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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Introduction 

 The purpose if this study was to investigate the perceptions of PLCs in relation to 

sustainability in a rural school district.  The perceptions were solicited from the principals 

and teachers in the school district.  Through the use of the Professional Leaning 

Community Assessment – Revised (Oliver, Hipp & Huffman, 2008), responses were 

obtained from 145 respondents.  However, 139 (N = 139) of the respondents supplied 

completed surveys.  The following research questions and hypotheses were answered: 

1.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Shared and 

Supportive Leadership of PLC? 

2.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Shared Values 

and Vision of PLC? 

3.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Collective 

Learning and Application of PLC? 

4.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Shared Personal 

Practice of PLC? 

5.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Supportive 

Conditions – Relationships of PLC? 

6.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Supportive 

Conditions – Structures of PLC?  

7.  What is the relationship of teacher and administrator perceptions regarding 

Shared and Supportive Leadership, Shared Values and Vision, Collective 

Learning and Application, Shared Personal Practice, Supportive Conditions – 
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Relationships, Supportive Conditions – Structures? 

Research hypotheses.  The following research hypotheses were used to provide a 

guide for this study: 

H1.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Shared and Supportive Leadership of PLC. 

H2.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Shared Values and Vision of PLC. 

H3.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Collective Learning and Application of PLC. 

H4.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Shared Personal Practice of PLC. 

H5.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Supportive Conditions – Relationships of PLC. 

H6.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Supportive Conditions – Structures of PLC. 

H7.  The overall relationship of teacher and administrator perceptions, Shared and 

Supportive Leadership, Shared Values and Vision, Collective Learning and 

Application, Shared Personal Practice, Supportive Conditions – Relationships, 

Supportive Conditions – Structures will not show significant differences.  

 In Chapter 5, an overview of the findings is provided.  The themes that emerged 

during the analysis of the findings from this study provided the framework for the 

discussion, using guiding principles, grounded theory, and studies (DuFour, 2003).   The 

researcher summarized the findings in relation to each theme as they correlated to each 



 

 

72 

 

research question.  The findings were related to current research of PLCs and address the 

implications ascertained from the study. In this chapter, reviews of the limitations of the 

study are addressed, opportunities for further studies are discussed, and conclusions are 

drawn from the study.   

Analysis 

 This study examined the perceived perceptions of administrators and teachers of 

all grade levels (elementary, middle, and high school), leading to the perceived 

sustainability of PLCs.  Administrators and teachers are the driving factors for 

institutionalizing sustainable PLCs at the school level.   The most important factor in 

sustainability is the professional growth of the school staff.  Shared leadership, 

discussion, and interaction provide professional learning opportunities for the nurturing 

of educational strategies and professional growth, leading to sustainability.  According to 

Darling-Hammond (1996, 1998, 2002, 2011), professional development is the core of the 

practice of improvement.  When teachers and principals share leadership in a school, both 

the adults and the students benefit (Duel et al., 2011).  Teachers gain an increased level of 

collective responsibility, an increased desire to share strategies, and an increased sense of 

professionalism.   

 Effective PLCs support the optimum educational environment for students.  The 

quality of the teacher is an important predictor of a student’s success (Darling-Hammond, 

1998).  When teachers are provided the opportunity to collaborate, they are provided the 

opportunity to reveal strategies that promote professional development, leading to the 

sustainability of the PLC.  The most promising strategy for sustainability, as well as 

school improvement, is the opportunity and the ability of schools to operate as PLCs.  
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The finding of this study, from the administrators’ perspective, was that PLCs do 

promote and sustain ongoing professional development and growth.  There was not 

significant correlation among teachers.   

Multiple themes emerged throughout the process of data collection.  One open-

text prompt was posed to the administrators and teachers:  Describe the purpose and 

function of the PLC at your school. Throughout the process of data collection and 

analysis, the following themes emerged: 1) Collegial Conversation/Collaboration 2) 

Lesson Planning/Instructional 3) Common and Formative Assessment – Data/Results 4) 

Student Engagement 5) Peer Support 6) Professional Development and 7) Do not attend 

PLCs.  From the respondents who participated in the PLCA-R survey, the themes 

revealed the activities that sustain PLCs, based upon the principals of DuFour, DuFour & 

Eaker (2008). 

 Throughout the data collection and the open-text response, participants revealed 

collaboration and leadership support to be the most important factors of the PLC 

experience.  The research that supports PLCs reveals the importance of Collaboration.   

Findings  

 One-hundred thirty-nine (N = 139) participants completed the PLCA-R. Ten 

Principles, 55 elementary teachers, 39 middle school teachers and 35 high school teachers 

responded to the Likert scale test, which included one open-text question.  Data were 

reported using descriptive ordinal data.  The ordinal data were analyzed and reported as 

percentages of the extent of agreement measures of central tendency and measure of 

variability.  The data was used to answer the following research questions and 

hypotheses: 
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1.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Shared and 

Supportive Leadership of PLC? 

H1.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Shared and Supportive Leadership of PLC. 

 As stated in Chapter 4, an independent sample t-test was administered to test for 

statistical significant differences of mean scores of the PLCA-R survey for administrators 

and teachers resulting in a statistical significant difference.  Specifically, the independent 

sample t-test, M  = .44, t (134) = 2.326, and p  = .021, rejected the null hypothesis at the p 

< .05 level of significance. 

 Based upon the data, teachers perceived learning community members work 

together to clarify what each student must learn, monitor student learning in a timely 

manner, and provide systematic interventions that ensure students receive support.  

Teachers and administrators stated clarity must be provided for the educator as well as 

the student. The participants also stated that multiple strategies to be implemented often 

become overwhelming due to the introduction of more than three to four strategies in one 

year.  The teachers specifically indicated the lack of understanding of Phil Schlechty’s 

levels of engagement, Kagan strategies, literacy/reading, reading plus, and addressing the 

common core strategies etc., as overwhelming.  However, with opportunities to have 

collegial conversations, the initiatives become better understood and less overwhelming.  

The participants’ perceptions were that PLCs provide clarity and focus on learning, 

leading to sustainability.  

 According to DuFour (2003), PLCs are supported by shared values, trust and 

respect, and shared norms.  With this foundational structure, teachers and principals are 
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able to clearly state the purpose of the work to be done.  When principals and teachers 

understand the clarity of purpose, PLCs are more likely sustained.  When clarity of 

purpose is understood, the following questions are addressed:  1) Why do we exist? 2) 

What must we become to accomplish our purpose? 3) How must we behave to achieve 

our vision? and 4) How will we mark our progress? (DuFour, 2003).  As schools or 

workgroups articulate the answers to these four questions, they develop clarity of focus 

in identifying their fundamental purpose, their directions, a collective commitment, and 

clear priorities. From this foundation, the learning community can develop and grow 

(DuFour, 2003). 

2.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Shared Values 

and Vision of PLC? 

H2.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Shared Values and Vision of PLC. 

 As stated in Chapter 4, an independent sample t-test was administered to test for 

statistical significant differences of mean scores of the PLCA-R survey for administrators 

and teachers for perceived Shared Values and Vision of PLC.  The results, t-test M = .30, 

t (134) = 1.84, failed to reject the null hypothesis at the p < .05 level of significance. 

 Through analysis of the PLCA-R and the open-text question, the focus on 

learning is significant.  Principals and teachers revealed through perception data the focus 

on learning is a critical issue among those who responded to the PLCA-R survey. 

Teachers revealed that it is important to receive professional development, and it is 

important to allocate time to develop lessons based upon results that cater to the needs of 

the students.  Principals revealed the importance to having teacher-principal collegial 
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conversations, teacher-teacher collegial conversations, and training from within the 

district that can lead to sustained student-focused learning.   

 Although described in different terms, collective focus on student learning (Kruse, 

Louis, & Bryk, 1994); collective learning and application (Hord, 1997); reflective 

professional enquiry (Stoll et al., 2005); and a focus on learning for all (DuFour, 2006) 

are key characteristic of PLCs. 

 The focus should be on student learning, teacher learning, and on the learning of 

individuals within the PLC, as well as the PLC as a group. Successful PLCs recognized 

and valued the knowledge individuals brought to the learning community. As new 

learning occurs, it is shared through professional dialogue and by de-privatizing practice. 

3.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Collective 

Learning and Application of PLC? 

H3.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Collective Learning and Application of PLC. 

 As stated in Chapter 4, an independent sample t-test was administered to test for 

statistical significant differences of mean scores of the PLCA-R survey for administrators 

and teachers for perceived collective learning and application of PLC.  The results, t-test 

M =.31 t (134) = 1.94, failed to reject the null hypothesis at the p < .05 level of 

significance. 

 The findings supporting Research Question 3 were also answered from the 

responses gleaned from the open-text questions by principals, assistant principals, and 

teachers.   

 Principals and teachers responded that collaboration is a significant part of 
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sustaining PLCs.  During PLC collaboration, principals, assistant principals, and teachers 

prepare common and formative assessments, review data, review lesson plans, and share 

instructional strategies.  Collaborative cultures, which by definition have close 

relationships, are indeed powerful. But, unless they are focusing on the right issues, they 

may end up being powerfully wrong. Collective learning and application for principals 

(M = 2.94, SD = .35), middle (M = 2.88, SD = .52) and high school (M= 2.99, SD = .49) 

were significantly similar.  Collective learning and application for elementary teachers 

was significantly different (M = 3.07, SD = .40).   

Based upon the descriptive statistical data, teachers within the district indicated 

collaboration occurs.  The highest level of collaboration was occurring among elementary 

teachers who responded to the data.  Elementary school teachers indicated the attendance 

of both content and team PLC activities more often than middle school and high school 

teachers. High school teachers indicated a higher attendance of content/core area PLCs 

than team activities.  

 Teachers who share personal practice develop mutual assistance and support 

rather than working in isolation, which is the practice of many traditional closed-door 

classrooms. Bolam, McMahon, Stoll, Thomas, and Wallace (2006) described a teacher 

learning community, as opposed to a traditional community, as one in which teachers 

collaborate to reinvent practice and share professional growth. 

 Hipp and Huffman (2003) identified collaboration and problem solving as a 

critical attribute of effective PLCs, finding that as teachers shared information and 

developed processes whereby they worked collaboratively, they became more successful 

in applying strategies that worked well for students. In sharing personal practice, teachers 
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discuss, analyze, give and receive feedback, and focus on student learning.  Collaborative 

practices are developed and sustained by strong supportive relationships built on trust, 

respect, and understanding.  Darling-Hammond (1998), stated that teachers who spend 

more time together studying teaching practices are more effective at developing higher-

order thinking skills and have a higher success rate of meeting the needs of diverse 

learners. 

4.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Shared Personal 

Practice of PLC? 

H4.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Shared Personal Practice of PLC. 

 As stated in Chapter 4, an independent sample t-test was administered to test for 

statistical significant differences of mean scores of the PLCA-R survey for administrators 

and teachers for perceived Shared Values and Vision.  The results, t-test M =.10, t (134) 

= .58, failed to reject the null hypothesis at the p < .05 level of significance (see Table 

13). 

 Principals and teachers indicated in order to sustain the PLCs within the district, 

the teacher must know the results from the previous year(s) of students and predicted 

scores in order to plan.  All school-improvement initiatives are focused on the critical 

results with the goal in mind of improving student learning and achievement and they 

stress the belief that improvement is part of the overall culture of all school beliefs, 

values, and practices.  The teachers and principals emphasized the role of collecting data 

and reviewing data that establishes a foundation for decision-making, problem solving, 

and inquiries.  Questions 29 and 30 are pertinent to this consideration: Question 29:  Staff 
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members collaboratively analyze multiple sources of data to assess the effectiveness of 

instructional practices and question, and Question 30: Staff members collaboratively 

analyze student work to improve teaching and learning, provided some insight about how 

the teachers who participated in the survey, focus on results to sustain the PLCs in which 

they participate.  Principals’ responses to Questions 29 and 30 mean averages were 

higher than all of the teacher groups.  The average mean for principals was 3.15 (M = 

3.15).  The elementary school teachers indicated the average mean of 3.05 (M = 3.05). 

The middle school average indicated the average mean of 2.82 (M = 2.82).   The high 

school teacher average was 28.3 (M = 2.83) indicating the use of data to drive instruction 

is very similar for middle and high schools in the district.   

 Determining if and how the efforts of educators are resulting in improvements is 

an aspect of the PLC that cannot be overlooked (Sparks, 2002). In order to focus on 

learning, student attainment of knowledge and skills must be consistently considered and 

examined. A reflective cycle must be initiated that allows that “every teacher team 

participates in an ongoing process of identifying the current level of student achievement, 

to establish a goal to improve the current level, working collaboratively to achieve that 

goal, and providing evidence of progress” (DuFour, 2004b, p. 10). 

 Focusing on results requires careful monitoring of all students. Data are an 

integral part of how PLCs do business and must become an integral part of the school 

culture (Assessment Reform Group, 1999). Without the process of turning data into 

information that is needed to support learning, a foundational component of the PLC is 

missing (Data Driven Decision Making, 2004). It is only with the inclusion of data that 

the actions and activities of a PLC are focused on learning and improved student 
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achievement (Little, Gearhart, Curry, & Kafka, 2003). 

 According to one study on literacy and numeracy, “Highly effective PLCs 

understand the critical importance of different types of assessment data” (Ontario - The 

Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat, 2007, p. 2). PLCs monitor student development and 

success through the use of effective common and formative assessments. Decisions are 

made based on assessment practices that include observation, review of student work, and 

the results of the data (Kirk & Jones, 2004; SEDL, 2010). 

5.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Supportive 

Conditions - Relationships of PLC? 

H5.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Supportive Conditions – Relationships of PLC. 

 As stated in Chapter 4, an independent sample t-test was administered to test for 

statistical significant differences of mean scores of the PLCA-R survey for administrators 

and teachers for perceived supportive conditions and relationships of PLC.  The results, t-

test M = .18 t (134) = .93, failed to reject the null hypothesis at the p < .05 level of 

significance. 

 The second supportive condition is supportive relationships. The development of 

relationships take time, especially when working with a new staff or when leadership 

changes.  In order for the development of relationships to form, there must be respect, 

trust, and established norms of inquiry. The relationships among administrators, teachers, 

and students must be positive and nurturing. 

6.  Is there a difference between teacher and principal perceived Supportive 

Conditions – Structures of PLC?  
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H6.  There is no significant difference between teacher and principal perceived 

Supportive Conditions – Structures of PLC. 

  As stated in Chapter 4, an independent sample t-test was administered to test for 

statistical significant differences of mean scores of the PLCA-R survey for administrators 

and teachers resulting in a statistical significant difference for Supportive Conditions – 

Structures of PLC.  Specifically, the Independent sample t-test, M  = .38 t (134) = 2.46, p 

= .021, rejected the null hypothesis at the p < .05 level of significance. 

 Schools must have supportive conditions in order to enable change. School size, 

how close staff members are to the colleges they collaborate with the most, needed 

supplies and resources, and time built in to have collegial conversation are all part of the 

supportive structure that allows a PLC to be sustained.  Supportive conditions viewed by 

Hord (1997) also require structural conditions as well as collegial relationships.  As 

schools are supported structurally allowing the ease of PLCs to be established, positive 

cultural changes in the way schools operate begin to become common and natural.  

Concerning successful PLC implementation, progress is often slow due to the existing 

school structures, however the development of the purposeful PLCs must become the 

goal of the improvement process (Fullan, 1997). 

7.  What is the relationship of teacher and administrator perceptions regarding 

Shared and Supportive Leadership, Shared Values and Vision, Collective 

Learning and Application, Shared Personal Practice, Supportive Conditions – 

Relationships, Supportive Conditions – Structures?  

H7.  The overall relationship of teacher and administrator perceptions, Shared and 

Supportive Leadership, Shared Values and Vision, Collective Learning and 
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Application, Shared Personal Practice, Supportive Conditions – Relationships, 

Supportive Conditions – Structures will not show significant differences.  

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare the mean scores of the 

PLCA-R survey for elementary, middle, and high schools.  Mean differences were found 

between groups (principals, elementary, middle, and high school teachers) for Shared and 

Supportive Leadership, Shared Values and Vision, and Supportive Conditions – 

Structures. Post hoc results based on the Bonferonni adjustment revealed that for Shared 

and Supportive Leadership, principals, on average, scored higher than high school 

teachers (M  = .52, p  = .05) but no other mean differences were found.  

Post hoc results based on the Bonferonni adjustment revealed that for Shared 

Values and Vision, principals, on average, scored higher than middle school teachers (M  

= .43, p = .05) but no other mean differences were found. Post hoc results based on the 

Bonferonni adjustment revealed that for Supportive Conditions – Structures, principals, 

on average, scored higher than high school teachers (M  = .52, p = .0013) but no other 

mean differences were found. 

Implications of the Findings 

 One implication is perceived sustainability is promoted through the use of PLCs.  

The research supported evidence provided by the participants.  The findings elicited from 

the study were supported by the most current research (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005).  

To promote reform that matters, a positive impact on student learning is imperative.  

Educational leaders must be realistic and begin the process of implementing changes that 

will support continuous growth of the staff.  This research makes a contribution to 

understanding the perceptions and sustainability of PLCs at the level of principles, 
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administrators, and teachers.  

 As perceptions and sustainability are examined, it is important to look at the entire 

process of the systematic approaches to change.  We must learn what it means to work 

together in the face of time constraints and differences in understandings and interests 

relative to our content (professional development through PLCs). Lack of time and the 

lack of awareness of the systemic forces that impact change are critical issues in teacher 

development (Fullan, 1999; Fullan & Miles, 1992).  Time restraints and lack of 

awareness can be significant issues for professional developers as well. Teachers 

understand collaborative inquiry involves risk-taking.  To avoid awkward situations, 

norms are deliberately established to facilitate safe structures for engaging in this risky, 

transformative growth.  The use of data grounded in inquiry in the content of the work 

along with protocols help deal with apprehensions and constraints, creating space for all 

members to participate.  

 PLCs provide the foundation for professional development.  The data in this study 

revealed the perceptions the administrators and teachers had who responded to the 

PLCA-R survey.  Their perceptions were that PLCs support collaboration, peer support, 

meaningful/relevant learning, and empowerment, and promote change within the district. 

Limitations and Delimitations 

 The PLC study was limited to 1 year.  As a result of the time constraint, the data 

collected can only be applied to the specific population from which the data was 

collected.  The researcher’s beliefs prior to the study were, due to being a staff member, 

teachers may not provide the needed information to provide answers to all of the research 

questions.   
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 This proved to be a possible reason for the low rate of response to the PLCA-R 

survey.  The researcher also attributed the low rate of response to “survey fatigue” within 

the district.  Within the district, teachers had been surveyed on numerous occasions using 

the online format. Some of the surveys were presented to the staff in written form prior to 

the implementation of the PLCA-R assessment survey.  Surveys were placed in teachers 

boxes.  Teachers were often asked to confirm their completion of a survey by signing a 

“survey-completed sheet” in the main office of their school or by emailing to confirm 

their responses were submitted.  Several of the surveys teachers were asked to complete 

occurred during the same month and week the researcher asked participants in the district 

to consent to participate the PLCA-R assessment survey.  Teachers submitted concerns 

via email and asked questions about the survey: 1) “Is this a district mandated survey?” 

2) “Who asked you to conduct this survey?” 3) “How anonymous is this survey?” and 4) 

“I have completed five surveys this month; I choose not to participate.” 

 As new teachers matriculate into the district, their first year of employment is 

spent learning the culture of the school and how to manage their classrooms.  The 

participation and understanding of the PLC will take time and active participation.  It is 

imperative that both new and experienced teachers encourage each other.  The 

sustainability of the PLC relies on the constant and strategic collaboration across the 

content/core subject areas as well as collaboration and planning within the teams of 

teachers. 

 Concerning delimitations, the researcher neither assumed nor used the collected 

data to assume that all PLCs function in the same manner.  PLCs are implemented based 

upon the needs of the students and the mission and goal of each school.   
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 The researcher did not have control over the authenticity of the responses 

provided.  Due to the survey being anonymous, there was no way to verify the responses 

of the participants.  Principals and teachers were not mandated to participate in the 

PLCA-R assessment survey.  Their participation was strictly voluntary.  The number of 

participants in the survey was 139 (N = 139). 

 The perception of structures and communication at the district schools was 

limited by the responses the principals or teachers were willing to disclose in the survey.  

Teachers may not have revealed their true perceptions in the survey for several reasons. 

The researcher provides the following possibilities for the lack of disclosure:  1) fear of 

retaliation, 2) the perceptions of the group who responded to the PLCA-R does not 

represent the district population, and 3) the survey was not important to the participant.  

 The utility of the results from the study varied based upon the responses provided 

in the survey.  The researcher was relying upon the response of the participants to reveal 

the answers to the research questions.  Without the needed responses, the questions went 

unanswered.  In order to present a more robust study, the researcher could seek 

permission to conduct the survey for the district in the future, requesting the district 

mandate participation.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Recommendations for future researchers to consider are research studies that 

analyze the development of administrators and teachers.  The principals and assistant 

principals are not the only sources of leadership in schools.  It may be beneficial to 

include the instructional coaches who guide each core area of learning. 

 This study could be replicated with schools from different geographic regions to 
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increase a broader perspective about PLCs and the perception of sustainability.  

Mandating participation on the district level of all principals, administrators, instructional 

coaches, and teachers from the schools would improve the broader perspective and 

validity of the findings, as well as offer more evidence for the best model of school 

leadership to build strong, sustainable PLCs.  

 Additional studies might elicit additional qualitative questions and methods to 

describe in-depth issues that may not have been addressed in the study about school 

leadership from all sources and how each source affects the school’s professional culture. 

The results of this study affirm principals and teachers in the district employee the use of 

PLCs.  The participants who responded indicate clarity, focus, culture, and results have a 

significant impact on the perceptions and sustainability of the PLC.     

Summary  

 PLCs are just one of many educational models employed to improve the success 

of adult and student learners.  The guiding force and success of PLCs rely on the 

leadership employed at the district and school level.  Teachers, who have a positive 

perception of leadership, participate in the PLCs, collaborate with their peers, and 

understand set goals are more likely to be effective educators.   
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Professional Learning Communities Assessment – Revised Directions:  
This questionnaire assesses your perceptions about your principal, staff, and stakeholders 

based on the dimensions of a professional learning community (PLC) and related attributes. 

This questionnaire contains a number of statements about practices which occur in some 

schools. Read each statement and then use the scale below to select the scale point that best 

reflects your personal degree of agreement with the statement. Shade the appropriate oval 

provided to the right of each statement. Be certain to select only one response for each 

statement. Comments after each dimension section are optional.  

 

Key Terms:  
Principal = Principal, not Associate or Assistant Principal  

Staff/Staff Members = All adult staff directly associated with curriculum, instruction, and 

assessment of students  

Stakeholders = Parents and community members  

 

Demographic questions for Principals & Assistant Principals 

How many years have you 

served as a Principal / Assistant 

Principal? 

Options: 1. 0-5; 2. 6-10; 3. 11-15; 4. 16-20 select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How many years have you 

served in your current position? 

Options: 1. 0-5; 2. 6-10; 3. 11-15; 4. 16-20 select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How many years have you work 

in the Moore County School 

district? 

Options: 1. 0-5; 2. 6-10; 3. 11-15; 4. 16-20 select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

What is your highest level of 

education? 

Options: 1. Bachelors Degree; 2. Masters 

Degree; 3. Ed.D; 4. Ph.D. 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

What grade levels are you 

responsible for? 

Options: 1. Pre-K-5; 2. 6-8; 3. 9-12; 4. 

Alternative school 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How often do you attend the 

grade level PLC meetings? 

Options: 1. Once a week; 2. Twice a week; 

3. Three times a week; 4. Four times a week 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How effective are the PLCs at 

your school? 

Options: 1. Very effective; 2. Effective; 3. 

Not Sure; 4. Very little effectiveness; 5. Not 

effective 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How well do you think your staff 

understands PLCs? 

Options: 1. Very well; 2. Some 

understanding; 3. Not sure; 4. Very little 

understanding; 5. Not at all 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

 

Open-text question:  Describe the purpose and function of the PLC at your school? 

  

Demographic questions for elementary, middle and high school teachers 
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How many years of 

teaching experience do 

you have? 

Options: 1. 0-5; 2. 6-10; 3. 11-15; 4. 16-20 select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How many years have 

you taught in the 

district? 

Options: 1. 0-5; 2. 6-10; 3. 11-15; 4. 16-20 select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

What is your level of 

education? 

Options: 1.Bachelors Degree; 2. Masters Degree; 3. 

Ed.D.; 4. Ph.D.; Other 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

What subject do you 

teach? 

Options: 1. Art; 2. Band; 3. Chorus; 4. Exceptional 

Children; 5. Language Arts; 6. Math; 7. Orchestra; 8. 

Physical Education/Health; 9. Science; 10. Social 

Studies; 11. Speech & Debate; Other 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How many years have 

you taught in your 

current position? 

Options: 1. 0-5; 2. 6-10; 3. 11-15; 4. 16-20 select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How many years have 

you participated in PLC 

activities? 

Options: 1. 0-5; 2. 6-10; 3. 11-15; 4. 16-20 select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

Which PLC do you 

participate in the most? 

Options: 1. Grade level; 2. Content/Core area; 3. Both 

(Grade level and Content/Core); 4. I do not participate 

in PLC meetings 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

Rate your 

understanding of PLCs 

Options: 1. I understand PLCs very well.; 2. I 

understand PLCs; 3. I do not understand PLCs; 4. I have 

never heard of PLCs 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

How well do you think 

your administrative 

team understands 

PLCs? 

Options: 1. The administrative team understands PLCs 

very well; 2. The administrative team understand PLCs.; 

3. The administrative team does not understand PLCs; 

4. The administrative team does not talk about PLCs. 

select one 

(pull-down 

menu) 

 

Open-text question:  Describe the purpose and function of the PLC at your school? 

  



 

 

106 

 

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 Staff members are consistently involved in 
discussing and making decisions about most school 
issues.  

0 0 0 0 

2 The principal incorporates advice from staff 
members to make decisions.  

0 0 0 0 

3 Staff members have accessibility to key information.  0 0 0 0 

4 The principal is proactive and addresses areas 
where support is needed.  

0 0 0 0 

5 Opportunities are provided for staff members to 
initiate change.  

0 0 0 0 

6 The principal shares responsibility and rewards for 
innovative actions.  

0 0 0 0 

7 The principal participates democratically with staff 
sharing power and authority.  

0 0 0 0 

8 Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff 
members.  

0 0 0 0 

9 Decision-making takes place through committees 
and communication across grade and subject areas.  

0 0 0 0 

10 Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and 
accountability for student learning without evidence 
of imposed power and authority.  

0 0 0 0 

11 Staff members use multiple sources of data to make 
decisions about teaching and learning.  

0 0 0 0 

Comments: 
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Statements Scale 

Shared Values and Vision SD D A SA 

12 A collaborative process exists for developing a 
shared sense of values among staff.  

0 0 0 0 

13 Shared values support norms of behavior that guide 
decisions about teaching and learning.  

0 0 0 0 

14 Staff members share visions for school 
improvement that have an undeviating focus on 
student learning.  

0 0 0 0 

15 Decisions are made in alignment with the school’s 
values and vision.  

0 0 0 0 

16 A collaborative process exists for developing a 
shared vision among staff.  

0 0 0 0 

17 School goals focus on student learning beyond test 
scores and grades.  

0 0 0 0 

18 Policies and programs are aligned to the school’s 
vision.  

0 0 0 0 

19 Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high 
expectations that serve to increase student 
achievement.  

0 0 0 0 

20 Data are used to prioritize actions to reach a shared 
vision.  

0 0 0 0 

Comments: 

 

 

Statements Scale 

Collective Learning and Application SD D A SA 

21 Staff members work together to seek knowledge, 
skills and strategies and apply this new learning to 
their work.  

0 0 0 0 

22 Collegial relationships exist among staff members 
that reflect commitment to school improvement 
efforts.  

0 0 0 0 

23 Staff members plan and work together to search for 
solutions to address diverse student needs.  

0 0 0 0 

24 A variety of opportunities and structures exist for 
collective learning through open dialogue.  

0 0 0 0 

25 Staff members engage in dialogue that reflects a 
respect for diverse ideas that lead to continued 
inquiry.  

0 0 0 0 

26 Professional development focuses on teaching and 
learning.  

0 0 0 0 
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27 School staff members and stakeholders learn 
together and apply new knowledge to solve 
problems.  

0 0 0 0 

28 School staff members are committed to programs 
that enhance learning.  

0 0 0 0 

29 Staff members collaboratively analyze multiple 
sources of data to assess the effectiveness of 
instructional practices.  

0 0 0 0 

30 Staff members collaboratively analyze student work 
to improve teaching and learning.  

0 0 0 0 

Comments: 

 

 

Statements Scale 

Shared Personal Practice SD D A SA 

31 Opportunities exist for staff members to observe 
peers and offer encouragement.  

0 0 0 0 

32 Staff members provide feedback to peers related to 
instructional practices.  

0 0 0 0 

33 Staff members informally share ideas and 
suggestions for improving student learning.  

0 0 0 0 

34 Staff members collaboratively review student work 
to share and improve instructional practices.  

0 0 0 0 

35 Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring.  0 0 0 0 

36 Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply 
learning and share the results of their practices.  

0 0 0 0 

37 Staff members regularly share student work to guide 
overall school improvement.  

0 0 0 0 

Comments: 

 

 

Statements Scale 

Supportive Conditions - Relationships SD D A SA 

38 Caring relationships exist among staff and students 
that are built on trust and respect.  

0 0 0 0 

39 A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks.  0 0 0 0 

40 Outstanding achievement is recognized and 
celebrated regularly in our school.  

0 0 0 0 

41 School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained 
and unified effort to embed change into the culture 

0 0 0 0 
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of the school.  

42 Relationships among staff members support honest 
and respectful examination of data to enhance 
teaching and learning.  

0 0 0 0 

Comments: 

 

 

Statements Scale 

Supportive Conditions - Structures SD D A SA 

43 Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work.  0 0 0 0 

44 The school schedule promotes collective learning 
and shared practice.  

0 0 0 0 

45 Fiscal resources are available for professional 
development.  

0 0 0 0 

46 Appropriate technology and instructional materials 
are available to staff.  

0 0 0 0 

47 Resource people provide expertise and support for 
continuous learning.  

0 0 0 0 

48 The school facility is clean, attractive and inviting.  0 0 0 0 

49 The proximity of grade level and department 
personnel allows for ease in collaborating with 
colleagues.  

0 0 0 0 

50 Communication systems promote a flow of 
information among staff members.  

0 0 0 0 

51 Communication systems promote a flow of 
information across the entire school community 
including: central office personnel, parents, and 
community members.  

0 0 0 0 

52 Data are organized and made available to provide 
easy access to staff members.  

0 0 0 0 

Comments: 

 

 
 © Copyright 2010  

Source: Olivier, D. F., Hipp, K. K., & Huffman, J. B. (2010). Assessing and 

analyzing schools. In K. K. Hipp & J. B. Huffman (Eds.). Demystifying    

professional  learning communities: School leadership at its Best. Lanham, MD: 

Rowman &   Littlefield. 
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Professional Learning Community Assessment – Revised 

       Request Form 
CONTACT INFORMATION: 
 

First Name:  Mildred    
Last Name:  Bankhead-Smith 
E-mail:  XXXX  
Mailing Address:   XXXX 
City:  West End   
State: NC 
Zip:  XXXX 
Country: United States 
Tel: XXXX 
Fax:  
Job Title:  Middle Grades Science Teacher 
Organization: XXXX County Schools 
University (if applicable): Gardner Webb University at Charlotte NC 
 

Send form to:   Dr. Dianne F. Olivier, XXXX  
  or email to XXXX  
  
DESCRIPTION OF REQUESTED MATERIAL: 
 

Title = PLC Assessment-Revised 
Source = Demystifying PLCs: School Leadership at Its Best 
Pages = 32-35 
Authors = Olivier D. F., Hipp, K. K., & Huffman, J. B. 
Pub Date = 2010 
PROPOSED USE: 
The use of the survey instrument will be used to collect data to study the practices of 
core principles and characteristics of PLCs, in schools to determine their potential 
sustainability of the PLC model relative to future use. 
TIME FRAME: 
 Until the dissertation is complete  
Signature of Requester:  (not required if form is emailed; just type name) 
 

Mildred T. Bankhead – Smith                                         November 20, 2011                        
                   (Date) 
Approval by:      
 
________________________________________ _________________ 
 Dianne F. Olivier, Ph. D.              (Date) 
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February 1, 2012 

To: 

 

Mike Griffin        Drew Maerz  

Chief Finance Officer / Interim Superintendent   Educational Data Director 
 
From: 

Mildred T. Bankhead-Smith 

Graduate Student / Gardner-Webb University 

Science Teacher 

  

I am requesting your permission to survey the district using an online survey format.  The 

dissertation study will seek to determine the perceptions of teachers and administrators 

about the sustainability of Professional Learning communities throughout the district.  If 

permission is granted, the participants will be provided the following consent form at the 

beginning of the PLCA-R online survey. 

Informed Consent Form for an Online Survey 

 

An Examination of the Perceptions Leading to the Sustainability of Professional 

Learning Communities in a Rural School District  

Informed Consent Form 

 

Purpose of the Study: 
 

This study in the field of Curriculum and Instruction is being conducted by Mildred T. 

Bankhead-Smith a graduate student at Gardner-Webb University- Charlotte NC and a 

Moore County educator. The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of the 

district teachers and administrators concerning the sustainability of Professional Learning 

Communities.  

 

What will be done? 

Participants will complete an online survey, which will take 15-20 minutes to complete. 

The specific online survey instrument is the Professional Learning Community 

Assessment - Revised (PLCA-R) http://www.sedl.org/pubs/catalog/items/plc01.html. The 

survey includes questions based on the dimensions of professional learning communities 

and related attributes. The questions will address the following: 1. Shared and Supportive 

Leadership 2.  Shared Values and Vision 3.  Collective Learning and Applications 4. 

Shared Personal Practice.  5. Supportive Conditions – Relationships and  6. Supportive 

Conditions – Structures.  The survey contains questions about practices which occur in 

schools.  Participants will be asked to answer the questions using a 1-4 likert scale. The 
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online survey will also will ask for some demographic information (e.g., Grade level 

taught, subject, years of experience, education level, understanding of PLC’s).  

 

Benefits of this Study: 

 

Participants will be contributing to knowledge about Professional Learning Communities 

and how they are working in the district. The significance of the study will provide 

insight about how effective the districts use of DuFour’s Professional Learning 

Community model is working for the district and the schools within the district.  This 

study will provide insight of an actual ongoing school district professional development 

and improvement initiatives.  The success of the study will affect all stakeholders 

involved.   The district will be able to consider long-term strategic sustainable change as 

a result of this study.  Finally this study will provide significance for the district because 

it will provide a model for the future, as well as research based-change initiatives that 

could be considered and implemented. The research review and data analysis will provide 

the district a sustainability guide for professional learning communities.                      

 

Risks: 
 

No risks or discomforts are anticipated from taking part in this study. If you feel 

uncomfortable with any question, you can skip that question or withdraw from the study 

altogether. If you decide to quit at any time before you have finished the questionnaire, 

your answers will NOT be recorded. 

 

Confidentiality: 

 

Your responses will be kept completely confidential.   
 

IP addresses will NOT be captured participants respond to the online survey. Participants 

will be asked to include a name and an e-mail address ONLY if the participant has a 

question(s) that the researcher is asked to respond too.   Names and email addresses will 

not be stored with data from any survey or included as part of the data collected to 

conduct this study.  Instead, participants will be assigned a participant number, and only 

the participant number will appear with survey responses.  Only the researchers will see 

individual survey responses and the results of the content analysis. The list of e-mail of 

participants will be stored electronically in a password-protected folder, until the research 

is completed.  Once all data is collected the email addresses will be deleted.  At the end 

of the research only the written analysis will be shared with the district for review. 

 

Decision to quit at any time: 

 

Participation is voluntary; participants are free to withdraw from this study at anytime. If 

participants do not want to continue, participants can simply leave the website. If 
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participants do not click on the "submit" button at the end of the survey, answers and 

participation will not be recorded.  

 

How the findings will be used: 

 

The results of the study will be used for scholarly purposes only. The results from the 

study will be presented in educational settings.   The results will be initially published at 

Gardner-Webb University. 

 

By beginning the survey, you acknowledge that you have read this information and agree 

to participate in this research/online survey, with the knowledge that you are free to 

withdraw your participation at any time without penalty. 

 

Contact information: 

 

If you have concerns or questions about this study, please contact: 

 

Mildred T. Bankhead-Smith - Researcher 

 

Dr. Ronald Nanney - Dissertation Research Committee chairperson 

Gardner – Webb University  

 

Thanks for your Consideration, 

 

Mildred T. Bankhead-Smith 

Doctoral Candidate 

Gardner Webb-University 
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Appendix F 

District Research Committee Approval to Survey the School District 
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From: Maerz Drew 

Sent: Thu 3/8/2012 11:33 PM 

To: Bankhead-Smith Mildred 

Subject: Fwd: Research Approval 

You are approved to conduct your research. 

Sent from The iPad of 

Drew R. Maerz, Director  
Educational Data, Assessment & Research 
Instructional Design and Innovation Team 
Moore County Schools 
 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Spence Aaron" <aspence@ncmcs.org> 

Date: March 8, 2012 10:40:46 PM EST 

To: "Maerz Drew" <dmaerz@ncmcs.org> 

Subject: Re: Research Approval 

Approved.  Thank you.  

Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 8, 2012, at 2:01 PM, "Maerz Drew" <dmaerz@ncmcs.org> wrote: 

Dr. Spence, 

The Research Review team has reviewed the request from Mildred Bankhead-Smith to conduct 
a survey of our teachers on their perceptions of PLCs.  We only need your permission to allow 
her to conduct her study.  IF this meets your approval, I will contact Mildred and let her know. 

Sincerely, 

Drew R. Maerz, Ed.D. 

Director of Educational Data, Assessment, & Research 
Department of Instructional Design and Innovation 
Moore County Schools 
 “Education is the key to unlock the golden door of freedom.”- George Washington Carver 

 DISCLAIMER OF CONFIDENTIALITY: All email correspondence to and from this address is subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law, 

which may result in monitoring and disclosure to third parties, including law enforcement.  

 

 


