how to work to achieve the vision and
were viewed as a source of expertise in the PLC rather than implementattsefs'

ideas or plans for improvement, teacher leaders are positioned to gréadgcaf

practice. A qualitative studfathways to Building Leadership Capagiglater, 2008)
revealed that working collaboratively within the context of a shared vision anemissi
entailed a changed leadership role for the principal. The results indicateighgls

employed various communication skills and strategies to build trusting relapsrbat
promoted leadership opportunities and increased the capacity of teachergpdpéstiai

this study identified listening, verbal and non-verbal behavior, openness and empathy as
essential dimensions and strategies for effective communication shéls building

teacher leaders. Slater (2008) suggested "building leadership capacitjtingatieas

from others required effort, unique insight, and explicit skills on the part of Ié4ders

67). These authors (Lambert, 1998; Lambert; Welch, 1998) suggested communication
strategies were important in the creation and sustainment of a PLC and should be
embedded within decision-making, consensus, and the resolution of conflict as the
prerequisite of effective and basic communication skills. Working collabehathas

involved a redesign of the work not only for the principal but for teachers and parents
(Slater, 2008). Barth (2003, p. 62) suggested "building the capacity involved tapping into
the reservoir of "underutilized talent within the organization” allowingithe showcase

their talents contributing to the work of the school. Barth suggested (2003) principals

who intentionally built and supported teacher leaders promoted leadership in others.
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Teacher leadership in professional learning communities involved a variety of
roles and actions. Lambert (2003) suggested roles of teacher leaders inelvdepas
grade level team leaders, representatives on the school improvement tearthand or
school's leadership team. In these roles, teacher leaders representeshobiezs at
school improvement team meetings, convened and lead conversations at gradanevel te
meetings, worked with grade team members to plan instruction, represetest 't
views on the school improvement team, took information back to grade level team
meetings and guided teachers in connecting the thinking, planning, and implementation
of school improvement activities relevant to the school's shared vision (Hord, 2004;
Lambert, 2003; DuFour, 1998; Eaker & DuFour, 2003). In the PLC, the actions of
teacher leaders included convening regular grade team meetinigstifag discourse
about collective inquiry of student data and implications for instruction, and teacher
leaders acted as coaches and mentors (Weller, 2001). Hord (2004) suggested PLCs
should have an infrastructure to support teacher leadership as supportive condigons wer
a key factor for encouraging shared leadership. Hord (2004) suggested primcipals
professional learning communities should create a sense of urgency to lahket tea

leadership using data-driven decisions to keep the school working on the shared vision.

The Staff Development Teacher in the County School District

Killion (2002) suggested for schools to achieve greater results for studdois) r
should advocate for a PLC and that professional development should be job-embedded
for teachers. The National Council for Staff Development (NSCD, 2004) suggested a
staff development teacher is another term for a coach and that coachitige \eas of
helping someone through expanded awareness and shared experience; leverage thei
talents to do, be and have something faster than they could do alone. Support has
multiplied for teacher coaches, according to the National Staff DevetdpgDoaincil

(2004). For the implementation of the PLC policy in the county school district being
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studied, a full-time staff development teacher (SDT) position was altbtatach
elementary school. The SDT position was a non-classroom teacher who worked with the
principal and established a professional development plan aligned with school
improvement goals. Under the direction of the principal, the role of the staff dewslbpm
teacher in elementary schools in the county school district was to spend time with
teachers to improve practice. EImore suggested (2000) that the knowledge building
capacity of elementary schools was dependent upon the ability of teaches teader
encourage teachers to become collaborative learners who should participate in onsite
professional development. The National Staff Development Council (2001) suggested
that every school should become a PLC, that teachers should work collaboratively and
shared common goals for improving student achievement. The role of the staff
development teachers (SDTs) in the county school district's elementary sobhaled
helping teachers strengthen their knowledge base, planned and scheduleddggagsme
facilitated staff training and expanded teachers' repertoire of tegskills consistent
with the school improvement plan and the teacher's professional development (County
Public Schools, 2001). In this role, the SDT reflected a balance of teachestgader
staff development, and instructional expertise and was an essential comportent for t
effective implementation and sustainment of the PLC in the county school district'
elementary schools. Staff development teachers promoted and facilitatedgeteked
professional development under the direction of the principal and ensured that training
activities related and supported improved student performance. The county school
districted outlined these duties and responsibilities for SDTs working alonthseide
principal

. Reviewed and interpreted student performance

. Consulted with teachers to assist them with building individual performance

plans
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. Ensured synergy among school improvement goals

= Participated in personal system training and development activities to
remain current with best practices in teaching and learning

. Developed a clear, consistent process for planning and evaluating training
based on student performance

. Coordinated professional development with the work of school teacher
leaders and provided support to classroom teachers

. Served as a member of the school improvement and leadership teams.

Relationship of Literature Review to the Study

The review of literature established PLCs as a substantive strategpamse to
the achievement gap and established the role of the principal in embrachey teaders
as key to the process. The review provided a historical context by discussing the
emergence of the achievement gap and successful leadership praithicethe
educational arena were examined. The role of the principal has changed from a
managerial and autocratic style to an instructional leader who should use tak capi
resources (teacher leaders) within the school to improve teaching and learning f
students. The concepts of learning organizations were defined and professroinaj lea
communities were defined as well as a delineation of the charactesigtic¥essional
learning communities. Studies suggested that principals should be collaborative and
visionary leaders who can engage teachers in collective inquiry and shareshdecis
making in order to facilitate value-added leadership for a successful school.

The NCLB law suggested if principals are instructional leaders, it isalbigic
school leaders to attend to aspects of the school's organization with consideration for
design and implementation of leadership systems. If the school functions as a
professional learning community, key stakeholders—the principal, teachens|ezuid

staff—worked to support and sustain the norms of practice.

59



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to assess the extent to which the PLC program has
been fully implemented in two groups of elementary schools in one county school district
and whether that implementation has sustained a culture of a professional learning
community. The questions sought information on the success schools have had in
implementing the five dimensions of a professional learning community. The sasdy w
formative in nature and was designed to inform district leaders, principdlgyiacipal
trainers of areas that warrant changes for continued effectiveness of Iseliieos
operating in the PLC. The four questions were as follows:

1. From the perspective of elementary school principals, are there differences
the mean perceptions of principals regarding the five leadership domains of a
professional learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shared ndlues a
vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and stgport
conditions—relationships and structures, between elementary schools thathiaved
AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of dade har
and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

2. From the perspective of the staff development teachers, are there
differences in the mean perceptions of staff development teachers rgghedfive
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentakygme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

3. From the perspective of the schoof’sgBade team leaders, are there
differences in the mean perceptions Bfgsade team leaders regarding the five
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive

leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
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practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentatygme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

4. What external and internal factors impacted district leaders in
implementing the program design to move elementary schools in the direction of

becoming a professional learning community?

Summary

There is a vast amount of research and literature about professional learning
communities. Qualitative and quantitative literature concluded that anieffé&diC is
led by the principal and teacher leaders are encouraged and supported to jgarticipat
leadership. There has been considerable research on the attributes andfé?leCts
Researchers and authors have delineated these attributes—shared dalissran
collective learning, application of learning, supportive conditions, and shared @ractic
as essential to creating and sustaining a PLC. Some of the literaturedohaauthors'
opinions due to their experience as field practitioners. These authors repbdeld sc
with an environment where structures included the principal and teacher leadergworkin
collaboratively toward a shared vision that a PLC could be created and sustained.
Researchers' and authors' opinions suggested in schools that promoted a PLC there have
been higher levels of student achievement because of collective respgrfsibgttident
learning and norms of collegiality (Hord, 2004; Hord & Sommers, 2008; Lee & Smith,
1996; Little, 1992; Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995).
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CHAPTER Il

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

A strategy that has gained momentum as a school improvement initiative is the
creation of professional learning communities (PLCs) (Andrews & L e20i82,
p. 238; DuFour, 1998; DuFour, Eaker, DuFour et al., 2005; Hord, 1998, 2004; Newmann
& Wehlage, 1995, p. 37). Educational policy makers have called for schools to
restructure into PLCs, shifting from top down decision making to principals emgra
teachers for a high level of involvement in school decisions (Hoerr, 1996, Louis & Kruse,
1995; Prestine, 1993). The county school district in which the study was conducted
implemented the professional learning community (PLC) program in its element
schools in 2001 based on research that suggests that the PLC could be a strategy for
closing the achievement gap. However, a better understanding of how the itu@estt

have been implemented in the county school district is needed.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to assess the extent to which the PLC program has
been fully implemented in two groups of elementary schools in one county school district
and whether that implementation has sustained a culture of a professional learning
community. The results of this study will be used to inform district leadehgof t
progress the two groups of schools have made in implementing the PLC program since
2001. There are 130 elementary schools in the county school distli@0 elementary
schools were selected for the study. The selection of the schools is discossddliy

in the section on Procedures.
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Research Methodology

For this research study, the data were collected using a mixed-method approach
that included both quantitative and qualitative methods. The method chosen to evaluate
the implementation of PLCs in the elementary schools of a mid-Atlantic schtradtdis
was the static-group comparison described by Campbell and Stanley (1965). The data
were gathered through the use of a survey and individual interviews of distlietdea
(lead area superintendent, associate superintendent for staff developmergpaiadics
leaders for teachers and principals) to answer the research questions.

Phase one of the research focused on quantitative data collection methqds. Gall
Gall, and Borg (2003) suggested a "survey is useful when a researcheronantiesct
data from a sample that has been selected to represent a population to whichdiue data
be generalized" (p. 223). For this study, a survey (See Appendix A) was used teemeasur
behaviors and actions of principals, staff development teachers, and tears ileader
elementary schools to evaluate successful implementation of the PLC and not so
successful implementation of PLC.

The second phase of the research study focused on qualitative data collection
methods. A source of data collection included individual interviews to measure linterna
and external factors district leaders perceived as impacting priseipdlteachers from
implementing the PLC. The interviews were held with the chief finandiakoflead
area superintendent, the leader of the principals' association, and thefahder
teachers' association. According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), an intervieivesv
addressing questions to individuals for a specific purpose. "These individuals were

selected because they are well informed about the research topic" (p. 238).

Research Design
The conceptual framework of Richard DuFour (1998) guided this research

project. DuFour (1998) identified five leadership domains of PLCs. According to DuFour
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(1998), these domains—shared vision, shared and supportive leadership, collective
learning, shared practice, and supportive conditions—are important to the creation and
sustainment of the PLC and DuFour suggested the principal is the key to creating and
sustaining the PLC. The survey information and interview protocols for the study ar
discussed in detail in the instrumentation section of this chapter.

This mixed-method study was designed to investigate the extent to which PLCs
were implemented successfully and not so successfully in elementary sdt@ols
researcher used the static-group comparison strategy, one of the most comatbn mix
method designs that utilizes "two different groups in an attempt to confirm, cross
validate, or corroborate findings within a single study" (Creswell, 2003). Accdyding
data analysis was quantitative and qualitative in nature. Quantitativendétaisa will be
descriptive in nature. According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), qualitatiearels
traditions can be used to investigate the themes, patterns, and relationshgséen sa
populations. Qualitative data analysis employed a logical inductive approachlldhcM
(2004, p. 258) suggested in qualitative studies the "researcher obtains information
directly from the source" and guiding principles of qualitative researdiercen

purposeful selection of informants, participants and documents (McMillan, 2004).

Location of the Study
The study was conducted in a county school district within a mid-Atlantic state
The county school district ranks number one in the state's school jurisdictions in terms of
population and per pupil expenditures. The county school district has rural and suburban
characteristics. The majority of increase in minority enrollmentngeced in the
southern section of the county school district. There are currently 199 schools in the
county school district and a new elementary school opened in the fall of 2007. The school

district has a student population projected for the 2008 school year of 145, 622 with a
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racial composition of 23% African Americans, .3% American Indian, 15% Asian, 20%
Hispanic, and 42% White.

In the county school district, the Board of Education is responsible for
establishing policy that governs the school district and is the official edudgiaicy-
making body. There are nine elected members of the Board of Education who serve a
four-year term and a high school student member elected by students foresaotermy.

The Board of Education manages the operations of the county school district and
monitors the funds from federal, state, and local agencies that support educational
programs.

The county school district provides educational programs to a very diverse
student population and has crafted its budget to boost the achievement for all students.
More than 26% of the students participated in the free and reduced price medi4sjFAR
program and 14,718 (65%) students are supported by the English speakers for other
languages (ESOL) programs. In 2006, the county school system reported 88% of
kindergarten students read simple text and the achievement gap did not exist in reading
between White and African American kindergarten students. Forty-six percé'ht of 5
grade students in 2006 were enrolledfrgBade mathematics and 79% of high school
seniors in the county school system take the Scholastic Achievement Test{EAAN
average score of 1616. Sixty percent of seniors take an Advanced Placement eotam whi
is twice the national average.

The county school district has 199 schools including 130 elementary schools, 38
middle schools, 25 high schools, 1 career and technology school, and 5 special or
alternative schools. There are six geographic areas—three suburban, onenariban, a
rural areas within the county school district. Each area is comprised afatdar high

schools, middle and elementary schools.
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Sampling Using Adequate Yearly Progress
Elementary schools in this county school district were selected for this study
Adequate yearly progress (AYP) determinations were used to selectrttentdey
schools. Under the guidelines of No Child Left Behind, schools were expected to achieve
defined goals for all students in the areas of reading and mathematicsti@&diioast,
2004). States must measure the performance of students annually by astedsmsg s

reading and mathematics skills in grade 3 through 5 in elementary school.

Regular Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)

Annually, under NCLB, a decision was made every year about whether or not a
school was meeting the state determined achievement targets descGegbter 1. This
determination was made when the state compared the percentage of stueacis i
school who met proficiency standards as well as the percentage of standsath i
subgroup (African American, American Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Special Educatem, F
and Reduced Priced Meals (FARMS) Limited English Proficient (LEB)Véhite) who
met standards for the statewide goals. At least 95% of the aggregatadatits) and all
subgroups must participate in the assessment. Attendance as a quality indisator w
measured to determine whether the school met this statewide goal. Additidraally, t
school's attendance rate was not significantly less than 94% (Education Trus6t2004;

Department of Education, 2009).

Achieving AYP Using the Confidence Interval Provision
Confidence interval is a statistical tool this state used for AYP deterarisdo
ensure accurate and reliable accountability decisions, particularipédies subgroups.
The accuracy of scores depended on the number of students in each group. Confidence
interval was also used to ensure fair and valid AYP decisions were madetfor ea

subgroup with different number of students (State Department of Education, 2009). As
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presented in Chapter 1, confidence interval for AYP purposes was a percentage range
with the Annual Measurable Objectives (AMO) in the middle of the range. Pagesnt

that fell within the confidence interval were considered statistitlalysame as the

AMO. In order for a school to achieve AYP, all subgroups had a proficiencgrester

than or equal to the lower end of the confidence interval (State Department of &@ducati

2009).

Safe Harbor: Flexibility in Meeting AYP

If a school did not meet the statewide goal in a specific year, the school could
achieve AYP if there was a reduction in the percentage of students who were not
proficient by 10% from the previous school year and progress was also made on the other
academic indicators (Education Trust, 2004; State Department of Education, 2609). Sa
harbor flexibility can be applied to the aggregate or any subgroup of students who did not
achieve the statewide goals (Education Trust, 2004; State Department afi&guc
20009).

In this county school district, all elementary schools achieved AYP as measured
by the state school assessment for the 2007 school year. Some schools selewtstl achie
AYP by all subgroups meeting or exceeding the AMO and other elementagiscsed
the provisions of confidence interval and or safe harbor to achieve AYP. This will be

explained further in Chapter 4.

Procedures
After the approval of the dissertation proposal by the research committe¢leea
University's Human Subjects Review Board (See Appendix B), the reseaghested
permission from the county school district's research division to conduct the sedy (s
Appendix C). There are 130 elementary schools in the county school didtadtistrict

is divided into six geographic areas and an area superintendent is assigned to each
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geographic region. In each of these areas, the researcher, in cooperatibe \six area
superintendents, selected 14 elementary schools for inclusion in the study. These 80
elementary schools were divided into two groups. Group one of the elementary schools
for the study achieved Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as measuresl digteh
assessment program. Group two of the elementary schools were seleb@drfgr

achieved AYP with the provisions of Safe Harbor and/or inclusion of confidence interval

Quantitative methods for the study centered on the use of a survey of program
participants. According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), survey instruments caureea
attitudes and behaviors. According to Fitzpatrick, Sanders, and Worthen (2004, p. 341),
surveys "constitute one of the most important data collection tools available in
evaluation." Survey results assessed the perception of the principals, \wttfpdeent
teachers, and team leaders for the implementation of the PLC in elementarg.school
Additionally, the survey determined the areas of successful and not successful
implementation of PLCs.

For the purpose of the study, the researcher used The Professional Learning
Community Assessment (PLCA) developed by Jane Huffman and Kristine Hipp (2003)
to assess perceptions based on the five domains of a professional learning community
that coincided with the proposed research questions (see Appendix A). The questionnaire
addressed the perceptions of the principals, staff development teachefsgaadesteam
leaders about their reactions to the implementation of PLCs in the school. Add&ker
was used and scored based on computing the numerical values for rating from number

"4" (strongly agree) to number "1" (strongly disagree).

Data Collection Techniques
Four research questions were used to frame the study for the evaluation of the
efforts of the implementation of PLC Program and required both quantitative and

gualitative data to answer.
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1. From the perspective of elementary school principals, are there diffenences
the mean perceptions of principals regarding the five leadership domains of a
professional learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shared ndlues a
vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and stgpport
conditions—relationships and structures, between elementary schools thathaved
AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of dade har
and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

2. From the perspective of the staff development teachers, are there
differences in the mean perceptions of staff development teachers rgghsdfive
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentaktyme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

3. From the perspective of the schoof’sgBade team leaders, are there
differences in the mean perceptions Bfgsade team leaders regarding the five
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentatygme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

4. What external and internal factors impacted district leaders in
implementing the program design to move elementary schools in the direction of
becoming a professional learning community?

Primary data sources for this question were key Central Office personiegssuc

the lead area superintendent, chief financial officer, and the leadersteathers' and
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principals' associations who will be referred to as key informants for tpes®iof this

study. The qualitative data for the study were obtained through individual interviews
Interview questions (see Appendix D) were developed based on the external avad inter
factors of the PLC implementation in this county school district. An interviewogubt

was developed for the study. The researcher obtained permission from the tyriseesi
Appendix B) and school district before conducting the interviews (see AppendiR€). T
guestions (see Appendix D) and order they were asked were determined in advance of the
interview. However, the researcher did pursue clarifying questions based on key
informants' answers. McMillan (2004, p. 268) suggested that "documents provide first-
hand information and are primary sources." Documents can verify and support data
obtained from interviews. Gall, Gall and Borg (2003, p. 282) emphasize that documents
are "written communications that have an official purpose.” Since the docuwessts
produced in the context of the program implementation, the documents can give meaning.
Documents released for the study, particularly for Question 4, included 'ahi C

Action" which outlined recommendations for the PLC program, and "The Framework fo
Teaching and Learning," which outlined expectations for the PLC programmdhter
memorandums detailing the purpose for formation of the program were reviawkd fo

study. After determining the relevance of the documents, they were coded and
categorized to assess information and assisted in analysis and interprétle 2

provides an overview of data sources, methods of collection, nature of data, and data

analysis procedures for each question.

Instrumentation
The instrument for the study was the "Professional Learning Community
Assessment” (PLCA) developed by Jane Huffman and Kristine Hipp in 2003 (see
Appendix A). The PLCA is a descriptive instrument measuring the practides at t

school. Factor analysis was the method used by the authors of the survey to provide
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evidence of construct validity for the PLCA instrument. The sample included 240
educators. Factor identification consisted of the five domains of a professemmahde
community. Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency reliability coefftsiazvere computed

for the factored subscales of the measure. In the five factored subscalephthe Al
coefficients ranged from a low of .83 (Collective Learning and Application and
Supportive Conditions-Relationships and Structures) to a high of .93 (Shared Values and
Vision). Thus, the PLCA instrument yielded satisfactory internal consis{émgha

coefficient) reliability for the factored subscales. The survey was delsigneeasure the
phases of development from initiation, implementation and institutionalization of the
PLC. The survey was administered to principals, staff development teacitegsade 5

team leaders at each elementary school in the study.

The Professional Learning Community Assessment

If educators and school districts intend to use the PLC strategy for school
improvement, a clear picture of a community, the dimensions and attributes #teticre
and sustained the PLC must be understood by all (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). The
Professional Learning Community Assessment (PLCA) was used to pesesstions of
the principal, staff development teachers, and grade 5 team leaders bdsefvan t
dimensions of a PLC—shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and supportiveocenditi
and the critical attributes (see Appendix A). The survey contains statesbenits
practices that occurred at the school level. The instrument is a descriptioé poadtice
as it relates to shared and supportive leadership, shared values and visioryesollecti
learning, shared practice, supportive conditions, relationships and structuresthgthi
school. The PLCA instrument uses a four-point, forced-choice Likert scajamgafrom
1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 = Strongly Agree. The instrument has a total oh¥b(gee

Appendix A). The results of these descriptive statistics included minimum anchomax
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values (1 and 4), item means, and standard deviation. According to Huffman and Hipp
(2003), the instrument is a "useful measuring tool to assess perceptions” (p. ddrbase
the five dimensions of PLC.

The survey was emailed (see Appendix E) to the participants from the edeynent
schools selected for the study. This included principals, staff developmerdrsauoid
grade 5 team leaders. In order to protect the anonymity of the respondents, questionna
were emailed along with a tracking code. A log was maintained for thedndisito
whom the questionnaires were emailed. The addresses and date mailed were noted. A
follow-up letter and mailed questionnaire (see Appendix A) were sent to respondents
when a reply was not received in a timely manner. Participants refdnenttes study are
identified by their job title or role rather than being identified by name.

The researcher convened the key informant individual interviews at the central
office for the convenience of the participants and selected a trained individoabiact
the individual interviews. Additionally, the sessions were tape recorded forténeiews

and then typed.

Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used for the study. The data were
analyzed using the appropriate procedure for each method. The qualitativar dag¢a f
study were collected through individual interviews with the lead area superintende
chief financial officer, teachers' association leader, and princigalstiation leader. The
researcher used logical inductive reasoning to analyze the qualitativé.dgical
inductive reasoning involved identifying topics, clustering topics, and findingpatte
among the topics. The analysis constitutes findings from which conclusions are draw

Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003) suggest, for recording interview data, "note taking
and tape recording are the usual methods for preserving information colleated in a

interview" (p. 248). The interviews were transcribed and respondents wete eblew

75



the transcripts and make any necessary corrections or additions. This @aded to the
validity of the study by allowing participants to verify their words and ers@ie
thoughts were captured correctly.

Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003) stated the analysis of responses to interview open-
forum questions "requires the development of a category system” (p. 250). These
interviews were categorized through context analysis or as stated by Gibbs (2(02)
building up of contextual schema" (p. 59) by creating a list of coded categories and
cutting and pasting each transcribed segment data into one of the appropriatéesateg
(Bazeley & Richards, 2005). After a review of the interviews, the reseaedwgnized
themes that were frequently referenced. Significant patterns and sleisterged from
which the researcher inferred conclusions.

The survey instrument was analyzed through quantitative procedures. The data
were analyzed using an independent t-test. Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003) sugdested w
small samples are studied, "it is advisable to use the t-test to identifyférertt
between two sample means"” (p. 304). Cronbach coefficient alpha tested sabrktyeli
(Gall, Gall, & Borg, p. 198) and analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure was used
between groups. Descriptive statistics were used to describe the dphogiof the

group. Table 2, shown earlier, is a summary of the analysis of data.

Summary
Both quantitative and qualitative methods were utilized to conduct the study. The
study provided information about the implementation of the PLC program in elementary
schools. The data collected and analyzed addressed the proposed research questions in
the study for the schools that were studied. The findings for the study ¢strodss
school systems attempting to implement a PLC program in schools. The findimgs fr

the study are presented in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Introduction

As stated in Chapter 1, No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) federal legislation
has significantly increased the pressure for schools to improve student acimeaete
close the achievement gap. The accountability demands instituted by the federal
legislation of NCLB are causing administrators and teachers to chamgeg(alational
Director's Conference, 2003; National Association of Elementary SchooigRis)c
2008). Today, schools are faced with meeting the needs of all students and in the mid-
Atlantic state where this study was conducted, the state assessmeatnpreguired
schools to have students achieve proficiency in reading and mathematics by 2014 as
measured by state tests. Therefore, the behavior of the principal andseadhared
decision-making was vital for improved educational outcomes (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).
With the ever-changing demands on schools for closing the "achievement gap”
(Education Trust, 2004), it is believed that principals operating schools as jonmdéss
learning communities (PLCs) was the best hope for school reform (Daringrend &
McLaughlin, 1995; Fullan, 1995; Lieberman, 1995a; McLaughlin, 1991; National
Association of Elementary School Principals, 2008). Principals should build refatisns
with teachers as the basic ingredient for the success of the school (DuFout,al88s8;
Kruse & Marks, 1996). In this age of accountability, veteran educators and school
leadership experts still insisted that the principal was the key to schoohyéfar must
listen to all constituents in the school in order to lead effectively (Slater,.2008)

School leaders face increasingly high demands to reach higher standardseand ra
student achievement and the task of operating a school is very complex and one person

can no longer accomplish this alone (Hord, 2004; Spillane, 2007). The professional
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learning community (PLC) concept garnered the support of all stakeholders through
shared vision, shared and supportive leadership, collective learning, sharee paack
supportive conditions (DuFour, 1998, Fullan, 2008). Since designing and implementing
the PLC program as a proposed solution to meeting the demands of changing
demographics and closing the achievement gap, examining one school district's
experiences with the PLC program could provide important information for other school

systems.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to assess the extent to which the PLC program has
been fully implemented in two groups of elementary schools in one county school district
and whether that implementation sustained a culture of a professional learning
community. Chapter IV presents the results of data analysis for this shelyeJearch
designed for this study employed both quantitative and qualitative methodologies.
Questions one through three were quantitative in nature and question four was
gualitative. The following research questions guided this study:

1. From the perspective of elementary school principals, are there difference
in the mean perceptions principals regarding the five leadership domains ofssipraie
learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and supportiveoc@aditi
relationships and structures, between elementary schools that have ach&vaddA
elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or
inclusion of confidence intervals?

2. From the perspective of the staff development teachers, are there
differences in the mean perceptions of staff development teachers rgghedfive
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive

leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shratetpe
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practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentatgme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

3. From the perspective of the schoof’sgBade team leaders, are there
differences in the mean perceptions Bfgsade team leaders regarding the five
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentatygme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

4. What external and internal factors impacted district leaders in
implementing the program design to move elementary schools in the direction of

becoming a professional learning community?

Procedures

The main source for the collection of quantitative data was the Professional
Learning Community Assessment (Olivier, Huffman & Hipp, 2003). The Professional
Learning Community Assessment (see Appendix A) was emailed to 240 parcipaat
survey instrument (see Appendix A) was distributed electronically using SMweley
(see Appendix E) to 80 elementary school principals, 80 elementary school staff
development teachers and 80 5th grade team leaders. Of the principals, stafirdernt
teachers and™sgrade team leaders surveyed, 61 worked at schools that achieved
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and 140 worked at schools that achieved AviReavi
provisions of safe harbor and/or the confidence interval. The actual survey sedgore
by a descriptive cover letter (see Appendix F), consent form (see Appendird3ome
initial information about the survey that was emailed to all participants. Sbaraher's

goal for response was 70%.
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The survey was emailed using Survey Monkey (see Appendix E) to elementary
principals at the end of June 2008, to elementary staff development teachers at the end of
August 2008, and to elementar}) §rade team leaders the middle of September 2008. A
copy of the survey is included in Appendix A.

By the third week of July 2008, the response rate for the elementary principals
had reached 50%, and the decision was made to send a second request letter and the
Professional Learning Community Assessment survey electronicalBuweey Monkey
(see Appendix E) to the non-respondents, which stated the need and appreciation for their
responses. The response rate for staff development teachers by midigepB©O08 had
reached 40% and the decision was made to send a second electronic request via Survey
Monkey and a paper copy in the regular mail to staff development teaebekgpendix
E) non-respondents. The response rate'fagrade team leaders was less than 10% by
the start of October 2008. As a result of the low response rate ftgmade team
leaders, a decision was made to send a second copy of the surVeyadéteam
leaders. The second copy sent fogBade team leaders was a paper copy of the
Professional Learning Community Assessment survey (see Appendix &guiar mail.

The response rate greatly increased for staff development teachefsgradéteam

leaders as a result of this action by the researcher.

Data Collection
The study was bounded by its focus on a single county school district. In 2001,
after training principals and teacher leaders in the summer, the county dishoct
implemented the Professional Learning Community Program (PLC)rnreatary
schools. There are 130 elementary schools in the county school district which is divided
into six geographic areas. An area superintendent is assigned to eacphieaggion.
In cooperation with the six area superintendents, the researcher seledstdnatay

schools from each region for inclusion in the study for a total of 80 schools. The
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principals’ tenure at the school had to be at least three years so this was take
consideration during the meetings with each area superintendent. Thesa&ttady
schools were divided into two groups. Group one of the elementary schools for the study
achieved Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as measured by the sedgsrasnt by
meeting or exceeding the annual measurable objectives for each subgrougg@Ameri
Indian, African American, Hispanic, free and reduced-price meals, dirknglish
proficient, special education and White). Group two of the elementary schools was
selected for having achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of
confidence interval for the 2007 academic year. Adequate Yearly Progh3s4nd
how it was determined is described in Chapter 1. It should be noted that all schools in the
county school district achieved AYP for the 2007 school year as measured byehe sta
assessment (Maryland State Department of Education, 2007). In order to fimalize
selection of schools, the researcher along with the lead area superintexsnta the
list of schools and the state assessment results for 2007 for each school tondetermi
schools should be assigned to group one (having achieved AYP by meeting orrexceedi
the AMO) or group two (having achieved AYP using the provisions confidence interval
and/or safe harbor) as described in Chapter 1 based on their 2007 AYP results. The final
list of schools was compiled for the two groups of schools in an excel spreadsheet and
given a code to ensure anonymity. All data gathered were confined toxtmesih
period of time.

Eighty-two percent of the principals returned their survey electronically vi
Survey Monkey. Two principals had difficulty completing the electronic survey. The
principals contacted the researcher and requested a paper copy of the saaley. E
principal who completed a paper copy of the survey was asked to return the survey to a
secretary in a sealed envelope. The secretary manually keyed in the degdettiranic

file, placing the schools in the correct group.
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Qualitative data for this study were collected from individual interviewd \weh
key informants who are district level staff. The researcher alsewedi county school
district records. The data were analyzed and sorted by themes and patberes$fort to
answer research question four which is discussed later in this chapter.

The final number of responses is displayed in Table 3. The total principal
response rate was 82.5%; for staff development teachers, the response e/ e
and for % grade team leaders, the response rate was 90.0%. All of the response rates

were well above .70, which is considered to be a good response rate for a survey.

Reliability

Cronbach alphas were used to compute reliability of the Professional Learning
Community Assessment (PLCA). Cronbach alphas measure inter-itailigliand
consistency of the survey instrument. They are used when no pretest-postieiityeli
measures are available. Cronbach alphas were computed by this resmaethiive
subscales and were checked for internal consistency. The resulsowgrared to the
results of Huffman and Hipp (2003) and are presented in Table 4. The Cronbach alphas
for Huffman and Hipp were all very similar. According to Gall, Gall and Borg (1999):

If a scale has a high alpha coefficient [typically, .60 or higher, with the

highest possible coefficient being 1.00], it means that individuals who

respond in a certain way to one item on the scale are likely to respond in

the same way to the other items on that scale. (p. 196)
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Table 3

Response Rates of Principals, Staff Development Teachers” @rade Team

Leader Teachers

Principals Number of Surveys Number of Surveys  Response
Sent Received Rate (%)
Schools Achieving
AYP 26 22 84.6
Schools Achieving
AYP with Confidence 54 44 81.5
Intervals
Total 80 66 82.5
Staff Development Number of Surveys Number of Surveys  Response
Teachers Sent Received Rate (%)
Schools Achieving
AYP 26 21 80.1
Schools Achieving
AYP with Confidence 54 42 77.7
Intervals
Total 80 63 78.7
Team Leader Number of Surveys Number of Surveys  Response
Teachers Sent Received Rate (%)
Schools Achieving
AYP 26 18 69.2
Schools Achieving
AYP with Confidence 54 54 1.00
Intervals
Total 80 72 90.0
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The Cronbach alphas shown in Table 4 for Huffman and Hipp only provide
information on subscales 2, 3, and 5. The Cronbach alpha for subscale 2 for Huffman and
Hipp is considerably higher than the one in this dissertation. The Cronbach alphas for

subscales 3 and 5 are similar for both studies.
Table 4

Cronbach Alphas for Huffman and Hipp and Smith

Subscale No. of Alpha Score — No. of Alpha Score —
Iltems Huffman & Iltems Smith
Hipp (2003) (2009)

Subscale 1: 10 10 91

Shared and Supportive

Leadership

Subscale 2: Shared Values 8 .93 8 .87

and Vision

Subscale 3: Collective 8 .83 8 .87

Learning and Application

Subscale 4: 6 6 .80
Shared Personal Practice

Subscale 5: Supportive 13 .83 13 .85
Conditions—Relationships
and Structures

Correlation Coefficients
The researcher next computed Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficients
to describe the magnitude of the relationship between the five different doméabashfor
schools achieving AYP and schools achieving AYP with safe harbor and or confidence
intervals. A correlation coefficient can range from -1.00 to +1.00. The results are
displayed in Tables 5 and 6. In interpreting the data, the researcher used &hedtabl

set of criteria to make judgments about the significance of the correlaBbner(&
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Morgan, 2000). If a correlation was between 0.0 and .30, it was considered to be weak; if
it were between .31 and .70, it was considered modest; and if it were .71 or above, it was
considered to be strong (Gliner & Morgan, 2000). The.05 level was used to identify those
correlations that were statistically significant.

The data presented in Table 5 are for elementary schools achieving AYP; they
show that most of the correlations were in the modest to strong range, .40 to .70, and all
were different from O with statistical significance at the 0.01 level. The $tighe
correlation in Table 5 (.73) is between subscales 1 and 2. The correlations foresdbscal
are some of the lowest in the table. It should be remembered that the higher the

correlation, the stronger the relationship among the variables.
Table 5

Correlation Coefficients for Subscales 1 — 5 for Schools Achieving AYP

Subscale 1 Subscale 2 Subscale 3 Subscale 4 Subscale 5

SUBSCALE 1.00 73 42 36 59
1 (66) (66) (64) (66) (66)
P=.001** P=.001** P=.01* P=.001%**
SUBSCALE 1.00 68 48 .60
2 (66) (64) (66) (66)
P=.001%*  P=.001** P=.001**
SUBSCALE 1.00 69 69
3 (64) (64) (64)
P=.001%*  P=.001%*
SUBSCALE 1.00 .60
4 (66) (66)
P=.001%**
SUBSCALE 1.00
5 (66)

P = <.05% <.01**; <.001***

Subscale 1 — Shared and Supportive Leadership; Subscale 2 — Shaessdavidl Vision;
Subscale 3 — Collective Learning and Application; Subscale 4 —d&SRarsonal Practice;
Subscale 5 — Supportive ConditierfRelationships and Structures

Table 6 presents the correlations for elementary schools achieving AYP with

confidence intervals. In general, the correlations for these schools are nenditifien
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for the schools achieving AYP. All but one correlation are in the modest range, .50 to .70.
The correlations presented in Table 4 show similar levels of agreement about the

subscales and their relationships to each other as do those presented in Table 5
Table 6
Correlation Coefficients for Subscales 1 — 5 for Schools Achieving AYP with

Confidence Intervals and or Safe Harbor

Subscale 1 Subscale 2 Subscale 3 Subscale 4 Subscale 5
SUBSCALE 1.00 .58 .45 43 57
1 (135) (135) (132) (133) (131)
P=.001** P=.001** P=.001**  P=.001***
SUBSCALE 1.00 .66 .54 .64
2 (135) (132) (133) (131)
P=.001***  P=.001** P=.001***
SUBSCALE 1.00 .58 .65
3 (132) (130) (128)
P=.001***  P=.001***
SUBSCALE 1.00 .62
4 (133) (131)
P=.001***
SUBSCALE 1.00
5 (131)

P = < .05% <.01**; <.001***

Subscale 1 — Shared and Supportive Leadership; Subscale 2 — SHaesdavid Vision;
Subscale 3 — Collective Learning and Application; Subscale 4 —&SRarsonal Practice;
Subscale 5 — Supportive Conditierfelationships and Structures

Research Questions and Statistical Hypotheses
The research questions and statistical hypotheses are presentedthere wit

discussion of the findings for each question.

Research Question 1
From the perspective of elementary school principals, are there diffeieribes
mean perceptions of principals regarding the five leadership domains of sspyoé

learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
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collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and supportiveocsaditi
relationships and structures, between elementary schools that have achi€&add\Y
elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or

inclusion of confidence intervals?

Statistical Hypothesis 1

From the perspective of elementary school principals, there are no sthyistic
significant differences in the mean perceptions of principals regardiriguhkadership
domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive leadersieigh, shar
values and vision, collective learning and application, and supportive conditions—
relationships and structures, between elementary schools that have ach@&vaddA
elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or
inclusion of confidence intervals.

The data presented in Table 7 for the principals' perceptions indicate that the
statistical hypothesis was accepted for all domains except domain 4, shamthpe
practice. There was a statistically significant difference t@nadred principals in the

schools that met AYP.
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Table 7
Independent t-Test of Principals’ Differences in Perceptions of Five Leadership
Domains Between Schools Achieving AYP and Schools Achieving AYP with
Confidence Intervals and/or Safe Harbor

Shared and Supportive Leadership — Domain 1

No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 36.00 5.12
1.02 64 31
Met AYP with 44 34.98 3.03
Conditions
Shared Values and Vision — Domain 2
No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 28.32 3.84
.73 64 A7
Met AYP with 44 27.68 3.06
Conditions
Collective Learning and Application - Domain 3
No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 28.05 3.63
.34 63 72
Met AYP with 43 27.77 2.76
Conditions
Shared Personal Practice — Domain 4
No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 20.68 2.75
2.34 64 01**
Met AYP with 44 19.30 2.00
Conditions

Supportive Conditions-Relationships and Structures - Domain 5

No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 45.59 5.42
1.89 64 .63
Met AYP with 44 43.39 3.92

Conditions

P = < .05%; <.01*; <.001**
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Research Question 2

From the perspective of the staff development teachers, are there détenmnenc
the mean perceptions of staff development teachers regarding the fimshepdlomains
of a professional learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shaesd valu
and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, andisappor
conditions—relationships and structures, between elementary schools thathaved
AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of dade har

and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

Statistical Hypothesis 2

From the perspective of the staff development teachers, there are ncaligtisti
significant differences in the mean perceptions of staff developmehetsaegarding
the four leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, and supportive
conditions—relationships and structures, between elementary schools thathiaved
AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of dade har
and/or inclusion of confidence intervals.

The data presented in Table 8 for staff development teachers' perceptions
indicated that the statistical hypothesis was accepted for all domaim sikaeed
personal practice. There the data indicate that there was a stéyisigaificant

difference that favored the staff development teachers in the schools theY Fhet

89



Table 8

Independent t-Test of Staff Development Teachers' Differences in Raneeaydti

Five Leadership Domains Between Schools Achieving AYP and Schools Achieving
AYP with Confidence Intervals and/or Safe Harbor

Shared and Supportive Leadership — Domain 1

No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 33.41 5.31
1.52 62 13
Met AYP with 42 31.50 4.48
Conditions
Shared Values and Vision — Domain 2
No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 27.00 3.92
71 62 .48
Met AYP with 42 26.36 3.18
Conditions
Collective Learning and Application - Domain 3
No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 21 27.29 3.73
.08 61 .94
Met AYP with 42 27.21 3.06
Conditions
Shared Personal Practice — Domain 4
No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 20.50 2.41
2.57 62 01**
Met AYP with 42 18.88 3.39
Conditions
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Table 8 (continued)

Independent t-Test of Staff Development Teachers' Differences in Raneeaydti

Five Leadership Domains Between Schools Achieving AYP and Schools Achieving
AYP with Confidence Intervals and/or Safe Harbor

Supportive Conditions-Relationships and Structures - Domain 5

No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 42.59 4.49
.90 62 37
Met AYP with 42 41.48 4.82

Conditions

P = <.05% <.01**; <.001***

Research Question 3

From the perspective of the school'sgsade team leaders, are there differences
in mean perceptions of th& §rade team leaders regarding the five leadership domains
of a professional learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shaesd valu
and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, andisappor
conditions—relationships and structures, between elementary schools thathaved
AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of dade har

and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

Statistical Hypothesis 3

From the perspective of the school’sgsade team leaders, there are no
statistically significant differences in the mean perceptiond'gfr&de team leaders
regarding the five leadership domains of a professional learning comminaitgdsand
supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and applicati

shared personal practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures,
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between elementary schools that have achieved AYP and elementary Sthilods/é

achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals
The data presented in Table 9 f8tdrade team leaders' indicated that the

statistical hypothesis was accepted. There were no statisticgliffcant differences

across the five domains.

Table 9

Independent t-Test of'8rade Team Leader Teachers' Differences in Perceptions of
Five Leadership Domains Between Schools Achieving AYP and Schools Achieving
AYP with Confidence Intervals and/or Safe Harbor

Shared and Supportive Leadership — Domain 1

No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 32.68 4.90
.82 69 42
Met AYP with 49 31.45 6.25
Conditions
Shared Values and Vision — Domain 2
No. of 2-Tail
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 26.41 3.76
42 69 .68
Met AYP with 49 26.82 3.82
Conditions
Collective Learning and Application - Domain 3
No. of 2-Tail
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 21 26.71 3.24
1.21 66 .23
Met AYP with 47 27.68 2.96
Conditions
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Table 9 (continued)

Independent t-Test of'85rade Team Leader Teachers' Differences in Perceptions of
Five Leadership Domains Between Schools Achieving AYP and Schools Achieving
AYP with Confidence Intervals and/or Safe Harbor

Shared Personal Practice — Domain 4

No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 20.14 2.12
15 67 .88
Met AYP with 47 20.04 2.63

Conditions

Supportive Conditions-Relationships and Structures - Domain 5

No. of 2-Tall
Cases Mean S.D. t-Value D.F. Sig.
Met AYP 22 42.91 4.85
.70 65 48
Met AYP with 45 43.87 5.40

Conditions

P = < .05%; <.01*; <.001*

Additional Analyses

When the researcher finished the analyses on Research Questions 1 through 3, she
observed that in most cases the principals of both groups of elementary schools had
higher mean scores (although not statistically significantly differbat) did the staff
development teachers and thedgsade team leader teachers. Therefore, the researcher
wanted to determine whether there were statistically significamtréeiftes among the
three groups of educators—principals, staff development teachers” grate team
leader teachers—in each group of schools.

The results of that analysis of variance for schools that met AYP are feckgen
Table 10. Because the researcher wanted to be conservative, in all cased she use

Scheffé's multiple range test and set the level of significance at .05. Bhdigfdayed in
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Table 10 indicate that for all domains, there were no statistically signifdifferences

among the three groups.

Table 10

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Among Principals’, Staff Development
Teachers', and®Grade Team Leader Teachers' Judgments of Principals’
Perceptions of Five Leadership Domains in Schools Achieving AYP

Shared and Supportive Leadership — Domain 1

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 133.84 66.92
2.55 .09
Within Groups 63 1,648.09 26.16

Shared Values and Vision — Domain 2

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 42.03 21.02
1.42 .25
Within Groups 63 930.09 14.76

Collective Learning and Application - Domain 3

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 19.21 9.60
e 46
Within Groups 61 765.53 12.55
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Table 10 (continued)

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Among Principals’, Staff Development
Teachers', and'5Grade Team Leader Teachers' Judgments of Principals’
Perceptions of Five Leadership Domains in Schools Achieving AYP

Shared Personal Practice — Domain 4

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 3.39 1.70
.28 .75
Within Groups 63 374.86 5.94

Supportive Conditions Relationships and Structures - Domain 5

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 119.48 59.74
2.45 .09
Within Groups 63 1,534.45 24.36

P = < .05% <.01**; <.001***

Table 11 presents the results of the analysis of variance for the three groups of
educators in schools that met AYP with confidence intervals and/or Safe Harbor. For
Domain 1, there was a statistically significant difference at the .001dewahg the three
groups. The principals' mean was 34.98, while the staff development teache€d$.50as
and the 8 grade team leader teachers' mean was 31.46. For Domain 1, the data indicated
that the principal had a statistically significantly higher perception of themleadership
than did the other two groups. For Domains 2 through 4, there were no statistically
significant differences among the three groups. For Domain 5, the data shgtyédstre
was a statistically significant difference at the .05 level. Howeveggpkcation of the
conservative Scheffé's multiple range test indicated that there was sticstiéii

significant difference.
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Table 11

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Among Principals', Staff Development
Teachers, and"5Grade Team Leader Teachers' Judgments of Principals' Perceptions
Of Five Leadership Domains in Schools Achieving AYP with Confidence Intervals
and/or Safe Harbor

Shared and Supportive Leadership — Domain 1

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 364.37 182.19
7.78 .00 x**
Within Groups 132 3,081.60 23.42
G G G Group 1 — Principals
rr r Group 2 — Staff Develop.
p p p Group 3 —'8Gr. Teachers
1 2 3
Mean Type
31.45 # Gr. Teachers
31.50 Staff Develop.
34.98 Principals * o
Shared Values and Vision — Domain 2
Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 39.20 19.60
1.71 19
Within Groups 132 1,516.53 11.49
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Table 11 (continued)

One-Way Analysis of Variance of Differences Among Principals’, Staff Developme
Teachers, and'5Grade Team Leader Teachers' Judgments of Principals' Perceptions
Of Five Leadership Domains in Schools Achieving AYP with Confidence Intervals
and/or Safe Harbor

Collective Learning and Application - Domain 3

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 7.56 3.78
44 .64
Within Groups 129 1,106.96 8.58
Shared Personal Practice — Domain 4
Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 31.09 15.55
2.79 .06
Within Groups 130 723.48 5.57

Supportive Conditions-Relationships and Structures - Domain 5

Sum of Mean
df Squares Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2 137.40 68.70
3.04 .05
Within Groups 128 2,894.11 20.61

P = <.05% <.01**; <.001***

Qualitative Research
Following the analysis of quantitative data, a five-question protocol was
developed by the researcher based on the school district's implementation of PLC t
assess the perceptions of district level staff (key informants) duringduodl interviews

for qualitative data collection. The questions were approved by an experienced
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researcher. Primary data sources were interviews with key informdrgsict level
personnel, such as the lead area superintendent, chief finance officer andé¢he ¢é

the teachers' and principals' associations. Some important county schodlafisfaicts
were reviewed for this study. The individual interviews with key informante wer
convened at central office and the researcher served in the role of particigamenbs
and scribe. Qualitative data collected for this study included key informantiéws

with field notes taken during the audio-taped interviews. The data were analyzedl, sort

by themes, clusters, and patterns in an effort to answer research question four

Qualitative Procedures

These authors (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003; McMillian, 2004) described qualitative
research as a social science research approach that involved irdesdtttipeople in
their own language and on their own terms. A structured approach was used by the
researcher to ensure the comparability of the data across the key infantexmtswed
and this proved helpful in the answer sought for research question four. Structured
approaches in qualitative research are advantageous when the researcto goalds
key informants' perceptions about PLC implementation processes that led to thke poss
intended outcome for the county schools district as indicated by Miles and Huberman
(1984). There was triangulation of the data to reduce the risk of biases, to increase
validity, and to gain a broad understanding about the implementation of the PLC
program. Individual interviews with key informants were the primary sources of
gualitative data collection for this study. The key informants seléctpdrticipate in the
interviews were "well-informed people in the organization" (Marshall &R, 1999,
p. 113) and perceived as having a strong knowledge about the implementation of the PLC
program. Each key informant has worked twenty years or more for the county school

district.
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The interviews were conducted between August 2008 and October 2008 to ensure
the data collected represented various perspectives about the externalrantifadtors
which impacted district leaders in implementing the program designed to move
elementary schools in the direction of becoming a professional learning coiyrKiayi
informants were interviewed in this order: first, the chief finance offidagust 25,

2008); next, the leader of the principals' association (September 3, 2008); followed by the
leader of the teachers' association (September 11, 2008); and lastly, thedead ar
superintendent (October 25, 2008). The interviews were scheduled based on the
availability of each key informant. Marshall and Rossman (1999) suggestedemwiag
was a strategy to capture the deep meaning of the person's perspectixpaaighces.
Key informants were asked the same questions (see Appendix D) and the irstaverew
conducted at the school district's central office for the convenience of theepaats. All

of the interviews were structured in the same manner at each of the patsiapbieces.

An approved experienced researcher asked the questions as this resex@thasse
observer and scribe. The researcher conducted a one-hour audio-taped intéhview
each key informant to gain their perspective about the internal and exsetoas
regarding the implementation of the professional learning community program
elementary schools. The structured interviews were guided by the usentdrarew
protocol which is included in Appendix D. Prior to asking the questions the day of the
scheduled interview, the researcher gave the key informants a copy of thengu&ata
gathered from key informants during the interview were compiled on a field noteecapt
sheet (see Appendix I). The field note capture sheet was then presented éteaysecr
who did not know the key informants for transcription. All names were deleted in the
transcripts to provide anonymity. Secondary analysis of the interview tigedmegan in

early November 2008.

99



Review of County School District Artifacts

A review of county school district records indicated several reasons for the school
district's action for implementation of the PLC in elementary schools. éffar to
improve student achievement as its number one goal, the county school districtycarefull
considered steps to transform elementary schools into professional learnmgruties
(County Public Schools, 2001; 2002). Record reviews revealed the county school district
shared the idea about PLC in 1999, embarked upon the PLC program to have principals
lead their schools as PLCs in 2001 for improved staff development that was job-
embedded and promoted a culture of collaboration among teachers and principals
fostering distributed leadership in schools. Review of records revealed the solioby
district implemented a systematic plan of action for program implemamtgtiovided
substantial funding to train principals and teacher leaders, funded staff dewa&lopme
teachers for all elementary schools, and expected schools to operatesgsé¢d.C
Appendix H). A document review revealed important mandated professional
development for principals and staff development teachers to support the work of PLCs
in elementary schools (see Appendix H). Professional development for princigals a
staff development teachers was provided for these leaders as the county sthoiol di
believed competency-based training was a key element to improving produsigity
proficiency of all staff.

The county school district expected principals and staff development teachers
would return to their schools and train their staff using DuFour's (1998) model of PLC
after the summer 2001 DuFour training. According to the leader of the principals'
association, "Prior to the PLC program, some schools, particularly Tides€mools,
were in disarray. The system gave them all kinds of support. The implementatien of t
PLC has helped them to meet achievement goals.” Another district leaateiemed
concurred, stating that "funding, training and high expectations for PLCs vgergiab

aspects for successful implementation.”
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Qualitative Data Analysis
Qualitative data were systematically analyzed during the study. Dié¢ated

from the key informant interviews were recorded, transcribed, chartetiemeéntered
verbatim into a database. The researcher prepared charts to post the responses f
field notes color coded by themes on chart paper. The researcher listeneaudidhe
tapes several times prior to transcribing the tapes for data analysistidéeresearcher
coded the interviews. Shank (2002) described coding as "thematic analysis” (p. 128)
searching for patterns and themes in the data. Then themes were drawnigtmg ex
theory and inductively generated from transcribed interview data desctit® internal
and external factors which impacted the professional learning community iouthigy

school district under study.

Method of Qualitative Data Analysis

The analysis of data collected from key informants occurred over a four-month
period for this study from the beginning of August 2008 through the end of December
2008. The data collected from each key informant were compiled on a summary capture
sheet (see Appendix I) which also had the questions listed and space available for
participant responses. Qualitative data analysis was used to analyaadeeaits from
the structured interview with the key informants after a secretary who dichoatthe
participants made the typed transcriptions available to the researatiekedya
informant's interview transcript was first coded using the County SchooildDssRLC
Implementation Plan (see Appendix H) which served as a heuristic for coding.avide
Huberman (1984) stated "Data reduction refers to the process of selextusing,
simplifying, abstracting, and transforming the data collected” (pI103 process of
categorizing and organizing data was used with all collected data. Eautd Was given
a color prior to categorizing the key informants' ideas. Themes relateslitdgmal and

external factors were written on post-it notes. The post-it notes wegoaésl by color
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as follows: yellow post-it, internal/external factors; funding post-it net® blue; staff
development teacher/human resource post-it notes were pink; professional development
post-it notes were green; principals embracing teacher leaders postsiivere orange;

and training for future administrators — lime green post-it notes. In pteEpafar posting

the themes and patterns that emerged from participants, the researatesr fove

different charts with the following headings: internal factors/esleiactors, funding,

human resources, professional development, staff development teacher input, principals
embracing teacher leaders, and training so that the color coded post-it notes would be
placed under the correct county school district theme during the analysis of thisdata
each individual transcription was read, the researcher wrote each therheemleiged

on color-coded post-it notes that corresponded with the specific theme. The color-coded
post-it note was placed on the correct chart. All interview field notes arsttijgis were
reread specifically to ascertain that all identified codes were liststilman the county

school district's action for PLC implementation and to ensure no omission of data. As the
patterns or themes were identified, dimensionalization (Strauss and Corbin, 1990) was
carried out by recoding for developed dimensions or properties of a given theme.

The researcher next constructed matrices from the data to obtain visualafat
patterns, themes, trends, and to make comparisons between those interviewed. Periodic
review of all collected data, transcriptions and matrices was followeadshiynmary
construction of question four which needed to be answered by the researcher.

In the final phase of qualitative data analysis, each interview responsereas
so that the researcher could write short summaries in a Microsoft Word (200&)ettc
related to each theme. These summaries allowed the researcher toeses phitieas
shared between those interviewed. These summaries taken from the intervigwes bec
the context for the quotes used later in this chapter. Using Microsoft Word (Dell, 2008),

the researcher cut and pasted quotes from all the interviews creatingpaeatese
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documents for each code that emerged from the analysis of the interviesvs. Thi
compilation of quotes for each code was used to appreciate trends, contrasts, and
similarities. Matrices were constructed to check the validity of thevhésh emerged
from the data.

Collecting data from a variety of sources was an aspect of triangulistaomell,
2005). For the qualitative purpose of this study, a diverse group of individuals was
selected as key informants to be interviewed. All of those selected faiemtdrad
different roles in the county school district. Validation of the data was\athlzy
triangulation of methods by comparing key informant perceptions and the review of
county school district artifacts.

The responses to questions answered by key informants will be reported by
themes and county school district actions related to the implementation of PLCs in
elementary schools in this county school district: (1) internal and extertaisfac
(2) value-added components: budget, human resources, professional development, (3) the
staff development teacher position, (4) the principal embracing teacterdes was
expected by the school district and (5) training for future administratoeseTl
gualitative collected data are for this single study which sought to ansearck

guestion four.

Research Question 4
What external and internal factors impacted district leaders in implergehg
program design to move elementary schools in the direction of becoming a professional

learning community?

Context for the District's Implementation of Professional Learning Contiasini
This study assessed the extent to which the PLC program has been fully

implemented in two groups of elementary schools in one county school district and

103



whether that implementation has sustained a culture of a professional learning
community. The county school district is the"1&rgest of public school districts in the
United States with 139,000 students enrolled for the 2008-2009 school year; it employed
11,544 teachers. As the district continues to grow, the population is now very diverse. As
in many school districts across the nation, the gap in student achievement was.an iss
Not wanting to rest on its laurels, the county school district decided to talegstrat
action to address the concerns. The professional learning community pregsam
viewed as a substantive strategy by the county school district to articsladeeal vision
for improved student achievement and to encourage quality collaboration among
principals and teachers. The county school district intended to empower the entire
educational community of the school district by organizing the necessanyrces,
knowledge, and skills to fulfill its goal of "success for every student” (Countyd?ubli
School, 2001). Prior to the PLC program, only 1% of the county school district's budget
was allocated for professional development. Research has shown improvements in
instruction and student achievement resulted from quality job-embedded professional
development (Spillane, 2006). The PLC program was a tremendous investment of $11.1
million from the Board of Education for professional development and a staff
development teacher position allocated to each elementary school in 2000. Research
guestion four sought information about the internal and external factors relevaat to t
implementation of PLCs in elementary schools in one county school district ttaaseer
better understanding of the perceptions district level staff had regarding th
implementation of the PLC program in elementary schools.

Findings from qualitative data collected will be reported in the following manner.
First, the researcher noted the theme to be discussed, followed by the question (see
Appendix D) asked each key informant at the interviews. After that, thecheear

presents contextual information regarding the district's actions retaézath theme with
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respect to the PLC implementation. Important descriptors that emerged frotatiyeal
data collected are noted in Table 12 through Table 16 followed by structured interview
comments from key informants that may be helpful in understanding their perceptions
about the district's implementation of PLC in elementary schools. Lastisgsbarcher

summarized the findings for each theme.

Key Informants' Perceptions of PLC Implementation

Theme #1 Internal and External Factors for Professional Learning Communities

Question 1: The county school district embarked on an ambitious program to
transform schools into professional learning communities in 2001. What was thasmpet
for schools to operate as professional learning communities? Do you perceive the

professional learning community program is successful in elementary sghool

Overview

Theme one examined the impetus for the school district under study's desire for
schools to become PLCs. The PLC program was designed as a component afieitie str
plan for the county school district. The superintendent of the county school distedt stat
"We have a challenge before us. Student achievement needs to be improved for all
students and the gap in student performance by race and ethnicity needs to be closed.
There needs to be a coordination of teams at the school level to provide a level of
consistency, focus on critical needs, ensure that data are used to inform orsandti
that teachers are engaged. We are committed to using an inclusive, collalimatess
to design an effective response to this challenge"” (Call to Action, county schdot,distr
1999). The county school districCall to Action(2001) stated in order to reach the goal
of improved achievement, particularly for minority students, the school distri¢ct mus

"urgently challenge itself to an unprecedented mobilization for a common purpose: to
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raise the bar and close the achievement gap for students” (County Public School, 2001).
The PLC program was in response to significant and phenomenal changes in the county
school district's demographics which experienced unprecedented growth atyminor
populations.

Key informants described the internal and external factors that caused the school
district to implement the PLC program. All key informants described pheittactors as
needed for the PLC implementation as presented in Table 12. Table 12 presents interna
and external factors as described by central office key informants: #fdinhnce
officer, lead area superintendent, leader of the teachers' association andf¢iael

principals’ association.
Table 12

District Level Descriptors of Internal and External PLC Factors

Training was needed for principals

Training for leadership teams

Needed to help schools align their work

Increase of diverse populations

Needed to improve student achievement

Schools were bureaucratic

To improve collaboration between principals and teachers
Lots of energy around continuous improvement

A need to engage all staff in the work

Principals were trying to do the work alone

The development of the new Professional Growth System
Needed to focus work on using data to inform instruction
Needed a better structure to work

Included below are relevant excerpts from the interviews. During the key

informant interviews, these comments were revealing:
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Principals’ association leader
“The efforts got us to focus on collaboration. We looked at performance,
had the ideas and thoughts for five years. Richard DuFour's work made it
doable for us. All principals and teachers were trained. This set the stage

for what we needed to do. DuFour gave us [the] structure to do our work.”

Teachers' association leader

Impetus was because schools were not doing well. Instruction had not

changed to meet the needs of students. ....needed to be ownership of all

staff. Federal law says principals must own it. Teachers and principals

must own it. We saw no changes in learning until there was increased

ownership, this means shared leadership.

All or 100% of the key informants interviewed perceived the county school
district crafted a systematic plan for program implementation apanss to changing
demographics and underperforming minority students. The PLC program wasangces
as indicated by key informants, "schools were bureaucratic" and the input wad ased
a response to improve student achievement, to focus the work, for schools to operate
collaboratively, and to train staff for the work. All of the interview partaig agreed the
principal could not do school improvement work alone. General concurrence was the
program has been implemented as intended in most elementary schools. Historicall
this county school district, the teachers' association conducted a survey ahlienméo
assess their feelings about the culture of their school. The teachec&tass leader
indicated, "I have seen a shift" and "the climate surveys [2007] gave indication of
collaboration as about 70% of teachers perceived they are in a collaborative.'Cil
small percentage indicated there was "some dictatorial approach” frasipgalsn Other

leaders agreed with this assessment of PLC in elementary schools.
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Theme #2Value-added components for PLC Implementation
Question 2: What were the most value-added components for the professional

learning community program (budget, human resources, professional devel@ment)

Overview

Improved staff development has been shown to be a key factor for improved
student achievement (County Public School, 2001). In fiscal year 2001, the county school
district more than doubled its investment in staff development from $13 million to more
than $30 million. A major change in the way staff development occurred in the county
school district after this tremendous investment was expected at the schhol leve
replacing much of the former pullout training for teachers. In fiscal 3@a1, staff
development substitute teachers were added to give teachers time to worknamithpla
colleagues. The training was to be facilitated by the staff developesattar under the
direction of the principal at each elementary school. This funding totaled $1,556,846. The
purpose was to have instructional staff increase their repertoire ofrtgaiciureased
content knowledge for teachers, for teachers and principals to embrace working
collaboratively and to engage in reflective discourse about teaching anddeaithout
leaving their school.

This theme examined the perceptions of key informants about the inputs of
budget, the staff development teacher position, professional development and the
perceived contribution of these inputs to the implementation of the PLC prograra. The
was agreement that the funding, the staff development teacher position in efgmenta
schools, and time for professional development were essential to the PLC program.
According to the lead area superintendent, "one component would not work without the
other." Key informants described these components presented in Table 13 as valuable

inputs which led to the implementation of the PLC program.
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Table 13

Value-added Components for PLC Implementation

Professional development

Staff development teachers

Training helped to facilitate the work of leaders in schools
Professional development for schools teams at the same time
Professional development built the capacity of teachers to be leaders

Forty million dollar budget aimed at professional development for principals,
staff development teachers and teacher leaders

Included below are relevant excerpts from the interviews. During the key
informant interview, the teachers' association leader stated:

My members see themselves as leaders. The union takes credit for

professional development as we desired to build the capacity of teachers.

Training moved away from "sit and get" to professional development that

is job-embedded. They [staff development teachers] are good. This

position was a good idea and worth the money.

Another key informant, the lead area superintendent, stated the importance of
professional development and budget:

If you had the professional development and not the budget, would not

have the extent of change.

Another key informant, the chief finance officer, shared similar ideas about
professional development stating:

The work [professional development] with school teams was an important

component. School teams now use data and other tools to ask the right

guestions. Elementary schools are much more effective using teams,

getting data and answering critical questions. The professional

development was important.

109



The training shifted the role of principal. There is more than one leader in

a school. Training helped principals facilitate the work of more leaders

and we expect principals to work as a team.

The data from key informants suggested there was 100% perception of more
collaborative work with principals and teachers working together in most schoués
perceived by key informants that the staff development teacher had a "magat'i on
"job-embedded professional development" happening in elementary schools as the
position was not evaluative. The key informants stated teacher leaders weré age
working in schools. Additionally, the staff development teacher position and funding,
according to all interviewed are believed as the cause for the desireidrefementary
schools. As stated by key informants, "training facilitated the work of macbée
leaders" and it was expected that "principals work as a team" in their sohlbols
participants agreed that to some extent, there are some elementary schaotsrtbhas

successful as others.

Theme # 3: Staff Development Teacher Position

Question 3: The strategic plan stated the staff development teachers were
essential to the future growth of professional learning communities ireetany
schools. Do you believe the staff development teacher position contributed to the

implementation of the professional learning community program?

Overview

A staff development teacher position was allocated to each elementary school i
2000 for the direct responsibility of job competencies for every staff mefbelSDT
position focused squarely on teacher quality through high quality professional
development, effective teaching and an attempt to boost the professionalisnhioigteac

at each school. IAs What Matters Most: Teaching for America's Futtings important
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report suggested, "What teachers know and can do makes the crucial diffenehae
students learn” (National Commission on Teaching and America's Future, 1996).
Therefore, the county school district believed it was critical to enhaackers' ability to
be successful with students and for principals and teachers to work as a team. An
essential component of improving the quality of teaching was to transform the codilture
schools to PLCs so that they became places of learning for teachers and shadents
"Through collaboration and team development, the staff development teacher
worked under the direction of the principal to provide a level of consistency and focus on
critical school needs, to ensure data are used to inform daily instructionatgsaand
to engage teachers in collaborative and reflective practice,” acgaadine
superintendent as published in the strategic plan for the county school districty(Count
Public School, 2001). The majority of the staff development teacher's time waskto wor
directly with teachers. An artifact, titldetamework for Teaching and LearnifGounty
Public School, 2002), published by the county school district identified "Professional
Learning Community elements/characteristics of highly productive caatiars about
teaching and learning. Two questions were noted with specific "look forshastes
actions and behaviors of principals and teachers for effective PLC impléimenta
1. How does collaborative decision-making occur about teaching and
learning?
. Structures exist
. Broad participation
. Stakeholder involvement is evident
. Focus on student learning, experimentation
2. What opportunities and resources are in place so that PLCs can thrive?
¢ Faculty meetings, team meetings, leadership council,

e Space provided for PLC work conducive to professional discourse
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¢ Modeling by staff development teachers and teacher leaders

e Peer visits with reflection
Hence, the county school district published another document which clearly articulate
the expectation for how principals were to act and behave in their schools withrdeache
for PLC implementation in elementary schools.

Theme three examined the perspective of key informants with respect to the role
of the staff development teacher in the PLC. Key informants interviewed luksthieir
perceptions as how the staff development teacher contributed to the implenesftat
the PLC. All informants described multiple ideas as to how the staff developgaeher
contributed to PLC implementation in elementary schools. Their ideas aratptese

Table 14.
Table 14

Staff Development Teachers Contribution to the PLC

A critical position for PLC success

The principal is key to the success of the staff development teacher's position
Successful model and use of position

Some used as an assistant principal in the beginning

Most schools used the position correctly and not as an assistant principal

Is an important leader

Perceived by teachers as a non evaluative leader in the school

Guides and facilitated the works with teachers about instruction

Works with grade level teams relevant to school improvement

Builds the capacity of teachers through job-embedded professional development
Leads professional development

Training is not "sit and get"

Helps teachers delve into the curriculum

Helps teachers analyze and use student data
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Included below are relevant excerpts from the interviews. During the key
informant interviews, the chief finance officer and teachers' associatiderl stated:

The staff development teachers view themselves as leaders and are not

seen as bosses. Professional development built the capacity of teacher

leaders. Teachers in some schools see themselves as leaders.

The staff development teachers advocate for teachers and can engage with

folks. Institutionally, schools are at a level where teachers talk about

instruction. [I have] seen a shift in elementary schools with more

collaboration.

The leader of the principals' association agreed and stated:

Some schools, particularly Title One schools were in disarray. The system

gave them all kinds of support. The implementation of the PLC has helped

them to meet achievement goals. The staff development teacher and

principal working as a team had an impact. This has been a successful

group of schools. The principal can not be everywhere.

Generally, all participants believed the staff development teachetdtedli

professional development in elementary schools by working with the prinordalL €

implementation and viewed the position as boosting teachers' professional growth as

intended toward school improvement goals. Additionally, 100% of the key informants

perceived when the SDT worked alongside the principal as intended, the SDTedcreas

teachers' capacity. Key informants perceived teachers' dedicatiarff ibestelopment
increased, the SDT position was used as intended most of the time and positively
impacted the schools' culture for job-embedded training. It was noted by 80% of key

informants that at the beginning of the implementation of the PLC program, the SDT

position was used as an assistant principal at some schools. This was in part berause p

to 1999, most elementary schools in this county school district did not have assistant
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principals assigned to elementary schools. However, 100% of key informantsystrong|
perceived the SDT position was currently used as intended in schools. Key informants

mention in some schools the position was not effective.

Theme #4: Principals Embracing Teacher Leaders

Question 4: The professional learning community program has been implemented
in elementary schools since 2001. Several highly impacted schools are achievitgy AYP
meeting or exceeding the AMO in reading and mathematics. Do you think thealshci
role of embracing teacher leaders in the professional learning commueoitytigbuting
to the high level of student achievement? What suggestions would you offer to schools
that are perceived as not successfully implementing the professiomahdear

community?

Overview

The pursuit of excellence in this county school district by the Board of Education
and superintendent of schools reflected a shared vision for improved student
achievement, increased leadership capacity of teachers and elemembathpsincipals
leading PLCs by working collaboratively with teacher leaders. As a i&sihlis idea of
PLC implementation through increased leadership capacity for teachers, the
superintendent of schools created teacher leadership positions in schools to provide
support for the implementation of curriculum and instruction under the direction of the
principal. Teacher leaders in various roles were expected to provide direterassts
classroom teachers, to direct classroom content support to classroom taadhers
paraeducators, to communicate and implement curricular initiatives iddridyf the
Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs, to collaborate with timeipal and
other staff to review school data, to establish professional development in altgmitie

school improvement goals and provide instructional support to teachers through job-
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embedded professional development. Other teacher leaders (grade levebigers)
received a stipend for supporting the work of classroom teachers annually bgginnin
2002. Funding was provided for curriculum roll-out training at the school as expected
job-embedded training and support for teachers. It was understood the traineeof train
model would be implemented at the school level by teacher leaders for @icopasent
knowledge and shared effective practices related to curriculum, instruettbn, a
assessment. Staff development teachers were expected to coordinatédhissat each
elementary school. It was expected by the Board of Education and superintendent of
schools that principals would work collaboratively with teacher leaders.

Elementary school principals were charged with creating a structutteefo
schools' leadership to meet and discuss school improvement goals and actions through
shared leadership. It was expected, as DuFour's model outlined (1998), that teacher
leaders would have membership on the leadership and school improvement teams and
were actively engaged in the schools' continuous improvement efforts. Toeatthise
goal, elementary principals were expected to provide facilitative irfeuand power that
is manifested through other people instead of over other people (Hord, 2004; Leithwood,
1992; Spillane, 2006). Principal leadership expected by the county school district
included shared leadership, shared practice, vision, teacher empowerment, and change.

Theme four examined key informants' perception about how principals embraced
teacher leaders in the PLC. These participants described their perceptionsawv the
principal embraced teacher leaders in the PLC. The perceptions of key imf®ara

presented in Table 15.

115



Table 15

Principals Embracing Teacher Leaders

Successful principals have let go of ego
Engaged, encouraged and embraced teachers
Is developing future leaders

Must set the expectations

Established, articulated norms and structure
Supported the work in the PLC

Allowed to provide training

Must have relationships with staff

Must select the right people for key leadership positions
Some are more successful than others

Grade level teams existed

Team leaders at every grade level were needed
Not working in some schools

Included below are relevant excerpts from the interviews. The leader of the
teachers' association stated:
| have seen a shift in direction. Schools were on their own without a
structure and it was not working. Climate surveys give an indication from
union members. Thirty percent believed they are part of a culture of
collaboration with the principal. Fifteen percent said there was still a
dictatorial approach to leadership. In some schools, the leadership team is
told what to do and they tell the grade level team what was said. People
are feeling more comfortable. ...still a range of PLC implementation. This
clearly happened under our superintendent.
I've met with teachers and at times they felt their knowledge was not
valued. Nothing else would have resulted in data increase without teacher

leaders. When teachers are not embraced, there was a decline in data.
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There has been a shift. Elementary schools have PLC components: grade

level teams, added positions that are not classroom based (staff

development teacher, math content coach, reading specialist). The grade

level teams and stipends for grade team leaders has been significant. We

have examples of where this is working.

Another key informant, the lead area superintendent key informant, concurred:

| believe elementary schools have operated as PLCs at a high level. All

schools are not PLCs. The principal's role contributes to the PLC only if

the quality of teacher leaders allows that to happen. If the principal

embraces the wrong people, not quality leaders, may not get good results.

Shared leadership starts with each leader.
Overall, key informants perceived teacher leadership was embraced inenuettary
schools. Stipends for grade level team leaders were seen as valuable indéentive
teachers. There was the idea in some schools that teacher leaders wdreed@nd
respected for what they know and could contribute to the PLC. The general consensus
was because of the structure delineated by the county school district, masttalym
schools were operating within the PLC framework. Generally, 100% of key iafdsm
stated schools perceived as not successfully implementing the PLC shouldeembra
teacher leaders, these principals should let go of their egos, and work to build

relationships with their staff.

Theme #5Training for Future Administrators
Question 5: Do you have thoughts about future training for new administrators

regarding the expectations for schools to operate as professional learnmgrates?
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Overview

In 2001, the county school district's definition of leadership was "shifting to
ensure an inclusive representation of stakeholders in decision-making, school
improvement and accountability for all stakeholde@®tir( Call to Action 2001). Part of
the implementation of the PLC program was the training component for eleynentar
principals and members of their leadership team in 2001. Training was viewed as
essential for learning how to lead and operate schools as PLCs. In 2005, the county
school district designe8ichool Leadership Team Trainifigr continued enhancement of
principals and teams to work collaboratively for implementation of the PLC. Thit &
required training but strictly voluntary.

Although the county school district articulated a commitment for building staff
competencies in the 19@all to Action there is an expectation when assistant principals
and new principals are appointed to schools, they would lead from the "center @ not t
top" (Lezotte, 1997; Spillane, 2006). This means through the lens of shared leadership.
Future administrators were or were not included in either of these trainings cependi
their appointment by the Board of Education as most are appointed from classroom
teacher positions after three to five years of teaching experience. Rlegonkeshops are
designed by the county school district's Office of Staff Development!fiutate
administrators. However, this researcher is unfamiliar with the content asitbduof
these workshops. The National Association of Elementary School Principals BNAES
2008) believed preparation for future principals was essential and should be guided by
"leading learning community standards:

" lead schools in a way that places student and adult learning at the
center

" set high expectations for academic, social, emotional and physical
development of students

= demand content and instruction that ensures student achievement
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. create a culture of continuous learning for adults tied to student
learning and other school goals

. manage data and knowledge to inform decisions and measure
progress of student, adult and school performance

. actively engage the community to create shared responsibility for
student performance and development. (National Association of
Elementary School Principals, 2008, p. 13)

Future principals need training programs that focus on instructional leadership,
understanding collaborative learning environments, collaborative and distributed
leadership skills according to the National Association of Elementary Schoacip@ls
(NAESP, 2008). The county school district believed principals should have these skills in
order to lead professional learning communities.

Theme five examined the perspective of key informants with respect to training
for future administrators. The participants interviewed described thegpienes about
training for future principals. All participants described multiple ideagrfofessional

development needs for future administrators as presented in Table 16.
Table 16

Training for Future Administrators

Is a must for future leaders and new administrators

Should emphasize professional learning communities in training modules
Must be institutionalized

Should focus on helping to become better leaders

Add PLC modules

Must learn how to let go of their ego and work with other leaders

Included below are relevant excerpts from the interviews. During an edervi

the teachers' association leader stated:
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New leaders and future principals must be comfortable sharing power and

not be swayed by nay sayers. They must take ownership and bring those

people along. Teach new leaders how to smile and feel comfortable

sharing power.

The leader of the principals' association corroborated the perception about
training for future principals.

Train assistant principals how to be principals and work in the

professional learning community. Some are perceived as heavy handed.

Generally, 100% of key informants felt training for future principals wiisalr
One informant stated, "Although some new principals have great potentialfrirgyles
with sharing power and are defensive". One participant interviewed felt itmedra
should be "reintroduced for future leaders because what they are getting isebsisas
are not enough." This informant went on to say, we must "train future leaders and
assistant principals as 25% of leaders are perceived as heavy handeddsThis w
corroborated by another participant saying, "prior to promotion, training should occur f

these folks."

Summary
This chapter presented the findings associated with this study. Quantiadive
gualitative methods were used to address the fourth research question raised inlChapte
A number of recommendations for practice and further research were drawinésan t
findings and will be presented in Chapter V. The following chapter also presents

conclusions reached as a result of this study.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter consists of four sections: research summary, findings of thie stud
conclusions, and recommendations. The research summary frames the madhasue
led to this research endeavor. It includes the purpose of the study, problemrdtateme
research questions, and methodology. An analysis of the data is found in the findings
section. Based on these findings, the researcher included recommendations f& practi

and extended research.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to assess the extent to which the professional
learning community (PLC) program has been fully implemented in two groups of
elementary schools in one county school district and whether that implementation
sustained a culture of a professional learning community. Chapter IV medkat
results of data analysis and the questions which guided the study. The resegraddesi
for this study employed both quantitative and qualitative methodologies. Thechesear
used Huffman and Hipp's (2003) conceptual framework of a professional learning
community: shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective
learning and application, shared personal practice, and supportive conditions—
relationships and structures, between elementary schools that have achi®addY
elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or
inclusion of confidence intervals as a lens to view the principals’, staff develbpme
teachers' and'bgrade team leaders' perception of PLC implementation in their schools.

The study also used qualitative methods (individual interviews) with key central
office personnel as a method to obtain information about external and internal tlaators

impacted district leaders in implementing the program designed to move elgmenta
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schools in the direction of becoming a PLC. Using an interview protocol, the re=earch

prepared a series of questions to guide the interview.

Statement of the Problem

Schools nationwide face numerous challenges today including budget cuts, a
diverse student population, a shortage of teachers, high-stakes testing, reeetitfar
principals who can embrace teacher leaders (National Center for BduStdtistics,

2006; Perlstein, 2007; Spillane, 2007). In response to these and other forces, collegial
interchange and not isolation should become the norm in schools. Professional learning
communities (PLCs) could become the building blocks that establish a new foundation
for America's schools (National Commission on Teaching and AmericaiseFR003).

A study of the restructuring movement in education suggested two important
conclusions: first, an effective PLC could be critical to increase studeevaontent, and
second, principals who lead PLCs were committed to empowering teachers (DuFour
DuFour, Eaker, Karhanek, 2004; Spillane, 2008). These authors suggested, "Leaders in
schools with strong professional communities delegated authority, developed
collaborative decision-making processes, and stepped back from being the centr
problem solver" (Kruse & Marks, 1996, p. 193). Principals instead should work with
teacher leaders in the PLC for critical shared decision-making (X8@8; Spillane,

2007).

The No Child Left Behind legislation (2001) has increased standards-based
reform, shifting the responsibility for student achievement to the school level and
consequently to principals (Education Trust, 2004). Since educational accountability ha
increased the responsibilities of the principal, principals should foster theléth&ins
of shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and
application, shared personal practice and supportive conditions—relationships and

structures, rather than hoard power (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). Shared leadership could
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bring the PLC together with common goals, commitment and shared responsibility for
sustained implementation (National Commission on Teaching and Ameritar's F

2003). Teachers in the PLC should feel they have a voice in the school and that their
collective work is viewed as something that is completed by them and not done to them
(Slater, 2008; Spillane, 2007). Some schools as organizations are not designed to respond
to the pressures of accountability (NAESP, 2008) and principals should move amay fr

the traditional structures and practices in schools and build structures that supipOrt a

(Hord & Sommers, 2008).

Research Questions

Prior to beginning the research, the following research questions provided the
structure for data collection and analysis.

1. From the perspective of elementary school principals, are there difference
in the mean perceptions of principals regarding the five leadership domains of a
professional learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shared ndlues a
vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and sugport
conditions—relationships and structures, between elementary schools thathiaved
AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with the provisions of dade har
and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

2. From the perspective of the staff development teachers, are there
differences in the mean perceptions of staff development teachers rgghedfive
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentakygme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with

the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?
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3. From the perspective of the schoof’sgBade team leaders, are there
differences in the mean perceptions Bfgsade team leaders regarding the five
leadership domains of a professional learning community: shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shacethper
practice, and supportive conditions—relationships and structures, betweentatgme
schools that have achieved AYP and elementary schools that have achieved AYP with
the provisions of safe harbor and/or inclusion of confidence intervals?

4. What external and internal factors impacted district leaders in
implementing the program design to move elementary schools in the direction of

becoming a professional learning community?

Methodology

The research design employed both quantitative and qualitative methodologies to
investigate the extent to which PLCs are being implemented in two groups ehé&eyn
schools. The researcher used the static-group comparison strategy, one ot the mos
common mixed method designs that utilizes "two different groups in an attempt to
confirm, cross validate, or corroborate findings within a single studg's(@zll, 2003).
Questions one through three were quantitative in nature and question four was
gualitative. The main source for the collection of quantitative data was thes$toof
Learning Community Assessment (Huffman & Hipp, 2003) survey instrument (see
Appendix A). Qualitative data were collected for question four through key informant
interviews.

For the qualitative design, the individual interviews with key central office
personnel were utilized. Research participants for the individual intervieves w
convened with the chief finance officer, lead area superintendent, leadereddhert’
association and leader of the principals' association. Interview sessmmnawdio-taped

and an interview protocol facilitated the discussion of the research questionsta’he da
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were transcribed and the transcripts were shared with the participaritsvéham to
check for accuracy and verification. In an effort to maintain the anonyhihe
individual interview participants, the material does not identify their namesiopo®r

office location.

Summary of Quantitative Findings

This study revealed a wide array of information about the implementation of
PLCs between elementary schools that achieved Adequate Yearly PréagfE3safd
elementary schools that achieved AYP through provisions of safe harbor and/or the
confidence interval in one county school district.

Finding #1:The Professional Learning Community Assessment instrument (see
Appendix A) had a high degree of inter-item reliability.

Finding #2: The Cronbach alphas for subscales 3 (Collective Learning and
Application, .83) and 5 (Supportive Conditions — Relationships and Structures, .87) are
similar for this study and Huffman and Hipp (2003).

Finding #3: For elementary schools that achieved AYP, correlation coef§icient
were in the modest range and all were statistically significahea0dt level or above.

The highest correlation is between subscales 1 (Shared and Supportive LeadertsBip)
(Shared Values and Vision), .73. Subscale 4 (Shared Personal Practice) had the lowest
.36.

Finding #4: For elementary schools achieving AYP with the provisions of safe
harbor and/or confidence intervals, the correlations for these schools areerendiff
from elementary schools that achieved AYP without the provisions of safe haddor a
the confidence interval. All of the correlations were statistically Bggmit at the .001
level.

Finding #5: From the perspective of elementary school principals, there were no

statistically significant differences in the perceptions of princigajanding the PLC
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implementation in schools that achieved AYP and those whose schools achieved AYP
through the provisions of safe harbor and/or the confidence interval for domains 1, 2, 3,
and 5. The data presented for principals' perceptions in both groups of schools indicated
the statistical hypothesis was not accepted for domain 4, shared persainze.praere

was a statistically significant difference that favored principalearsthools that met

AYP.

Finding #6: From the perspective of staff development teachers (SDTs), there
were no statistically significant differences in their perceptions @f iflplementation
between elementary schools that achieved AYP and elementary school$ithatdc
AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or confidence intervals for domains 1, 2, 3,
and 5. The statistical hypothesis for domain 4, shared personal practice wa®ptedacc
There was a statistically significant difference that favored #fedstvelopment
teachers in the schools that met AYP.

Finding #7: From the perspective df rade team leaders, there were no
statistically significant differences in the mean perceptions of theis pe¢wveen the two
groups of schools regarding the implementation of the five leadership domains of a
professional learning community: shared and supportive leadership, shared values and
vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and stgport

conditions.

Additional Analyses

The researcher observed principals from both groups of schools had higher mean
scores, although not statistically significantly different than the exiéany staff
development teachers anl rade team leaders. So the researcher desired to determine
if there were statistically significant differences among thiessetgroups of educators—

principals, staff development teachers alidytade team leaders.
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Finding #8: For schools that achieved AYP, the analysis of variance indicated that
for all domains, there were no statistically significant differemresng principals, staff
development teachers, anfl grade team leaders.

Finding #9: Principals from schools that achieved AYP had a statistically
significantly higher perception of their leadership than principals of schiatisichieved
AYP through the provisions of safe harbor and/or the confidence interval.

Finding #10: For schools that achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor
and/or the confidence interval, the analysis of variance for principalsgdeteffopment
teachers, and"5grade team leaders resulted in a statistically significant differat the
.001 level for domain 1, shared and supportive leadership. For domain 1, the principals in
schools that achieved AYP had a statistically higher perception of their lleigdibien
the staff development teachers afftgBade team leaders.

Finding #11: There were no statistically significant differences arpangipals,
staff development teachers adtigrade team leaders for domains 2 through 5 for

schools that achieved AYP with safe harbor and/or confidence intervals.

Conclusions Based on Quantitative Results

The researcher in collaboration with the area superintendents and lead area
superintendent identified 80 schools to study the implementation of PLC using the lens of
the principals, staff development teachers dhdrade team leaders. Twenty-six schools
achieved AYP by meeting or exceeding the annual measurable objectives and 54
elementary schools achieved AYP through the provisions of safe harbor and/or the
confidence intervals. The response rate for principals was 82.5%, for stdtijpieeat
teachers, it was 78.7%, and f8t grade team leaders, 90%. All of the response rates
were above .70 and this is considered to be a good response rate for a survey.

The content validity of the instrument was documented by Huffman and Hipp

(2003) and redocumented by this researcher as a result of the responses froalgrinci
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staff development teachers aftigirade team leaders in this county school district.
Cronbach alphas were computed by this researcher to establish the intexliabiiity

of all five subscales of the survey. The researcher concluded that the suhegha
inter-item reliability. The highest was .91 for subscale 1 (shared and supportive
leadership). Subscale 4 (shared personal practice) was the lowest .80. Botle subscal
(shared values and vision) and subscale 3 (collective learning and applicatienyive

Correlation coefficients were computed by the researcher for both grbups
schools. For schools that achieved AYP by meeting or exceeding the AMOpfrtiwst
correlations were in the modest range, .40 to .70. The highest correlation wasrbetw
subscales 1 (shared and supportive leadership) and 2 (shared values and vision). Subscale
4 (shared personal practice) had the lowest correlation. The relationshepstreagest
for these subscales: 1 (shared and supportive leadership), subscale 2 (shareth@dalues
vision), subscale 3 (collective learning and application) and subscale 5 (supportive
conditions —relationships and structures). Correlations for elementary sctivielrsg
AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and or confidence intervals are veryrdimila
schools that achieved AYP without these provisions. All but one correlation was in the
modest range, .50 to .70. The researcher concluded that the correlations weréosimila
both groups of schools.

Independent t-tests were used next by the researcher to look for statistica
differences in research questions 1 through 3. A conclusion was reached on research
guestion 1, which compared the differences of principals' perceptions about the
implementation of PLC between the two groups of elementary schools. There was no
statistically significant difference for domains 1(shared and supporadeighip),
domain 2 (shared values and vision), domain 3, (collective learning and application) and
domain 5 (supportive conditions-relationships and structures). The independent t-test

showed there was a statistically significant difference for domain desiparsonal
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practice). There was a statistically significant difference #nadred principals in schools
that achieved AYP. The researcher concluded principals in AYP schools are
implementing a PLC; however; shared personal practice is an area obnpaddipals

in schools that achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and the confidence
interval.

For research question 2, which examined the differences in the perception of staff
development teachers about the implementation of PLC for the two groups of sd¢teols, t
researcher concluded there were no statistically significant difiesédoc domains 1
(shared and supportive leadership), domain 2 (shared values and vision), domain 3
(collective learning and application), and domain 5 (supportive conditions-relationships
and structures). Data revealed domain 4 (shared personal practice) &affred
development teachers in schools that met AYP. The researcher concluded tren8DTs
principals in schools that achieved AYP had similar perceptions of PLC impuigihoa.

In AYP schools, the data suggests SDTs are valued to coach, for the examinatian of dat
with teachers, to mentor, arrange peer observations and collegial sharcigpdis shat
achieved AYP with the provisions of safe harbor and/or the confidence interval, the
researcher concluded domain 4 (shared personal practice) was not as strongly
implemented in this group of schools, which could impact the results of student data as
teachers could benefit from more collegial sharing of their work.

Research question 3 examined the perception$ gfdsle team leaders for PLC
implementation in both groups of schools. There were no statistically significant
differences for domains 1 through 5. The researcher conclitigeée team leaders
have similar perceptions about PLC implementation.

Based on these findings, the researcher concluded that the Professawnadd-e
Community Assessment instrument detected some differences in thetipacepthe

groups of educators (principals, staff development teachers"ayrade team leaders)
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regarding the implementation of the PLC program. Findings allowed therchse to
conclude that the PLC domains are working well for all educators in schools that
achieved AYP. Staff development teachers and principals questioned shared personal
practice (domain 4). The researcher concluded this suggests shared perstinalipran
area that could need attention in this group of schools for PLC implementation.

The researcher conducted additional analyses of variance using the Scheffé
multiple range test and the significance level was set at .05. The rese@sHeoking
for differences between the three groups—principals, staff development e acie
grade team leaders with schools that achieved AYP. From the data analgsisofals
that achieved AYP as presented in Table 10, the researcher found for domains 1 through
5, there were no statistically significant differences between priscgtaff development
teachers and'bgrade team leaders. The principals, SDTs, dhtb&m leaders from
schools that achieved AYP perceived these domains: domain 1 (shared and supportive
leadership), domain 2 (shared values and vision), domain 3 (collective learning and
application), domain 4 (shared personal practice), and domain 5 (supportive conditions)
were effectively implemented in the PLC. The researcher concluded thessa@s
perceived strong PLC implementation was instituted which could be the reason the
schools achieved AYP without the provisions of safe harbor and the confidence interval.
As stated by Hord and Sommers (2008), PLC attributes should be intertwined, do not
work in isolation and cause a focus on student achievement. In schools that achieved
AYP, the researcher concludes these domains are intertwined and workingfor PL
implementation.

The same analyses was conducted for schools that achieved AYP with the
confidence intervals and/or safe harbor; analyses indicated statyssigalificant
differences existed for domain 1 (shared and supportive leadership). The dattedcdi

the principal had a higher opinion of his or her ability to implement domain 1(shared and
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supportive leadership) than did the staff development teacherd'amdde team leaders.
The researcher concluded there is an important discrepancy (lack of agreeniamedn s
and supportive leadership); it could suggest that principals in these schools need to
examine how power is shared and how to acculturate teachers to this shift. While the
was a discrepancy in perceptions for domain 1 (shared and supportive leadership),
domain 2 (shared values and vision), domain 3 (collective learning and application),
domain 4 (shared personal practice) and domain 5 (supportive conditions-relationships
and structures) reported no statistically significant differendessd findings suggest

that these attributes were present and functioning in the PLC. The researatiaded

that when there is an important difference in the perception of PLC impleroeritat

one of the domains, the school may continue to be placed at risk for having to use the
confidence interval and/or safe harbor provisions to achieve AYP. The researcher

concluded teacher leaders may not feel they are valued contributing PLC siember

Summary of Qualitative Findings

Key informants were interviewed to determine their perceptions of exeardal
internal factors which impacted district leaders in the implementatioh@firP
elementary schools. Based on the individual interviews, the following findings ace note
below.

Finding #1: The data indicated a number of forces prompted the county school
district to design and implement the professional learning communities pragra
elementary schools. The internal factors included: increased student entollme
(particularly African American and Hispanic students) and a gap in studeoitrpanice
between White and Asian students and African American and Hispanic students.

Finding #2: The data indicated there was a need for shared leadership as key
informants perceived there was a lack of collaboration between principalksazheits

prior to the implementation of the PLC program. There was a need for principals to
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embrace teacher leaders and include teachers in shared decision-makingsTing
happening in some elementary schools, according to key informants.

Finding #3: Three important elements emerged from the data as necessary inputs
for the successful implementation of the PLC program. Key informants stated
professional development, funding of the staff development teacher (SDT) pawmition f
each elementary school, and full training of each school's leadership tgalade
elements for implementation of the PLC program. School district leaderssegriese
program components were necessary for implementation and were equallyamhport

Finding #4: Based on the findings from key informants for this study, the SDT
position was an important input for the success of the program. Key informants perceived
the SDTs are viewed as non-evaluative leaders and not bosses.

Finding #5: Key informants perceived the SDTs and principals working as a team
had an impact on the implementation of the PLC in most elementary schools.

Finding #6: Data emerged from key informants that most elementary schools have
operated as PLCs at a high level and that the shift is due to elementary schools having
these key components, teacher leaders involved in making decisions, SDTs, and
principals who embraced the five PLC domains.

Finding #7: Three expressed needs regarding training were to teach new and
future principals to feel comfortable sharing power, train assistant priagpal to
appointment to principal, and include PLC training in the professional development
modules for assistant principals.

Finding #8: Key informants perceived it was necessary to provide training for

current principals how to work in a PLC.

Conclusions Based on Qualitative Results
Based on key informants' individual interviews, the researcher arrived at the

following conclusions. Internal factors impacting PLC implementatierevan increase
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in student diversity, a perceived lack of collaboration among principals and teacher
leaders in elementary schools, and to respond to gaps in student performance between
White and Asian and African American and Hispanic students. The external factor
included the high-stakes testing requirements of NCLB (Education Trust, 2006). From
the comments made during the individual interviews, it appears the DuFour model for
PLC implementation, expectation and vision setting from the superintendent, funding for
training and the staff development teacher position in each elementary sal®ol ha
supported successful implementation of the PLC program in most elementarys séisool
the program was created, key informants perceived the school system'sonstaCf

was infused in all aspects of its implementation indoctrinating principédlseacher

leaders of the standards expected of them at the initial training for ptmafdf
development teachers antl §rade team leaders. The researcher concluded that PLC
implementation was influenced by several internal and external factorseaRt.€

program is being implemented in most elementary schools as the county school distric
envisioned seven years ago. The Board of Education has invested money and training to
help principals share leadership.

From the individual interviews with key informants, there has been a shift in the
culture of most elementary schools from the principal hoarding leadership tongtipadr
embracing teacher leaders in order to implement the PLC program. Thererception
from key informants that change would not have happened without the SDTs. Without
the SDTs working together with the principal, there would not have been the shift for
increased ownership from the teacher level resulting in the principal skeadeyship.

The researcher concluded the staff development teacher position has beerabtnefic
principals and teachers for the implementation of PLCs in most elementarysschoo

In the area of training for future administrators, key informants indicastd th

training is warranted for all future principals. Additionally, key informaresceived
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training was necessary for current principals perceived as not sucgessfuédmenting
a PLC due to a lack of shared and supportive leadership or who are perceived as "heavy
handed." The researcher concluded from the data that training is necesshifytionea

principals and for principals who were not sharing leaderships in their schools.

Recommendations for Practice
The research results document several areas for program improvement for the
designated county school district. Other school districts considering implementi
professional learning communities could benefit from this research. Thevifodj

implications for practice for this study include:

Recommendation #1

Based on individual interview data, a recommendation for policy to the county
school district is to fund training for new and future principals. The expectatdns a
attributes of professional learning communities should be strongly commukticatew
and future leaders. The Board of Education should approve policy for funding
professional development for elementary school principals and future leadbentlt

their capacity for shared personal practice.

Recommendation #2

Examine the need for additional shared personal practice in elementary schools
that achieved AYP through the provisions of the confidence interval and safe harbor.
Identify successful models of shared personal practice in similar schools aathsisa

best practices with principals, staff development teachers and teansleader

Recommendation #3
As the professional learning community program continues to be implemanted i

elementary schools, an annual evaluation should be conducted at the elementary school
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level to monitor the progress of the program for continued enhancement of program
implementation. There was a significant difference in schools that adhexfe with the
confidence interval and or safe harbor provisions. Principals should probe thdw staff
determine how best to implement supportive and shared leadership. This discrepancy
may have impacted various stakeholders who perceive distributed leadership i$ not par
of the culture. As a result, additional training might be warranted for elangent

principals who are perceived as not sharing leadership and not implementing the PLC
program particularly for schools meeting AYP using the provisions of safe harbor and o

the confidence interval.

Suggestions for Further Research
This study provided rich and detailed descriptions of the perceptions of principals,
staff development teachers, arftigFade team leaders in elementary schools about the
implementation of PLCs. The data provided insight, details and answers regheding t
perceptions of principals, staff development teachers Qnpldsle team leaders, it raised
additional questions for further research. Questions for further study aremsnded as

follows:

Recommendation #1
Examine the forces that have led other school districts to implement professional

learning community programs across the state and nation.

Recommendation #2
Examine principal readiness for operating schools as professional learning

communities to assess their overall perception of preparedness for this clueged
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Recommendation #3

The county school district should conduct a case study of the newly designated
state blue ribbon elementary school within the county school district to sissesgions
of the principal in the PLC, particularly shared and supportive leadership ocosdibi
identify the specific roles of teacher leaders and how principals pedcas effective

acculturate staff to this shift in practice.

Recommendation #4

It is recommended that a case study be conducted with an elementary sdhool tha
has achieved AYP by meeting or exceeding the AMO over a three year pdriod. T
gualitative research endeavor would provide a rich and detailed understanding of the
leadership behaviors of the principal and teacher leaders with respect t@Hlaffich

Hipp's (2003) five PLC domains.
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Professional Learning Communities Assessment

Directions:

This questionnaire assesses your perceptions gbauprincipal, staff, and stakeholders based erfitre
dimensions of a professional learning community@Pand related attributes. There are no right amgr
responses. This questionnaire contains a numbstatefments about practices which occur in some
schools. Read each statement and then use thebstaeto select the scale point that best reflgots
personal degree of agreement with the statemeatieStne appropriate oval provided to the rightaufte
statement. Be certain to select only one resparseaich statement.

Key Terms:
# Principal = Principal, not Associate or AssistarihEipal
# Staff = All adult staff directly associated withrcigulum, instruction, and assessment of students
# Stakeholders = Parents and community members
Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)
2 = Disagree (D)
3 = Agree (A)

4 = Strongly Agree (SA)

STATEMENTS SCALE
Shared and Supportive Leadership SD|D |A [SA
1. | The staff is consistently involved in discussing and making 0 OO0 |O
decisions about most school issues.
2. | The principal incorporates advice from staff to make decisions.| 0 oOfo|oO
3. | The staff have accessibility to key information. 0 0 (0[O
4. | The principal is proactive and addresses areas where support is 0 0 (0[O
needed.
5. | Opportunities are provided for staff to initiate change. 0 0 (0[O

6. | The principal shares responsibility and rewards for innovative | O 0 (0[O
actions.

7. | The principal participates democratically with staff sharing power0 0 (0[O
and authority.

8. | Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff. 0 0 (0[O

9. | Decision-making takes place through committees and 0 0 (0[O
communication across grade and subject areas.

10. | Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability fo0 0 (0[O
student learning without evidence of imposed power and authofity.
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STATEMENTS SCALE

Shared Values and Vision SD [D |A | SA

11. | A collaborative process exists for developing a shared sense of 0 0 (0[O
values among staff.

12. | Shared values support norms of behavior that guide decisions @lfout{ 0 |0 | O
teaching and learning.

13. | The staff share visions for school improvement that have an 0 0 (0[O
undeviating focus on student learning.

14. | Decisions are made in alignment with the schealalues and 0 0 (0 (O
vision.

15. [ A collaborative process exists for developing a shared vision anong|{ 0 |0 | O
staff.

16. | School goals focus on student learning beyond test scores and| 0 0 (0[O
grades.

17. ] Policies and programs are aligned to the scrwwision. 0 0 (0[O

18. | Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high expectationgthat| 0 |0 | O
serve to increase student achievement.
Collective Learning and Application SD D |A [SA

19. | The staff work together to seek knowledge, skills and strategies@d |0 |0 | O
apply this new learning to their work.

20. | Collegial relationships exist among staff that reflect commitrteent O 0 (0[O
school improvement efforts.

21. | The staff plan and work together to search for solutions to addre€s |0 [0 | O
diverse student needs.

22. | A variety of opportunities and structures exist for collective 0 0 (0[O
learning through open dialogue.

23. | The staff engage in dialogue that reflects a respect for divdgae | 0 0 (0[O
that lead to continued inquiry.

24. | Professional development focuses on teaching and learning. | O 0 (0[O

25. | School staff and stakeholders learn together and apply new 0 0 (0 (O
knowledge to solve problems.

26. | School staff is committed to programs that enhance learning. | O 0 (0[O

139



STATEMENTS SCALE
Shared Personal Practice SD|D|A |SA
27. | Opportunities exist for staff to observe peers and offer 0 0J]0 1|0
encouragement.
28. | The staff provide feedback to peers related to instructional practies [0 |0 | O
29. | The staff informally share ideas and suggestions for improving | O 0J]0 1|0
student learning.
30. | The staff collaboratively review student work to share and improv@ (0 |0 | O
instructional practices.
31. | Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring. 0 0|0 O
32. | Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply learning arjd0 0|0 O
share the results of their practices.
Supportive Conditions — Relationships SD |D [A | SA
33. | Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are buiit®n {0 |0 | O
trust and respect
34. | A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks. 0 0|0 O
35. | Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularlydn {0 |0 | O
our school.
36. | School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified eff@t [0 |0 | O
to embed change into the culture of the school.
Supportive Conditions — Structures SD |D [A | SA
37. | Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work. 0 0|0 O
38. | The school schedule promotes collective learning and shared | O 0|0 O
practice.
39. | Fiscal resources are available for professional development. 0 0|0 O
40. | Appropriate technology and instructional materials are available® |0 |0 | O
staff.
41. | Resource people provide expertise and support for continuous | O 0|0 O
learning.
42. | The school facility is clean, attractive and inviting. 0 0|0 O
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STATEMENTS SCALE

43. | The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows fp0 00 |O
ease in collaborating with colleagues.

44. | Communication systems promote a flow of information among | 0 0|0 |O
staff.

45. | Communication systems promote a flow of information across thé@ 00 |O
entire school community including: central office personnel,
parents, and community members.

© Copyright 2003

Source: Olivier, D. F., Hipp, K. K., & Huffman, J. B. (2003). Professional legrnin
community assessment. In J. B. Huffman & K. K. Hipp (Ed@eculturing
schools as professional learning communitieanham, MD: Scarecrow Press.
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Permission from Authors to Use Professional Learning Community sreees Instrument

From: Dianne Oliver

To: Myra Smith

Date: April 3, 2007

Re: Professional Learning Community Assessment Instrument
Myra,

I’'m glad to hear that you are interested in utilizing the PLCA oreaf®r your research.
You have permission to use the PLCA measure for your research.

Although we do not assess any fee in using the measure, | am requesting that upmplét@Ea
of the administration of the PLCA that you share your information with oearels team. |
would appreciate receiving a file of your raw data that would merelydadhe responses for
each of the items for each participant. Any demographics that you have \wsoubappreciated
such as type of school (elementary, secondary) and any demographics opahdengts. This
will allow us to add to our data base on the utilization of the PLCA. Wedwnmilat any time use
any identifying information from your study. | would also be interested invieagehe final
results of your study, which I'm sure that you will be excited to share widr atsearchers.

| am attaching 2 files. The'ls an electronic version of the PLCA measure. An online version
can be used through our distributor’s website at www.schoolperceptions.com

The 2file provides information on the validity and reliability of the measurgol have not

had an opportunity to review our book, | would invite you to do so. | believe that our research
could indeed add to your ongoing study.

Should you require any additional information, please feel free to drop me a note.

Best wishes in your continued studies.

Dianne F. Olivier, Ph. D.

Educational Specialist, LLC

225 Ogden Street

Breaux Bridge, LA 70517

(337) 332-3914 (Home/Office)

(337) 303-0451 (Cell)

From: Myra Smith [mailto:mfs90@verizon.net]

Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2007 5:30 PM

To: Dianne Olivier

Cc: Janie Huffman

Subject: Professional learning Community Assessment

Greetings Dianne,

Dr. Jane Huffman directed me to contact you as a member of the research team regarding
obtaining permission to use the Professional Learning Community Assessment instrument for
my dissertation. Please share the specific procedures and information with me. Thank you

Myra Smith
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Letter of Informed Consent

Dear Dr. Weast:

| am requesting permission for elementary princgpataff development teachers, and 5th grade
team leaders at selected elementary schools t@ipate in the study. | am a doctoral candidatehia
Department of Education, Higher Education and h#&onal Studies Program at the University of
Maryland. The purpose of the study is to asses®ftent to which the professional learning comityuni
program has been fully implemented in elementahpals in one county school district and whethet tha
implementation has sustained a culture of professitearning community. This will be accomplished b
assessing the perceptions of elementary principtd$ development teachers, arfti grade team leaders
in selected elementary schools.

The publication ofA Nation at Risk(April, 1983) called into question the quality Afnerican
public schools and laid the groundwork for edudaloreform. Several federal and state commission
reports (Educating America, 1990; National Comnoissin Excellence in Education; National Education
Goals, 1999; National Governor's Association TimeResults, 1986; National Governor's Report, 1989;
The Presidential Commission Report; A Nation Pregaieachers for the 21Century, 1986) proposed
fundamental restructuring of schools, a need fopadrtant changes in the organizational structure of
schools, extending teachers a role in school gavem changes in the role of the principal, théormamy
of schools, and the educational goals of the Araerieducation system to address the issue of the
achievement gap (Conley, 1996). A principal's leski@ approach influences the extent to which
professional learning communities are created aistaged (DuFour, 1998; Hord, 2004). This study wil
assess if professional learning communities han elly implemented in selected elementary schools
and if there is a secondary impact on the achiemtofestudents.

The Professional Learning Communities Assessméhbe administered to selected elementary
principals, staff development teachers, afidjfade team leaders. 1 will also conduct individogerviews
with key central office personnel to gain knowledgfethe external and internal factors that impacted
district leaders in implementing the program designmove elementary schools in the direction of
becoming a professional learning community.

| am requesting to survey 60 selected elementdrgadrincipal, 60 staff development teachers,
and 60 # grade team leaders. | will work with the chief sohperformance officer and community
superintendents in order to select the schools.hEparticipant will receive the survey via
www.SurveyMonkey.com After tabulating the results, data for speciioups and individuals will be
treated with confidentiality. Results of the stwiyl be available to those requesting them.

A copy of the survey and its cover letter are eswtbfor your review. Your permission to request
participation from Montgomery County Public Schogisncipals, staff development teachers, central
office staff and participants would be greatly ampated. If you have questions regarding the sturdye
survey, please call me at 410-461-9181 (home) wiodt 240-832-4354 (cell).

Sincerely,

Myra J. Smith

Enclosures
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{rfice of Shared Accountability
MONTCGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Rockville, Maryland
Frlv 14, 2008
MEMORANDUM
To: Dr. Frieda K. Lacey, Deputy Superintendent of Schigols N
From: SHaoy L. Scott, Assovinte Superintendent, Office of Shared Amomtabiiity. /
Subject: Approval of Roguest to Conduct Ressarch

Mirs. Myra Smith, doctoral candidate and. director, Office of School Performancs (O8F),
Montgomery County Public Schosls {(MCPS), requests pormission o conduct a research study
that exemines the implomentetich of the ?mfebsmmi Learning Communities Tostitute (PLCI in
MCPS elementary schools. The research 1s part of the requirements for completing a doctoral
degree in the Déepartment of Educational Leadership, Higher and International Education,
University of Maryland, College Park. The attacked request to conduct the stady is approved.

The purpose of the study is fo assesy the exient {0 which the PLCI has been implemented in
approximately 60 elementary schocls and fe determine the effects on student achievement.
Thirty of the sixty elementary schools were selected based on criteria for meeting Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYY) in reading and mathematics oa the Marylend State Departruent of
Education assessroents. The remairing 30 elementary schools were selected based on achieving
AYPusing the provisions of safe harbor and/oy confidence interval for the safne ssscasments.
The information collected through the study will assist school leadership tesms and
administrative staff to identify the external and internal factors that may tmpact schools’ dbilities
o bocome profassional learning communitics.

Data colfection activities will occur between Fuly and December 2008 and include surveys and
tocus group interviews. Selected elementary school principals, staff development teachers; and
Grade § team leaders will be asked to complete a password-protected online survey estimated to
take approximately 30 minutes to complete. Focus group interviews lasting approximately one
hour, will be conducted with key central office staff and employes association leaders vho are
farnifiar with the PLCL Participation in the study is volantery, Choosing not to participats will
have no impact on participants’ emplovraent in MOPE.

Selected participants will receive o letter that explains the study, the confidentiality of coliectad

information, and & consent form. Only those participanis who -aagn the consent form agreeing o
their participation will be asked to complete a survey or participate in a focus group.
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Dt Frieda K. Lacey 2 iéﬂy 14, 2008

With the consent of focus group members, discussions will be tape-recorded. To address any
concerns participants may have regarding personally identifinhle information collected during
the focus group discussions, the resgarcher will use g code number on data collected fhrough
forus group discussions.

The University of Maryland Institutional Review Board (IRB) spproved the research in
accordanice with the Foderal Policy for the Protection of Homan Subjects on June 18, 2008, with
expiration on-June 18, 2009, unless a renewal application is submitted to the IRB. The MCPS
OBP supports the study.

All data will be reporied in sunumary format, Names of participants, schools, and the school
district will not be used in the summary of results. Mrs, Smith agrees to provide the Office
of Bhared Accountability (OSA), and OSP with & report of the Sndings.

If you have questions regarding this reguest, plesse contact Mrs. Cynthia Logb, logistics
support specialist, Applicd Research Unit, O8A, a1 2301-279-3848,

SES:cll
Attachment

Copy 0!
Mr. Bedford
Community Supefintendents
Selected principals
Mrs. Loeh
« Mrs. Smith
Ex. Vot Secker

/
Appron ‘8\{),,:%(\’ -’/i?/ \/// /M if/i/é N

Frieda K. Lacey; Daputy Superintendent of Schools
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-Office of Bhared AccOwitabilily
MONTCGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Rockvills, Marytand

July 23, 2008
MEMORANDUM
To: Dir. Frieda K. Lacey, Deputy Superintendent of -Sch? ,,(} f
7% ]
3 ¥
From: Stacy L. Scott, Associate Superintendent, Office @Rcom‘tabiiity
sSubject: Correction on a Notification of Request to Conduct Research

In a memorandum dated Fuly 14, 2008, you received a notification about a research reguest
submitted to the Office of Shared Accounishility {OSA)} from Mrs. Myra Smith, doctoral
pandidate and divector, Offics of School Performmance, Montgomery County Public Schocols
(MOPS). Due to an editing srror, we refered to Mrs. Smith’s study as an investigation of thie
“Professional Lesrming Commmunities Institute (PLCLY in MCPS clementary schools, Rather, the
study is an amalysis of the implementation of “Professional Learning Cormunities” i
elementary schools. W apologize for the emorand any confusion this may have caused.

Mrs. Sroith’s rescarch request is approved. If you have questions, please contact Mrs. Cynthia
Loch, logistics support specialist, Applied Research Unit, G54, at 301-272-3848.

S1.8:¢]

Copyto:
g, Bediprd
Corprmunity Supcrintendents
Selected principals
Wirs. Amani-Dove
Mirs.Loeh
< Wirs. Smith
Br. YVon Secker

e oSt o » et e .
Tha sampling scheig should e discussed fully In this chapter, ¥ the plan includes the sampling of studants, teachers, parenss,

stc., the fmethodology for accomplishing this-should ba el i i B 1
\ e ; nplis! is-sh inarty presznk : i *
esch typs showd be speciied. ity presented in{his chapler; and the numbar of reapandanis for
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Office of Sharsd Accountalility o ‘ ‘
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS BAYA ACQUISITION CLEARANCE REQUEST
Rockville, Marylang 20850

EHETRUCTIONS: This form must acsompany all requests for data coliection activities requiring approval under MOPS Regulation
EHC-RA: Clesrance of Data Acquisiion Activiies. Complete all Hems of information; mark “MA® it the space provided ¥ the flem is not
applicatde. Submit the form 1o the Uffice of of Shared Avcountebility, Carver Educational Sendces Center, Room 1, §f you have any
sgstions, pitate call 301-272-3843. o

PART A: FORR IDENTIFICATION

Titi _An Analysis of One School Distriet's Implementation of Professional Leartiine Communities in ES Subiigag 08y 30, 08

Date Soquisition ActivityForm Dats
Slgarance Needsdﬁ_'-’!%?éf@_g Fraquency of data coliertion of formis) usa: {sheck one)

Fionetme [Uasrequired [Tnlonthly  [lannualy

[ Gthar {specity)

o
L

Form{s) to ke in use untt 12 7 08
Mo, ¥

List MCPS oifices/departments/schools affected by this dale scquisition activityfform Ses attached fist of schools

Nams(s} and telsphone numbsr(s} of parson(s} who can best answer questions regarding thie request:

Name(s) Telephons Numbsy
M, Myra J, Smith —— 301 315 . 374

410 . 461 . 181

PANT ©: DATA ADCUISITION BIFORMATION

List &lf intended users of the dats soilectad and the manner in which each intorids 1o use the data

INTENDED USER PURPCSES FOR WHICH DAYTA WILL BE USED

Mrs. Myra Smith 1o pssess implementation of professionat leaming communities in
elementary schools: '

Dr. Gilbert Avgtin, datz consultent o work with stedent research to assess implemnantation of professional
iearping communities in elementary schools

MCPS Form 28617 Rev. 508
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HOTHCE OF ACTION OGN DATA ACTHASITION CLEARANGE REQUEST

Title of Research Activity An Anelysis of ene school District's Emplemnentation of Professional Learning Comrnunities in its BS

PART D: MIPACT SUMMARY—Ts be completed by the Office of Shared Accountability

acivity/Forrm: LNew 1) Revised

Respandant Group clemnentary principals, elementary 80T and Sth gr. 1chrs: Data Burden. V2 hows

Clearance Recommendation:

¥ Approval. (I Provisionat Approval {approval sontingant on acceptance [ Disapproval.
' of modifications indicated below)

Remarks (include spaciic modifications needed or reason(s) for disapproval, as appropriats.)

Ch L 25 T, 08

Signatire, AssocE sﬂyé'menasm; Office af Shared Accoumtabitty Dat

PART E: CLEAFRANCGE AUTION-To be compleled by the Ofice of the Depuly Supsrintendent of Schoois

Action: E/Apprwa? 7 Provisional Appeoval (appioval contingestt on acceptants {1 Disspproval
‘of madifications indicated below)

# approved, completion of lorm by respondent is: @"xfeiumaw {Jcompulsory

Hemarks

a /’j(bug,}u m é’z,;;,_ | Zidl G |

Q:grdfafa Depuly Su; psm}!endm ? of Schac;a Datg

FART F APPLICANT RESPONSIDILITIES REQUINED IF APPROVAL IS GRANTED

% The  Tisst page of the data scquisition sctivity form meset benr one of Hie following stetements:

F1 rESpOnGRIMS are o required W 4nswer any QUE&IKJ?&& Wigt ey CRISVE are an MMngerment Upon Wmelr privacy of nat inay

da not cars fo answer for any other reason.

[ By girective of the Office of the Superiniendent .of Schools, completion of this form is a compuisory alivity for MCPS

employees who are designated as respondanis.

2. Gns copy of the final printed form, Inchuding any transmittal letler, Instructons, oy other dosumant belng provided to

respondanis is e ke sent o the Office of Shersd Aovouniabiiity belore any datz collsction activily is dlisted.

3. At the complction of the sludy, one copy of the exenuBive surmmary and the fnzl roport is 1o by zent 1o the Oiflze of Bhared

Acesuniability.

154




Appendix D
Individual Interview Questions
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Questions for Key Informants - District Level Staff

. The county school district embarked on an ambitious program to transform
schools into professional learning communities in 2001. What was the
impetus for schools to operate as professional learning communities? Do you
perceive the professional learning community program is successful in
elementary schools?

. What was the most value-added component for the professional learning
community program (budget, human resources, professional development)?

. The strategic plan (1999) stated staff development teachers were éssentia
the future growth of professional learning communities in elementary school
Do you believe the staff development teacher position contributed to the
success of the professional learning community program?

. The professional learning community program has been implemented in
elementary schools since 2001. Several highly impacted schools are achieving
AYP by meeting or exceeding the AMO in reading and mathematics. Do you
think the principals’ role of embracing teacher leaders in the professional
learning community is contributing to the high level of student achievement?
What suggestions would you offer to schools that are perceived as not
successfully implementing the professional learning community?

Do you have thoughts about future training of new administrators regarding
the expectations for schools to operate as professional learning communities?
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Appendix E
Survey Letter to Participants for Survey Monkey
Letter to Principals
Letter to Staff Development Teachers
Letter to Team Leaders
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To:

o

From:

Subject:

Body:

Emai |

From:

[ Emai | ] Princi pals June 20, 2008
nf s90@eri zon. net

Prof essi onal Learning Conmunity Assessnent Survey
(from Myra Sm th)

Greetings principals,

| am conducting a survey to assess the extent to

whi ch professional |earning communities has been
fully inplemented in elenmentary schools. Your
perceptions are very inportant, are of interest and
your responses are appreciated. The information you
provide will be confidential. Please click the |ink
bel ow to access the Professional Learning Conmunity
Assessnent survey instrunent. Please call ne at 301-
315-7374 if you have questi ons.

http://ww. surveynonkey. coni s. aspx

Thank you for your participation,
Myra Smth

D rector of School Performance
Doctoral Candi date University of Maryl and

nfs90@eri zon. net August 2008
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Subject:

Body:

Prof essi onal Learning Conmunity Assessnent Survey
(approved by MCPS)

Greetings staff devel opnent teachers,

| am conducting a survey to assess your perception of
prof essional |earning community in your school. The
survey has been approved by Montgonery County Public
School s. Your response woul d be appreci at ed.

Here is a link to the survey:
http://ww. surveynonkey. coni s. aspx

This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your
emai | address, please do not forward this nmessage.

Thanks for your participation and if you have
gquestions, please feel free to call ne at 301-315-
7374.

Myra Smth

Director of School Performance

Mont gonmery County Public School s

Doctoral Candi date, University of Maryl and

Pl ease note: |If you do not wish to receive further
emails fromus, please click the link below and you
will be automatically renoved fromour mailing |ist.
http://ww. surveynonkey. com opt out . aspx
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To: [ Email]
From: Myra J Smth@rcpsnd. org Sept enber 2008

Subject: Pr of essi onal Learning Conmunity Assessnent for MCPS
Body: Dear MCPS Team Leader,

| am conducting a survey about the perception of

prof essional |earning community in your school and
your response woul d be appreciated. Mntgonery County
Publ i ¢ School s has approved the survey and | do hope
you Wi Il please take the tinme to share your
perceptions. If you have questions, please feel free
to contact ne at 301-315-7374.

Here is a link to the survey:
http://ww. surveynonkey. coni s. aspx

This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your
emai | address, please do not forward this nmessage.

Thank you for your participation!

Myra Smth
D rector of School Performance, MCPS
Doctoral Candi date, University of Maryl and

Pl ease note: If you do not wish to receive further
emails fromus, please click the link below and you
will be automatically renoved fromour mailing |ist.
http://ww. surveynonkey. conf opt out . aspx
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Appendix F
Cover Letter to Participants
Cover Letter to Individual Interview Participants
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Letter of Informed Consent
Dear Participant/Teachers:

| desire to have you participate in my study. The purpose of tidly & to assess the
extent to which the professional learning community program has fodlg implemented in
elementary schools in one county school district and whetheinpetmentation has sustained a
culture of professional learning community. This will be accomptishy assessing the
perceptions of elementary principals, staff development teaclietlsteam leaders in selected
elementary schools.

If you participate in this research, you will be asked to compilee Professional
Learning Community Assessment survey instrument. Your pariiompaill take approximately
fifteen (15) minutes for completion of the survey. The survilybe accessible online and will
be sent to you viamww.SurveyMonkey.conor via hard copy (see attached). Your participation
in the survey is voluntary. You can refuse to participatéhe survey, and you may also stop
participation at any time, without fear, or penalty, or negative consequence

The information you provide for the study will be treatedficiemtially and all raw data
will be maintained in a secure file by the researchersuRe of the survey will be reported as
aggregate summary data and no individually identified information witlrbsented.

You will have all rights to review research resultg,ati choose to do so. A copy of the
results may be obtained by contacting the researcher at the addrdss liste

Mrs. Myra Smith
850 Hungerford Drive
Rockville, Maryland 20850

There will be no personal benefits from your participation instaely. However, the
results of the study may provide current data that can be usefedeérmining the extent to which
the professional learning community program has been fully implehémtelementary schools
and whether or not the implementation has sustained a culfuggroessional learning
community.

Enclosed is the consent form for participation in the study wigighires your signature
for participation in the study. Please sign the consent formretndh to me in the enclosed
envelop. Once | receive your consent form, the survey will bat g0 you via
www.SurveyMonkey.comfor you to submit your responses or you can complete the attached
hard copy. Please return the hard copy of the completed survey mitdobed envelops. |
sincerely thank you in advance for your participation in the stlidgpu have questions, do not
hesitate to contact at 301-315-7374.

Sincerely yours,

Myra J. Smith
Director of School Performance/Doctoral Candidate
University of Maryland College Park
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Letter of Informed Consent
Dear Participant:

The purpose of the study is to assess the extent to whichrdifessional learning
community program has been fully implemented in elementary sciwoase county school
district and whether that implementation has sustained areultf professional learning
community. This will be accomplished by assessing the percsptibelementary principals,
staff development teachers, afftigfade team leaders in selected elementary schools.

If you participate in this research, | will ask you will tortgapate in an individual
interview. Your participation will take approximately one houresslto learn your perception of
the implementation of professional learning communities in ehany schools. My data
consultant Dr. Gilbert Austin will participate in the individuaterview along with me. | will
contact your secretary to arrange a time to meet with yooun gffice at a time convenient for
you. Your participation in is voluntary. You can refuse toipgdte and you may also stop
participation at any time, without fear, or penalty, or negative consequence

The information you provide for the study will be treatedficiemtially and all raw data
will be maintained in a secure file by the researchersuleof the individual interview will be
reported as aggregate summary data and no individually identifiechation will be presented.

You will have all rights to review research resultg,ati choose to do so. A copy of the
results may be obtained by contacting the researcher at the addedss list

Mrs. Myra Smith
850 Hungerford Drive
Rockville, Maryland 20850

There will be no personal benefits from your participation instaely. However, the
results of the study may provide current data that can be usefedeérmining the extent to which
the professional learning community program has been fully implehémtelementary schools
and whether or not the implementation has sustained a culfuggroessional learning
community.

Enclosed is the consent form for participation in the study wigighires your signature
for participation in the study. Please sign the consent formretndh to me in the enclosed
envelop. Once | receive your consent form, | will arrangena tio meet with you. | sincerely
thank you in advance for your participation in the study. If you haveigossdo not hesitate to
contact at 240-832-4354.

Sincerely yours,

Myra J. Smith
Director of School Performance
Doctoral Candidate University of Maryland College Park
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Appendix G
Consent Forms for Survey Participants
Consent Form Individual Interview Participants
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Page 1 of 4
Initials Date

CONSENT FORM

Project Title

An Analysis of One School District’'s Implementation of
Professional Learning Communities in its Elementary Schools

N

D

Why is this
research being
done?

This is a research project being conducted by Dr. James Dud
the University of Maryland, College Park. We are inviting yoy
participate in this research project because you were one of t
eighty schools selected by the area superintendent to particig
the study. The purpose of this research project &ssess the
extent to which the PLC program has been implemented in
elementary schools in one county school district and whether
implementation has sustained a culture of a professional lear
community.

What will | be
asked to do?

The procedure involves a one time completion of the Professional
Learning Community Assessment (PLCA) survey to assess your
perception of the implementation of the professional learning
community in your elementary school. The survey will assess your
perception about the school’s principal and staff based on the five
attributes. You will access the survey wisew.SurveyMonkey.com
Our researchers are not going to utilize the Survey Monkey feature
are provided for research subject management. All identifying
information is being retained and secured on campus.

The survey is a Likert scale with numerical values for rating from
number "1" (strongly disagree) to number "4" (strongly agree). The
completion of the survey should be a maximum of 30 minutes. Afte
completion of the study all surveys will be destroyed by shredding

ley at
to

he

ate in

that

ning

PLC

s that

r
he

documents. The research will take place at the University of Maryland
College Park. Respondents (or anyone using the respondent's password)

cannot access the results of their survey once the survey has beer
completed.
Once you have completed the online survey, please close the brov
Our researchers are not going to utilize the Survey Monkey feature
are provided for research subject management.

The principal investigator, Dr. Dudley, student investigator, Myra
Smith and data consultant, Dr. Austin will have access to these dat

ser.
s that

a.

Page 2 of 4
Initials Date
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Project Title

An Analysis of One School District’'s Implementation of
Professional Learning Communities in its Elementary Schools

\*2J

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information
confidential. To help protect your confidentiality, (1) your nan
will not be include on the surveys or other data collected; (2)
code will be placed on the survey and other data collected; (3
through the use of an identification key, the researcher will be
able to link your survey to your identity; and (4) only the
researcher will have access to the identification key. Once th¢
data are returned the surveys will be maintained in a locked f
cabinet. Per federal guidelines all signed consent forms will |
kept for 3 years after the completion of the study. If a report g
article about the research project is written, your identity will k
protected to the maximum extent possibl&.our information
may be shared with representatives of the University of Mary
College Park.

ne

~—

A\1”4

e

=

e

and,

What are the
risks of this
research?

There are no known risks associated with participating in this
research project.
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Page 3 of 4

Initials Date

Project Title

An Analysis of One School District’'s Implementation of Professabn
Learning Communities in its Elementary Schools

What are the
benefits of this
research?

This research is not designed to help you personally, but the results

may help the investigator learn more about the implementation of

professional learning communities in elementary schools and whether

that implementation has sustained a culture of professional learning

community. We hope that, in the future, other school districts migh
benefit from this study through improved understanding of professi
learning communities.

Do | have to bein
this research?

May | stop
participating at any
time?

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You ma
choose not to take part at all. If you decide to participate in this
research, you may stop participating at any time.

Is any medical
treatment available
if lam injured?

The University of Maryland does not provide any medical,

hospitalization or other insurance for participants in this resetaudi, s
nor will the University of Maryland provide any medical treatment g
compensation for any injury sustained as a result of participation in
research study, except as required by law.

What if | have
guestions?

This research is being conducted by Dr. James Dudley, Education
Leadership and Practiet the University of Maryland, College Park.
you have any questions about the research study itself, please con
Dr. James Dudley at: 410-535-3845.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wi
report a research-related injury, please contdostitutional Review
Board Office, University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742;

(e-mail) irb@deans.umd.edy (telephone) 301-405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to the University of
Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for research involving hum

t
onal

this

;]

f
tact

sh to

an

subjects.
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Page 4 of 4
Initials Date

Project Title An Analysis of One School District’'s Implementation of Professabn
Learning Communities in its Elementary Schools

Statement of Age Your signature indicates that:

of Subject and you are at least 18 years of age;,

Consent the research has been explained to you;

[Please note: your questions have been fully answered; and

Parental you freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this research
consent always project.

needed

for minors.]

Signature and Date | NAME OF SUBJECT
[Please add name,

signature, and date "giGNATURE OF SUBJECT
lines to the final

page
of your consent DATE
form]

****Please note: When the consent form requires more than one page, pléadade a space
for the subject to initial and date at the top right-hand corner of egumge. The corner should
appear as: Initials Date

Also, each page must display a page range such as: Page 1 of 2, then Page 2 of 2. This
additional information would confirm that the subject agreed to thetiee contents of the
consent form. ****

168



CONSENT FORM For Individual Interviews

Project Title An Analysis of One School District’'s Implementation of Professabn
Learning Communities in its Elementary Schools
Why is this This is a research project being conducted by Dr. James Dud
research being | the University of Maryland, College Park. We are inviting you
done? participant as you are a key district leaddte purpose of this

research project & assess the extent to which the PLC program

ley at
to

has been implemented in elementary schools in one county School
district and whether that implementation has sustained a culture

of a professional learning community.

What will | be asked
to do?

If you are asked to participate in the focus group interview, ya

will be asked a series of questions about the reason the school

system decided to implement professional learning communit
This research project involves making audiotapes of your
responses for the one time focus group interview. The audio {

u

ies.

apes

and notes will be maintained by the principal investigator at home

in a locked file cabinet while the study is in progress. After the

completion of the study, the audio tape recordings will be

destroyed and discarded three years after the study has been

conducted. Handwritten notes of focus interview respondents
be destroyed by shredding the documents three years of the

completion of the study. The principal investigator, Dr. Dudley,

student investigator, Myra Smith and data consultant, Dr. Aus
will have access to these data.

Focus Group participants only sign below.
| agree to bjyideotaped/audiotaped/photographddring
my participation in this study.
| do not agree to lpeideotaped/audiotaped/photographec
during my participation in this study.
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Page 2 of 3
Initials Date

Project Title

An Analysis of One School District’'s Implementation of Professabn
Learning Communities in its Elementary Schools

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information
confidential. To help protect your confidentiality, (1) your name
will not be include on the focus group data collected; (2) a cqde

will be placed other data collected. If a report or article about the
research project is written, your identity will be protected to the
maximum extent possible.Your information may be shared
with representatives of the University of Maryland, College Park.

What are the risks
of this research?

There are no known risks associated with participating in this
research project.
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Page 3 of 3

Initials Date

Project Title

An Analysis of One School District’'s Implementation of Professabn
Learning Communities in its Elementary Schools

What are the
benefits of this
research?

This research is not designed to help you personally, but the
results may help the investigator learn more about the
implementation of professional learning communities in
elementary schools and whether that implementation has
sustained a culture of professional learning community. We |
that, in the future, other school districts might benefit from thig
study through improved understanding of professional learnirn
communities.

ope
D

g

Do | have to bein
this research?

May | stop
participating at any
time?

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. Y
may choose not to take part at all. If you decide to participate
this research, you may stop participating at any time.

DU
2N

Is any medical
treatment available
if lam injured?

The University of Maryland does not provide any medical,

hospitalization or other insurance for participants in this resea
study, nor will the University of Maryland provide any medica
treatment or compensation for any injury sustained as a resu

participation in this research study, except as required by law.

\rch

t of

What if | have
guestions?

This research is being conducted by Dr. James Dudley,
Educational Leadership and Practitdghe University of
Maryland, College Park. If you have any questions about the
research study itself, please contact Dr. James Dudley at: 4
535-3845.

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wi
report a research-related injury, please contdostitutional Review
Board Office, University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742;

(e-mail) irb@deans.umd.edy (telephone) 301-405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to the University of
Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for research involving hum

sh to

an

subjects.
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Appendix H
Implementation Timeline
County School District Professional Development Plan

172



Austudojaaap

feussagosd
Pappacud

“Gof 107 [342]
POOYOS U
e Ssomonay

By A
pue SR
Jusuddopsasp
s spedivutd
- BTUBSY [OOYIS
10§ Augues
1A .Euw.b,hm

yudoosag
fenossaroid

pappaqua-gof

A 9PRI95S LS
~ SRBIOSnE

%awﬁugﬁwiom 10f

Bifelattted
o1 upwdo(asap
[raGHRasosd

pareoopje Suipung

HOMINEGHS
Reurdo[aAIn 3814

(00T PIRgOR —
Buyuren Kep g omnsig
dSIoPRe T ISUIHIGS )

SI0PES]IIGIRS] pue
‘saayaeay Juawmdoroaap
pescsedronnd
Ao Bruien apm
-ioysAs AIRIMuIion
U] [PUOISEITOI]

(OGS SigpEsaags A10A2
Gy sx1[ouas Juowrdo[PABp Ferg

PURBE Yy
PII) 017 SONER(EI [rIapay
33 0 uw:@%ﬂ 7 os|y dud
UOUIIASIAR 911 ARO[ PUL
WAlURAIOR JapmE saoxdu
o1 poga e w sadnisomap
Surduego oy digsssuno
[eIn. J0] Bsundsor ur poudisay
seavDunuTro,) Fowasyy
[PuDsEs0Ig £ Supimyg

SO PRUPAG YOujM

8 mpanuLRdng mp

WENSAS (00Y0s
ay) 1oy Aruead
I 2IUD[DOND

AUOPLOM Apenh

UBYg FEIONG
WORIP 08 1)

IS UDTEO[RAD
ssdoysasp RIS JRUOppe sfooyas
AFRIS S10m poRpE ﬁiw&m&u i S O POUNIOXSE B YO 4
107 pappr goNTANDSY. Fo vonviuagsiduy womdorpasp yus o . N papdopE O EIRDT
0006468 JO jrIeog “snduy RISOLEIAUL UOR(IUL §C§ JOpameE Si,
i | [ u N
i J | |
e Q07T 00T 1007 e

$]00YD S ARPUDUIATY §JO1I8ICT [00USE AJUNos s SuQ) U1 Somunuio]y Sunies

TPLOISSA 0L 10§ ORIy, uopusmoduy

173



County School District Profegonal Development Plan

Elementary Schools

Have Skillful Teachers
Skillful Staff Development Teachers
School Improvement Plan

A

Support for Elementary Schools
School Performance Support Teams

Staff Development Specialists
Subject Area Instructional Specialists

y Y

Building a Professional Learning Community
County School District Development Programs

The Skillful Teacher The Skillful Leader
Understanding Teaching Observing and Analyzing Teaching
Curricular Training Leadership Development
Mandated Coursework Richard DuFour’s Training
Job-embedded Training Data Analysis
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Appendix |
Field Notes Capture Sheet for Key Informants
Professional Learning Community Program Matrix for Data Collection
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Field Note Capture Sheet for Key Informant Interviews

Name:
Date of Interview:

1. Internal/External Forces

2. Funding or Human Resources

3. Staff development teacher

4. Embracing teacher leaders

5. Training for future leaders
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