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Abstract

The Relationship of Teachers’ Perceptions of Collective Efficacy andpRiemns of
Professional Learning Communities. Robertson, Danielle Shaw, 2011: Oisserta
Gardner-Webb University, Professional Learning Communities/Collective
Efficacy/Organizational Learning/Reform/Dimensions of a PlddfSes of Efficacy

The dissertation was designed to describe the relationship of collectiiertefftcacy to
the phases of professional learning communities (PLC) in a rural schoaltdrsthe
southern piedmont region of North Carolina. Limited research exists in the area of
collective teacher efficacy and its relationship to professional leacoimgnunities,
especially related to the phases of development conceptualized by Huffchklipa
(2003) in their Professional Learning Community Organizer (PLCO).

The researcher gathered baseline data regarding the teachenstipescef their schools
functioning as professional learning communities from the North Carolireh@ea
Working Conditions Survey given in the spring of 2010. The Professional Learning
Community Assessment (PLCA) and Collective Teacher Efficacyuim&nt (CTE) were
administered in the fall to 26 schools within the district. Using this information, the
researcher conducted statistical analyses to determine the relatidretianpsn
professional learning communities and collective teacher efficacy anelatienships
between the specific phases of development (initiation, implementation, and
institutionalization) of a PLC and collective teacher efficacy.

Educators are seeking to improve student learning by means of internal refoety, aam
professional learning community. According to the results of this study, the five
dimensions of the PLC have been shown to have some positive, significant relationships
with CTE especially at the elementary level. The educators within thiedsttould

seek to continue developing their PLCs at every level to build collective tediiterye

and to sustain a culture conducive to continued reform.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Natur e of the Problem

Public schools in the United States have been in the process of serious reform
efforts for the past several decades. As far back as the Great$fi@aprédse question
was being asked, is the educational utopia in sight? W. W. Carpenter was the voice
behind that particular question, and he believed the answer was yes becausamsmer
were approaching with steady progress the goal of giving every child aspapje
education (Tyack & Cuban, 1995).

In 1957, with the launching of Sputnik, public education was cited as a failure
since the United States had fallen behind Russia in the race to space. Mtnay fbt
educational system haiimbed dowthe curriculum (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). In April
1983,A Nation at Risknade its debut capturing national headlines. In this report from
the National Commission on Excellence, the commission argued that nationdly/secur
was in peril because of substandard education in American schools (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). A new wave of educational reform
movements, known collectively as the Excellence Movement, was initiated into publ
school systems. “The Excellence Movement offered a consistent directiofofan.re
But it was not a new direction. Schools simply needed to do MORE” (DuFour & Eaker,
1998, p. 3). This movement intensified existing practices, but did not offer any new ideas
for reform. As with previous reforms that attempted to mandate improvement wyh a t
down approach, these ideals soon failed and no significant progress was evident (DuFour
& Eaker, 1998).

Hence, the formation of a new effort known as the Restructuring Movement was

established. This movement’'s emphasis was on site-based reform, and the hib¢ was



administrators and teachers would work collaboratively to make effectivaatecthat
would address the needs of schools and students (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). This gave
local educators greater authority to initiate changes and follow their ownqugcklg

ideas for internal reform. Unfortunately these ideals have not been dealmke

educators typically elected to focus on marginal changes instead of ceo$su
teaching and learning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).

The most recent national mandate known as the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB) of 2001 (Public Law 107-110) has brought reform to the forefront of America’s
consciousness once again. Dufour and Eaker, in 1998, proposed that organizations must
be transformed to reflect professional learning communities (PL©@syler for true
reform to occur since school-based reform has been widespread and varied in form.
Schools that are successful with reform efforts extend their labors towé&dohtyai
school culture that supports teacher development through collaborative adutigearni
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003).

Professional L earning Communities

This educational phenomenon known as professional learning communities is
currently making significant progress in the area of school reform. Theptefessional
learning communitiesvas introduced by Richard DuFour, and the emphasis of the
concept was placed on community (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). DuFour reasoned that “the
term ‘organization’ suggests a partnership enhanced by efficiency, expgdad
mutual interests, ‘community’ places greater emphasis on relationdhgpsdsdeals,
and a strong culture—all factors that are critical to school improvenmig@aFdur &

Eaker, 1998, p. 15). Since the implementation of this reform, widespread enthusiasm has

been generated among educators in school systems across the nation (HFaker, &



Dufour, 2002). It is evident that schools with professional learning community
characteristics offer high-quality learning environments for teackdrich provide
greater learning opportunities for students (Roberts & Pruitt, 2003). Threethejoes
of a PLC are evident in the policies, programs, and practices of a schootiot. ddte
themes are identified by Eaker et al. (2002) as, “(1) a solid foundation aaysist
collaboratively developed and widely shared mission, vision, values, and goals; (2)
collaborative teams that work interdependently to achieve common goals; arfidd33 a
on results as evidenced by a commitment to continuous improvement” (p. 3).

The implementation of a PLC is unique to each school and school district. Since
each school must address key questions that will provide the foundation of their
professional learning community, there are no formal models to follow. Theratsff
come together to collectively articulate the shared mission, vision, vahgegpals that
are the essential building blocks for all decisions driving the success df@h@RBker et
al., 2002). The establishment of this foundation is essential if the community is to
survive and thrive within the school.

Phases of | mplementation

Huffman and Hipp (2003) cited three main phases of development for
establishing a professional learning community: initiation, implememntaaind
institutionalization. The five dimensions of the PLC (shared and supportive leigders
shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared persone practi
and supportive conditions) are embedded within the phases of development. For the
purpose of this study, all stages of the process were investigated. Et®mphase
begins when a strong leader advocates a shared vision (an initiative for chaddleg, a

staff begins to share dialogue and knowledge as well as a commitment to thi effor



achieve their goals (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). The next phase, known as the
implementation phase, begins when the principal encourages the staff to set high
expectations for meeting their goals and provides them with time and resoecessary

to accomplish the tasks (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). The optimal stage of development in a
PLC is the institutionalization phase where change initiative becomes erdbetidthe
culture of the school (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).

Each stage of development is used as an organizer to report the progression from
one phase to another which reflects the growth in schools seeking to become PLCs
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003). The PLCO in Appendix A shows the indicators of progression
for each stage of development in the PLC. There is an emphasis on nurturing lpadershi
among staff, collaboration by sharing information and dialogue, and buildingvitbst
the organization in the initiation phase. The next phase, known as the implementation
phase, requires a focus on sharing power and authority, students and high expectations,
collaboration and problem solving, outcomes, trust, and respect. Finally, in the
institutionalization phase all members of the staff accept that chaegeripresent and
that their collective efforts produce the desired results of reform withisctieeol
structure. The transformation of any organization requires building trust and
collaboration among the members, and it requires a substantial provision of time
dedicated to the entire process. The challenge lies in creating a comaifunity
commitment—a professional learning community (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).

Collective Teacher Efficacy
Perceived collective efficacy is defined by Bandura (1997) as “a groupéxisha
belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute the courses of acjiored to

produce given levels of attainments” (p. 477). Goddard (2001) stated, “For schools,



collective efficacy refers to the perceptions of teachers in a school ¢harctiity as a
whole can execute the courses of action necessary to have positive efféatients’s
(p. 467). In order for teachers to fully comprehend the power of collectivecsffitey
must be equipped with the firm belief that they can produce valued effectstby thei
collective action (Bandura, 1997). Perceived collective efficacy is much morétdha
sum of the members’ perceived personal efficacies. Studies of perceivetiveolle
efficacy demonstrate that it exists as a group attribute and can predistdégroup
performance (Bandura, 1997). Schools are well suited for studying the impact of
perceived collective efficacy on their organizational accomplishments Siace are
multiple schools within a district that pursue the same mission and are dss#kdbe
same measurement for student achievement (Bandura, 1997).
District Characteristics

The school district chosen for conducting this research is located in the southern
piedmont region of North Carolina. An average of 15,000 students are served based on
the 2008-2009 North Carolina School Report Card with an average of 427 students at
each elementary school, 811 students at each middle school, and 964 students at each
high school. The configuration of schools throughout the county is sectioned into four
zones consisting of 16 elementary schools which vary in grades served from K-3, K-4,
and K-5; two intermediate schools serving Grades 4-5 and 5-6; four middle schools
serving Grades 6-8; four high schools serving Grades 9-12; one early cofjegehool
serving Grades 9-12; one alternative school serving Grades 6-12; and onespoks
school serving students with special needs. Currently there are plans to moédage a
intermediate school by reconfiguring two elementary schools after thewditst of a

new middle school is complete. For the purpose of this study, the focus of thelresearc



was conducted in elementary, middle, and high schools which are currently engaged in
the process of promoting PLCs.

The district’'s superintendent granted permission for the study to be completed
Recognizing that the schools within the district are so diverse and are @rdifftages
of the implementation process of a professional learning community, tleeateseuld
give validity to the process.

Baseline data were collected from the North Carolina Teacher Working
Conditions (NCTWC) Survey results. This instrument is electronically ptegeo all
certified teachers every 2 years. The survey is based on a 5-point L#tert sc
guestionnaire with possible responses of strongly disagree, disagree, disdbeze or
agree, agree, and strongly agree. The questions are asked according towiregfoll
domains: time, facilities and resources, decision making, leadership, andipnafess
development. The 2008 and 2010 surveys were used to establish the perceptions of the
teachers within the district based on the five dimensions of a professionaldearnin
community.

Statement of Problem

School systems are constantly seeking to improve the quality of theirreacie
the quality of their schools. The connections between school improvement and PLCs are
becoming more evident, and schools operating as learning communities haveasignific
potential for a positive impact on student learning (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). A previous
study found that collective teacher efficacy, the perceptions of teachesshioal that
the efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on studehissed on
Bandura’s social cognitive theory, a unified theory of behavior change (Goddads.Ho

Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). Since both PLCs and collective teacher efficacy have been found



to have the potential to create a positive impact on school improvement, further study
needs to be conducted to see if a relationship exists between the phasesaidLCs
collective teacher efficacy.

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study was to describe the relationship of collective teacher
efficacy to the phases of professional learning communities in a rurall sbiict.

This study concentrated on the 16 elementary schools which vary in gradeksfsarve
K-3, K-4, and K-5, two intermediate schools serving Grades 4-5 and 5-6, four middle
schools serving Grades 6-8, and four high schools serving Grades 9-12. In order to
measure the collective teacher efficacy, a survey instrumend tadleCollective Teacher
Efficacy (CTE) instrument developed by Goddard et al. (2000) was used. The
Professional Learning Community Assessment (PLCA) developed by HufinchHipp
(2003) was used to assess the perceptions about the school’s principal, staff, and
stakeholders based on the five dimensions of a professional learning community. The
stages of the process developed by Hill's (2008) research using the PLC#nerst

were used to identify the stages of process for this study. Those stadescuiged as
non-demonstration of PLC, 0-44%; initiation stage, 45-64%; implementation stage, 65-
84%; and institutionalization stage, 85-100%.

Hill (2008) collected raw data and established frequencies and agreeddisagr
percentages for each item within a subsection on the PLCA. The mean for each
subsection was calculated, and Hill (2008) determined that specific agceatpge
ranges would need to be established in order to analyze PLCA data for detg tmeni
phase of development. By doing so, the percentage of positive responses was evaluated

for each item in order to determine the phase of development. Afterwards,nteachi



subsection were analyzed as a whole to determine the overall phase of development.
Through comparing the percentage of positive staff responses, Hill (2008bieas a
determine the progress within the various dimensions of PLCs. Huffman and Hipp
(2003) noted that all items, except one, from the PLCA survey received a lmgh rat
after a group of 76 experts from the field rated the importance of each@embach’s
Alpha internal consistency reliability coefficients were computed, amd the five
factored subscales, the Alpha coefficients ranged from a low of .83 to a high of .93
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003). Therefore, the instrument yielded satisfactory internal
consistency reliability for the factored subscales.

Resear ch Questions

The intended contribution of this study was to provide significant resdwth t
described the relationships between collective teacher efficacy and sspyoét
learning community during the various stages of the process of developirt arhe
study also looked at those relationships at the elementary and secondary levels of the
school system to see if these relationships differ. The research was baised o
conceptual framework of the Professional Learning Community OrganizeiQPLC
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003). The research questions guiding the framework for the study
were as follows:

1. What is the relationship between the five dimensions of a professional
learning community, as measured by the PLCA, and collective teacluacgffas
measured by the CTE, at the elementary, middle, and high school levels?

2. How do the relationships between the degree of implementation and collective

teacher efficacy differ among the elementary, middle, and high school levels?



Definition of Terms

The following terms were used throughout the study and defined for consistent
understanding.

Professional lear ning community. In a professional learning community
educators create an environment that fosters mutual cooperation, emotional support, and
personal growth as they work together to achieve what they cannot accongiish al
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). For the purpose of this research, the five dimensions of the
PLC defined by Hord (1997) will be used as they apply to the school setting. The five
dimensions defining professional learning communities are 1) shared valuesiangd vi
2) collective learning and application, 3) supportive and shared leadership, 4) supportive
leadership conditions, and 5) shared personal practice. These dimensions are shared and
reinforced by Huffman and Hipp (2003) and DuFour and Eaker (1998) with the primary
focus on student learning.

Collective efficacy. Collective efficacy deals directly with the perceptions of
teachers in a school that the faculty as a whole can implement the courstesnof a
necessary to have positive effects on students and their achievement (Goddard, 2001)
Schools are well suited for studying the impact of perceived collecfica®f on their
organizational accomplishments since there are multiple schools withiniet dnstt
pursue the same mission and are assessed with the same measuremenhfor stude
achievement (Bandura, 1997).

Initiation phase. Fullan’s work from 1990, as cited in Huffman and Hipp (2003,

p. 23), defined the initiation phase where schools connect a change initiative to student
needs based on the school’s values and norms.

Implementation phase. The PLC is orchestrated by shared control, power, and
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responsibility, and the staff is committed to setting high expectations. *“Fdealbd
support related to instruction are evident, which leads to increased student outcomes”
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 23).

Institutionalization phase. This is the phase where “the change initiative
becomes embedded into the culture of the school,” and the schools are guided by the
shared vision and the staff is committed and accountable for student learningafi&ffm
Hipp, 2003, p. 24).
Summary

Our educational system has been through various types of reforms dating back t
the launching of Sputnik to the most current mandate known as the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB) of 2001. School-based reform has been widespread and varied in form.
Schools that are successful with reform efforts extend their labors towadthgual
school culture that supports teacher development through collaborative adutigearni
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003). Based on their research and study related to school reform and
schools as organizations, Dufour and Eaker, in 1998, proposed that organizations must be
transformed to reflect professional learning communities (PLCs) im todgue reform
to occur. The connections between school improvement and PLCs are becoming more
evident, and schools operating as learning communities have significant pdtergial
positive impact on student learning (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).

According to Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004), “collective efficacy redeirse
collective perception that teachers in a given school make an educatiomahdiféo
their students over and above the educational impact of their homes and communities” (p
189). Significant positive relationships were found in various studies (Brinson&Ste

2007; Goddard & Skria, 2006; Stajkovic, Lee, & Nyberg, 2009; Ware & Kitsantas, 2007)
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concerning collective efficacy and teacher commitment, group penf@angroup
commitment to its mission and the influence of the school’s social composition.
Research showing the relationship between collective teacher effinddhe five
dimensions of a professional learning community will be expounded upon in the
literature review found in Chapter 2.

Since research exists showing a positive relationship to collecticaaffand
some of the elements (supportive and shared leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and applications, supportive conditions, and shared personal yractice
guiding the foundation of a professional learning community, further researctdische
to determine if a relationship exists between collective efficacy andgsiohal learning
communities. This study examined the relationship of collective teachexogffiath
professional learning communities during the stages of the process tiiniaguschools

from one school district into professional learning communities.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Overview

The purpose of this research was to describe the relationship of collectiverteac
efficacy to the phases of professional learning communities in a rurall st$toct. The
study’s basis was dependent on two main theories, organizational learninggArgy
1992; Eaker et al., 2002; Hord, 2004; Senge, 1990) and motivation based on social
cognitive theory of self and collective efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Goddard, 2001). More
specifically, the study explored the connections between the five dimensitesRi{€
and the relationship(s) to collective efficacy within the elementary aiwhdary schools
in a rural school district.
School Reform

Since the second half of the™Qentury, our American educational system has
been under attack by increasing public concern. Due to this public scrutiny datkng b
to the 1950s, numerous attempts at educational reform have left their marks on the entire
educational system. Articles entitl€disis in EducationWhat Went Wrong with U.S.
SchoolsandWe Are Less Educated than Fifty Years ,Agoblished as early as 1957 and
1958, have a familiar theme just as the launching of Sputnik in 1957 did; all implied that
our schools had fallen behind in the arena of education (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). In the
early 1980s the ascendance of Japan as an economic power led to new waves of reform in
the United States known as the Excellence Movement (1983) and the Restructuring
Movement (1989) which were both created in response to the reporftietion at
Risk(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Of the two, the Restructuring Movement offered the most
promise since the power for making policies was given directly to the scmobfeathe

district. Huffman and Hipp (2003) stated, “the hope was that administrators anerseac
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could collaboratively make decisions to develop policies, procedures, and stritagies
would realistically address the needs of schools and students” (p. 3). In spiteof the
Utopian ideals, this hope has yet to be realized. The studies of the movements’ impa
have consistently found that the focus has been on marginal changes instead of the core
issues of teaching and learning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).
The threats and punishments that were mandated were supposed to produce
specific desired reforms, but these laws misunderstood teachers and whaspinds
them to perform at extraordinary levels (Bullough, 2007). “Reforms drivehsiryst
cannot endure, nor can they produce sustainable quality programs” (Bullough, 2007, p.
179). Tyack and Cuban (1995) stated the following in regards to creating bettesschool
Better schooling will result in the future—as it has in the past and does now—
chiefly from the steady, reflective efforts of the practitioners who wodchools
and from the contributions of the parents and citizens who support (while they
criticize) public education. (p. 135)
The research suggests that education could benefit substantially from effoatsstorm
impersonal organizations to places where participants share goals and punsunecs c
agenda of activities through collaborative work that involves a commitment oeer ti
(Leo & Cowan, 2000).
Organizational Learning
One theoretical option, organizational learning, stands above the rest in the realm
of educational reform for schools in the®@entury. This practice in the business
industry was the forerunner to professional learning communities. There leave be
dozens of efforts to implement organizational learning in businesses, nonprofit

organizations, government agencies, and schools, but the large fervent audience
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dedicated to the process was found among teachers, school administrators, gratents

community members who care about schools (Senge, 2000). According to Senge (1990),
learning organizations are where people continually expand their capacity to
create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns afjthinki

are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are

continually learning how to learn together. (p. 3)

Innovations in human behavior are led by disciplines, which are a body of theory
and technique that must be studied and mastered to be put into practice (Senge, 1990).
Each of the five disciplines—systems thinking, personal mastery, mental models
building shared vision, and team learning—provide a vital dimension in building
organizations that can trulgarn and continually enhance their capacity to realize their
highest aspirations (Senge, 1990).

Other educational researchers often cite Senge’s work when recognizing the
importance of building professional learning communities (DuFour & Eaker, 1998;
Fullan, 1993; Louis & Kruse, 1995; Sergiovanni, 1994). A variety of terms have been
used to describe how schools are organized in order to promote student learning
(Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstom, 2004). Sergiovanni (1990) used the terms
collegiality and community stating, “collegiality has to do with the mtxte which
teachers and principals share common work values, engage in specific conversations
about their work, and help each other engage in the work of the school” (p. 21).

The key theme throughout the history of organizations has been the collaborative
effort among those working within the organization. Such is true for the guiding
framework with a professional learning community. Schools have been erexbtwag

become these learning organizations and to transform their approaches to school
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improvement through collaboration, inquiry, and continuous improvement (Mason,
2003). The productiveness of the professional learning community depends upon the
collaborative effort of the teachers, staff, administrators, parents, anduroiynicaker
et al., 2002).
Professional L earning Communities
It is evident from past reforms—the Excellence Movement 1980s, a top-down
mandate for reform; the Restructuring Movement 1990s, site-based reform; arldNo C
Left Behind 2001, accountability measures—that change in America’s schaals is
insurmountable task. Lieberman and Miller (2008) noted the following abouthttbelsc
of the future:
It is clear to us that changes that schools need to embrace now and in the future
require invention, adaptation, and a new sense of community; they depend on
strategies for professional learning that are long-term and collalmratid they
necessitate enabling policies that are shaped by those constituencaes that
involved in the routines of schools and have an investment in their renewal. (p. 1)
Even though professional learning communities may be difficult to form, ttasameof
communities can lead to authentic changes in teaching practice and improved student
learning (Liberman & Miller, 2008).
Schools have continued in their efforts over the past several decades to improve
student achievement and stay competitive in an ever increasing global \Berige
(2000) stated that “the safest prediction is change; schools can no longer peepéee p
to fit in the world of twenty years ago, because that world will no longer egist0).
“Building a school that learns—or, more precisely, a learning classroamnigachool,

and learning community—represents an approach that galvanizes hope” (Senge, 2000, p.
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10). According to Eaker et al. (2002), “The most promising strategy for sufsstanti

school improvement is developing the capacity of school personnel to function as a
professional learning community” (p. 17). “Professional communities affer a

environment where new ideas and strategies emerge, take root, and develop’gihiberm

& Miller, 2008, p. 2). These communities can form within schools, across schools, and
within districts while others focus on a particular discipline, gradd,levevay of

thinking about teaching; still others include a heterogeneous mix of people from multiple
contexts and disciplines (Liberman & Miller, 2008). It is evident from thesaque

studies that in order for schools to prepare students to meet the demands and challenges
of what lay ahead, the organization of school as we know it must change.

The work of Senge (1990) is known by researchers for setting the foundation and
development of professional learning communities (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Hord, 2004;
Louis & Kruse, 1995; Sergiovanni, 1994). The conceptual framework for a PLC
described by Eaker et al. (2002) is grouped into “three major themes that are gvide
the policies, programs, and practices of the school or district” (p. 3). The thesri€s)

a solid foundation consisting of collaboratively developed and widely shared mission,
vision, values, and goals, (2) collaborative teams that work interdependently teeachie
common goals, (3) a focus on results as evidenced by a commitment to continuous
improvement” (Eaker et al., 2002, p. 3). Similar connections have been recorded in
previous studies (Eaker et al., 2002; Fullan, 1993; Glickman, 2002; King & Newmann,
2000; Murphy & Lick, 2001) that defined a professional learning community asghavin
set of common attributes (inquiry-based, focused on student learning, goalsutst re
oriented, collaborative, reflective, based on shared values and beliefs, and cdramitte

continuous improvement). Professional learning communities provide a fundamentally
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different and promising way for teachers to think about their practice and impere t
craft in support of student learning (Liberman & Miller, 2008). “No two professional
learning communities are the same; each is unique, generating its own path of
development and finding its own ways to build community identities and to learn from
other communities” (Liberman & Miller, 2008, p. 12).

Based on the research of the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
(SEDL) and Creating Communities of Continuous Inquiry and Improvement project
(CCCII), Hord (2004) characterized professional learning communitiesressting of
five major themes: supportive and shared leadership, shared values and visianecollec
learning and application, supportive conditions, and shared personal practice. Like the
gualities advocated by Senge (2000) and Eaker et al. (2002), the charastaridtied’s
(2004) professional learning community model are intertwined. The themessapby
Hord (2004) and conceptualized through the creation of the Professional Learning
Community Organizer (PLCO) by Huffman and Hipp (2003) were the foundation for this
study. This organizer set the boundaries for identifying the school’s phases of
development as it progressed toward becoming a professional learning coynmunit
Five Dimensions of Professional L earning Communities

The five dimensions of professional learning communities are not separate
entities, but must be intertwined because each dimension affects the othernetyaovar
ways (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). Hord (1997) defined a professional learning community
as “the professional staff learning together to direct efforts toward imgphiudent
learning,” which is the conceptual framework for the five dimensions of a Ru@ngan
& Hipp, 2003, p. 5). Table 1 gives a brief overview of each dimension described

thoroughly throughout this section.
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Table 1

Five Dimensions of a Professional Learning Community

Dimension Descriptor

Supportive and shared leadership Democracy is practiced by leadership
and staff through the sharing of power,
authority, and decision making.

Shared values and vision There is a shared vision among staff
regarding school improvement, and
this behavior guides decisions for
teaching and learning.

Collective learning and applications Staff works collaboratively to itjeatid
share new knowledge and skills in order to
improve learning.

Shared personal practice Staff is comfortable with observing one
another in order to offer encouragement
and feedback on instructional practices that
will enhance student achievement.

Supportive conditions The staff works together to build trust and
respect in their working relationships.
A continuous effort is made to provide
adequate space and time for staff to meet
and examine current practices.

“Supportive and shared leadershgguires the collegial and facilitative
participation of the principal who shares leadership—and thus, power and authority—by
inviting staff input and action in decision-making” (Hord, 2004, p. 7). Eaker et al. (2002)
characterized the transformation of leadership as,

One of the most fundamental cultural shifts that takes place as schools become

professional learning communities involves how teachers are viewed. In

traditional schools, administrators are viewed as being in leadership positions,
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while teachers are viewed as “implementors” or followers. In professional

learning communities, administrators are viewed as leaders of leadachefl®

are viewed as transformational leaders. (p. 22)
The old cliché that administrators manage and teachers teach has beetetpalfdecd
under the premise of a professional learning community. The new trend based on current
reform efforts requires that administrators, along with teachers, miesipers,
guestioning, investigating, and seeking solutions for school improvement and increased
student achievement (Hord, 2004). Sergiovanni (1990) believed in site-based
management and stated, “the key to making things better is to enable teachees—to g
them the discretion, the support, the preparation, and the guidance necessahgeto get t
job done” (p. 21). A leader well versed in the five disciplines as well as data-edorm
decision making, strong relationships, and some risk taking behavior would be
instrumental in creating a learning organization (Thompson, Gregg, & Niska, 2004).

“Shared values and visionclude an unwavering commitment to student learning
that is consistently articulated and referenced in the staff's wor¢d(H2004, p. 7).
Educators realize there is a common thread among all schools—that they serve a
common purpose to help every child lead a successful and satisfying life and make a
contribution to the community and country (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).

Laying the foundation of the PLC is of utmost importance according to Eaker
al. (2002):

A school cannot function as a PLC until its staff has grappled with the questions

that provide direction both for the school as an organization and the individuals

within it. What is our purpose, the core reason our organization was created?

What must we become as a school to better fulfill that purpose? What collective
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commitments must we make to move our school in the direction we want it to go?

What targets and timelines are we willing to establish to serve arbarics of

our progress? When a staff can develop consensus on their collective responses

to these questions, they are articulating the shared mission, vision, values, and

goals that constitute the foundation of a PLC. These essential building blocks

then become the basis for all of the decisions that drive the school. (p. 3)
Senge’s (1990) fourth discipline, shared vision, has to do with people in a school being
able to hold to a shared picture of the future they seek to create. A school organization
must have an agreed upon vision in order to truly transform its current condition into one
that promotes collaboration and unity among its members for the betterment of the
organization as a whole (Senge, 1990).

“Collective learning and application of learnimgquires that school staff at all
levels are engaged in processes that collectively seek new knowledge stiaif and
application of the learning to solutions that address students’ needs” (Hord, 2004, p. 7).
A crucial piece toward creating a true PLC is that collective effoetb@ing made to
improve the culture of the school along with student achievement. “Teachers within
professional learning communities share their practices, study togeites, f
instructional strategies on student needs, and use data to make decisions about their
teaching” (Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 10). Participants in this collective process work
across multiple grade levels discussing students, teaching, and learnegieniifying
related issues and problems. “Professional learning community is built on continual
discourse about our important work—conversations about student evaluation, parent
involvement, curriculum development, and team teaching” (Barth, 2006, p. 11).

“Supportive conditionsclude physical conditions and human capacities that
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encourage and sustain a collegial atmosphere and collective learning” (Hord, 2004, p. 7).
The most significant responsibility of administrators is to provide a tirdeagriace for
educators to meet collectively and regularly during the school day. Schoohatiff
creatively work together to manage time and space on a consistent basisnsemeti
changing the school schedule to have longer school days or early releaseatdgr to
meet for collective inquiry and learning which is essential to the PLC iftuni& Hipp,
2003).
Another supportive factor is trust among all colleagues, administratorg;tdist
level personnel and all others in key roles. When the school conditions are supportive of
the development of a PLC, relationships will promote caring, trusting, and cotlabora
attributes (Thompson et al., 2004). Barth (2006) noted the importance of the
relationships among adults within schools by stating the following:
The nature of relationships among the adults within a school has a greater
influence on the character and quality of that school and on student
accomplishment than anything else. If the relationships between adminsstrator
and teachers are trusting, generous, helpful, and cooperative, then the
relationships between teachers and students, between students and students, and
between teachers and parents are likely to be trusting, generous, helpful, and
cooperative. In short, the relationships among the educators in a school define all
relationships within that school’s culture. (p. 9)
Principals should nurture this process of building trust by providing staff memlibrs wi
some social activities where colleagues can get to know one another aach@aang
environment. It is essential to the PLC for staff members to collaborate, sugpert

for, and encourage one another so remarkable things will happen (Eaker et al., 2002).
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Congenial relationships are personal and friendly, and they should not be taken lightly.
These relationships represent a precondition for another highly prized relationship,
collegiality (Barth, 2006). “Schools are full of good players. Collegialigbisut getting
them to play together, about growing a professional learning communityth(2&06, p.
11).

“Shared practicenvolves the review of a teacher’s behavior by colleagues and
includes feedback and assistance activity to support individual and community
improvement” (Hord, 2004, p. 7). Once trust has been established within the school
among all colleagues, teachers share in the vision of the community and value one
another’s opinions on their practice in the classroom. “In PLCs, review of arteache
practice and behavior by colleagues should be the norm” (Hord, 2004, p. 11). This
review is not an evaluative process, but a way that teachers can help eably othe
observing, taking notes, and discussing the observations with one another in an effort to
improve individuals and the community as a whole. The process of sharing through
observation and presentation of work samples can lead to quality debate, discussion, and
disagreement only after mutual respect and trustworthiness have beeslestiadanong
staff members (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). “None of us wants to risk being exposed as
incompetent. Yet there is no more powerful way of learning and improving on the job
than by observing others and having others observe us” (Barth, 2006, p. 12).

A professional learning community’s goal should be to fundamentally chamge th
teaching and learning practices within the school. Several actions mugltaedeén
order for a transformation of schools to occur: leaders must declare the agenda is t
change the learning culture of the school; PLCs must be implemented in @l Hre

relationship between schools and the district must be refashioned; schools asttitte di
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must see themselves as being engaged in the process; schools must beauotatéec
to the public; and the spread of PLCs must be about the proliferation of leadership
(Fullan, 2006).
Development of Collective Efficacy Construct

“As defined in social cognitive theory, all efficacy belief constructs-gestt,
teacher, and collective—are future-oriented judgments about capabilities tzergadi
execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments in specifiors
or contexts” (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004, p. 3). These judgments are the
individual's or group’s beliefs about their capabilities and are not to be regarded as
assessments and/or a course of action. Goddard and Skria (2006) addressed social

cognitive theory as follows:

Social cognitive theory addresses how humans, as individuals and as members of

groups, exercise some level of control over their future. When individuals and
groups believe themselves capable of reaching given attainments, tinegrare
likely to approach those goals with the creativity, effort, and persisteqoeed
to attain success. (p. 217)
Bandura’s (1977) work introduced the concept of self-efficacy perceptions, and
distinguished between outcome expectancy (a person’s estimate that a ga@nrbe
will lead to certain outcomes) and efficacy expectation (the conviction thatane ¢
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcome). “Inquiry into

collective efficacy beliefs emphasizes that teachers have not onlgfzlt efficacy

perceptions but also beliefs about the conjoint capability of a school faculty” (Goddard e

al., 2004, p. 4).

Clarification of terminology when referring to efficacy is essentidhe possible
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outcomes. Teacher and collective teacher efficacy are not the samehas tea
effectiveness. “Analogous to self-efficacy, collective efficacggsociated with tasks,
level of effort, persistence, shared thoughts, stress levels, and achiegernest
(Goddard et al., 2000, p. 482). Goddard et al. (2004) also concluded that “although
empirically related, teacher and collective efficacy perceptionthacegetically distinct
constructs, each having unique effects on educational decisions and student achievement”
(p. 3).
Sour ces of Efficacy

“Perceived personal and collective efficacy differ in the unit of agencynbut i
both forms efficacy beliefs have similar sources, serve similar functiodserate
through similar processes” (Bandura, 1997, p. 478). Four sources of efficacy-shaping
information are mastery experience, vicarious experience, social persuasl affective
state (Bandura, 1997). In theory, all sources should hold at the group level, but some
sources—affective states, for example—are less germane in the explamdtnow
collective efficacy perceptions form and change (Goddard et al., 2004).

“Mastery experience is the most powerful source of efficacy infoomiat
(Goddard et al., 2004, p. 5). This experience is based on teachers’ perceptions that they
and others like them have been successful in similar tasks (Bandura, 1993). Tamchers
a group experience successes and failures, and through the learning of group members
organizational learning occurs (Goddard et al., 2004). Carefully supported opp@tunitie
to experience mastery, such as role playing and microteaching expemnaticspecific
feedback, are essential during implementation of new strategies (TseHdoren, Hoy
& Hoy, 1998).

“Vicarious mastery experiences—in which the positive skill is modeled by
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someone else—also contribute to efficacy beliefs and are easier to proeiddd,(2007,

p. 4). Goddard et al. (2004) stated that “schools wanting improved educational outcomes
may experience gains in perceived collective efficacy by observougssiul

educational programs offered by higher achieving schools” (p. 5). It may baedas

that borrowing from other organizations is a form of vicarious organizationalrgar

but more research needs to be done in the field of organizational learning and how
observational learning affects perceived collective efficacy.

Social persuasion is yet another factor that can influence a teachefamulgs
conviction that they have the capabilities to reach their goals (Bandura, 1997). This
source may entail encouragement or specific performance feedback farasor or
colleague, or it may be as casual as discussions in the teacher’s loungendgnon
media about the ability of teachers to influence students (Goddard et al., 2004).
“Encouragement from teacher colleagues, principals, and district leadgiise
insufficient alone, but coupled with the requisite training and experience, it has the
potential to strengthen teachers’ self- and collective-efficacy beél@bddard & Skria,
2006, p. 219).

Individuals and organizations react to situations either of anxiety or meciten
an affective state, which adds to the perceptions of self- or group-capability
incompetence (Goddard et al., 2004). Organizations with strong beliefs in group
capability can tolerate pressure, continue to function, and learn to rise to feaghal
when confronted with disruptive forces. However, “there is little research omplaet
of the affective states of organizations on the collective efficacy saref performance
of participants; but, the theory is plausible and merits attention in future f@searc

(Goddard et al., 2004, p. 6).
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Collective Efficacy and School Organization

Teacher efficacy and collective teacher efficacy both play andleei
effectiveness of a school as an organization of learning. Personal teéichey éfas
been documented over the last 2 decades, but research regarding colleciige te
efficacy is relatively new. Within an organization, perceived colle@tffieacy
represents the shared perceptions of group members regarding “the performance
capability of a social system as a whole” (Bandura, 1997, p. 469). Collective teacher
efficacy requires group judgment and effort, along with a willingnesa fwoup to
remain together (Ware & Kitsantas, 2007). Many elements within the school’s
organization are influential to the amount of collective efficacy among tHe staf
“Schools can influence teacher efficacy and collective efficacyfbddiecultivating and
providing organizational support through positive collaboration within the teaching staff
and administrators via supervision, as well as providing resources and directiosiif
use” (Ware & Kitsantas, 2007, p. 304). Goddard and Skria (2006) concluded that “the
stronger an organization’s collective efficacy beliefs, the more likemésbers are to
put forth the sustained effort and persistence required to attain desired(goals?).

This research signifies that in order to foster organizational suppohgteanust
believe that their school values the contributions teachers make.

As evidenced by the preceding research, the existence of collectiveeffica
schools can influence teachers and provide a vast array of positive consequénces tha
improve the organization of the school and impact its effectiveness. Based on a study
completed by Goddard et al. (2000), principals who work to build collective teacher
efficacy will make greater strides in closing the achievement gaghoots which

strengthens the school as an organization.
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Collective Efficacy and the Five Dimensions of PLCs

Shared and supportive leadership. According to Goddard et al. (2004), “the
more teachers have the opportunity to influence instructionally relevant schmbads,
the more likely the school is to be characterized by a robust sense ofiwekdticacy”
(p- 10). Leadership within a school is directly related to the commitment ofitteets
and their willingness to collaborate on ideas. According to Brinson and Steiner (2007),
“principals and district leaders should turn their attention to improving CTE bectause i
has an impressive list of positive consequences” (p. 2). “Strong collectivacgffi(1)
improves student performance, (2) ameliorates the negative effects afdm@mnomic
status (SES), (3) enhances parent/teacher relationships, (4) creat&seavironment
that builds teacher commitment to the school” (Brinson & Steiner, 2007, p. 2).
There are no guaranteed set of steps for school leaders to follow in order to build
collective efficacy among the staff, but research does provide some guidalealers
who want to prioritize their actions and set a path for increasing collegfivacy.
Although research on collective efficacy is relatively new, rebeaschave begun to look
at explicit actions that school and district leaders can take to improvetivellefficacy.
Brinson and Steiner (2007) noted that “this emerging body of research, thoughitstill i
early stages,” suggests that principals can improve collectiva@fflzy implementing
the following actions: “(1) build instructional knowledge and skills, (2) create
opportunities for teachers to collaboratively share skills and experiencage(pret
results and provide actionable feedback on teachers’ performance, (4) involvest@ache
school decision making” (p. 3). In order to create an organization that seeks tmtielve
learning through continuous improvement, it is imperative that schools develop a high

sense of collective capacity in a culture that fosters meaningful paitciatd
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leadership across the school community (Oliver & Hipp, 2006). “The challenge for
school leaders in this millennium is to guide school communities from concept to
capability—a capability that is self-sustaining and that will ingthalize school
reform” (Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 150).

Shared values and vision. Goddard et al. (2000) theorized, “that the
consequences of high collective teacher efficacy will be the acceptacdiallehging
goals, strong organizational effort, and a persistence that leads to bdtenaece” (p.
486). The development and components of collective teacher efficacy have been

summarized by Goddard et al. (2000) as “the proficiency of performance provides

feedback to the organization, which provides new information that will further shape the

collective teacher efficacy of the school” (p. 486). Goddard et al. (2004 exdrdse
importance of shared values as follows:

In a school with a high level of collective teacher efficacy, teachemnnare

likely to act purposefully to enhance student learning. Such purposeful actions
result from an organizational agency that influences a school to intentionally
pursue its goals. Schools are capable of self-regulation, which helps in the
identification, selection, and monitoring of educational efforts that are likely

meet the unique needs of students. To understand the influence of collective
teacher efficacy in schools, it is necessary to understand that teattazes

beliefs shape the normative environment of schools. These shared beliefs are an
important aspect of the culture of the school. Collective teacher efficacyay

of conceptualizing the normative environment of a school and its influence on
both personal and organizational behavior. That is, teachers’ beliefs about their

faculty’s capability to educate students constitute a norm that influences the
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actions and achievements of schools. (p. 502)
Research demonstrates the importance of developing a high level of colleatiher
efficacy when setting goals, which is an element of creating shared aisd values in a
professional learning community.
Collective learning and application. “The agency that schools exercise and the
choices that teachers make are influenced by beliefs about collectivelitgpabi
(Goddard, 2001, p. 12). Teachers with strong perceptions of efficacy put more effort int
planning lessons, are more open to new ideas, and persevere in the face of new
challenges (Jerald, 2007). Fullan’s (2007) concept of capacity building is “tiidndhit
of working together and the necessity for constantly developing leadership fotuites
(p. 69). This concept demands the need to promote contextual or job-embedded learning
in which working and learning together is the norm and leadership permeates throughout
the organization (Oliver & Hipp, 2006). With regard to social cognitive theory, “The
higher the sense of collective efficacy, the better the team perforin@acelura, 1997,
p. 470).
A group’s belief that it can handle certain tasks is important because eellecti
efficacy, a task- and context-specific variable, influences a groupitdenit
action, how much effort the group will exert, and how long the group’s effort will
be sustained. (Stajkovic et al., 2009, p. 814).
The collective effort of the team deepens the level of collective teafflearcy achieved.
Supportive conditions. Building collegial relationships of respect and trust
require teachers to consider the credibility and trustworthiness of the grersiineir own
prior enactive and vicarious experiences (Goddard & Skria, 2006). According to

Goddard and Skria (2006), the impact of the supportive conditions affects the group in
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the following way:

The effects of a given experience on a group member’s collective efbietiefs

are thus less a function of the actual events than of what group members make of

those events in the context of the dense and influential social networks within

which group members act. (p. 219)

Discussions, workshops, professional development opportunities, and feedback related to
achievement can inspire action by means of social persuasion which stretigghens

staff’s conviction that it has the capabilities to set and achieve gozdisl§@l et al.,

2004). “Encouragement from teacher colleagues, principals, and distrigslezaiebe
insufficient alone, but coupled with the requisite training and experience, it has the
potential to strengthen teachers’ self- and collective-efficacy bél@bddard & Skria,
2006, p. 219).

When administrators provide supportive feedback and a willingness to collaborate
on ideas, then the staff is more receptive and committed to the school. “Organiizationa
support is the extent to which teachers believe that their school values thelrutms
and cares about their well-being” (Ware & Kitsantas, 2007, p. 304).

Shared practice. The strength of collective teacher efficacy “encourages
individual teachers to more effectively deploy the skills they afrbéage, find new ways
to tackle difficult challenges, and share what they know with others” (Brinsaei&es,

2007, p. 3). Principals can support perceptions of efficacy “if they design interventions
that are focused on instructional practices and promote increased shakitllg ahd
experiences between teachers” (Brinson & Steiner, 2007, p. 4). Principals caidaizo a
shared practice experiences “by giving teachers the opportunity to obEEs®om

lessons presented by particularly effective peers or by providictearabout,
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videotapes of, or chances to visit effective schools” (Jerald, 2007, p. 5). Goddard et al.
(2000) described a vicarious experience as
one in which the skill in question is modeled by someone else. When a model
with whom the observer identifies performs well, the efficacy beliefseof t
observer are most likely enhanced. When the model performs poorly, the efficacy
beliefs of the observer tend to decrease. (p. 5)
The same premise is true regarding the organization. “Schools wanting improved
educational outcomes may experience gains in perceived collectivegtiigabserving
successful educational programs offered by higher achieving schools” (Gotdhrd e
2004, p. 5).
Professional L earning Communities and Collective Teacher Efficacy
Schools with high levels of collective efficacy believe they can colldgtmake
a difference in the learning and success of their schools. Teachers whovahlecti
perceive themselves as being capable of promoting student academis slevedsp
within the school a positive culture for achieving academic goals (Bandura, 1998), T
“collective efficacy can set the stage for developing a high-performaang@ng culture
in which teachers help to expand collective responsibility within their POGVEr &
Hipp, 2006, p. 507). Evidence from research provided in this chapter, along with the
overall finding from Oliver and Hipp (2006) which stated, “overall findings from the
survey measures showed moderate to moderately strong statisticafigaigruositive
correlations among subgroup scales measuring leadership capacityiveodéatacy,
and PLC dimensions” (p. 516), demonstrate the need for further research that connects

collective teacher efficacy to the dimensions of a PLC.
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Summary

As evidenced earlier in the chapter, school reform is at the forefront of edicati
especially since the passing of the No Child Left Behind Legislation {2@ducators
and administrators are seeking to close achievement gaps, improve studerhaehie
and reduce dropout rates along with a whole host of other educational concerns facing
education in the ZiCentury. Research (Bandura, 1997; DuFour & Eaker, 1998;
Goddard, 2001; Hord, 1997; Louis & Kruse, 1995; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995) has
shown that professional learning communities and collective teachecgfticzate
positive improvements in student learning and the organization of schools.

This chapter highlighted the literature as related to professionalrgarni
communities and the theories of collective teacher efficacy. Throughoutetiature,
links to the perceptions of teachers that they can make a differencecap dapilective
teacher efficacy) and the structure of the school itself (professionaingaommunity)
were addressed in regard to improving and reculturing schools.

Through examination of the literature, evidence revealed a connection exists
between professional learning communities and collective teachercgfiirceegards to
the five dimensions of a PLC. This study examined the relationship of collectoreste
efficacy and the developmental phases of PLCs in schools from one school distgict us
surveys developed by Goddard et al. (2000) and Huffman and Hipp (2003). The
following chapter describes the design of the study to determine the torréletween
collective teacher efficacy and the phases of development of professamaide

communities in elementary and secondary schools.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction

This chapter describes the methodology used to study the relationship between the
degree of implementation of a professional learning community and collectiherteac
efficacy. Survey research is defined by Creswell (2009) as “a quantiatineneric
description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that
population” (p. 12). The rationale for using surveys for this study was based on the
economy of the design and the rapid turnaround in data collection. The chapter also
specifies the participants, instruments, methods of collection, analysis ohcldtie
limitations of the study.

The main purpose of this research was to study the relationship between the
degree of implementation of a professional learning community and collectivetea
efficacy in a rural school district. In order to achieve the purpose for tiig, she
following questions were generated as the guiding framework:

1. What is the relationship between the five dimensions of a professional
learning community, as measured by the PLCA, and collective teacluacgffas
measured by the CTE, at the elementary, middle, and high school levels?

2. How do the relationships between the degree of implementation and collective
teacher efficacy differ among the elementary, middle, and high school levels?

Data from the PLCA and CTE were collected and used as data sources.
Information from these data sources served to explore each school’s prognesivia t
dimensions of a professional learning community in order to establish the degree of

implementation and to determine the level of collective teacher efficacy.
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Participants

The certified teachers surveyed from 26 schools for this study were altHeom
same school district in the southern piedmont region of North Carolina. This distsict w
chosen for the study due to the district-wide adoption of PLCs operating under the same
working definition as developed by the district. That district-wide definitiatest “Our
district is committed to reflective, collaborative, professional learoamgmunities
across the district and in the schools, whose purpose and outcomes evolve around the
creation, nurture, and maintenance of high quality, research-based teaxhlagraing
for all students” (M. Hill, personal communication, June 18, 2010).

For the purpose of this study, certified teachers from 26 schools in the district
were asked to participate in the Professional Learning Communityshsers(PLCA)
and the Collective Teacher Efficacy Instrument (CTE). From those 26 schoolerd6 w
elementary, two were intermediate, four were middle schools, and four \gére hi
schools. Also, for the purpose of the study, the two intermediate schools were
categorized as elementary since the majority of students weredesztand 5. The
1,310 participants (621 elementary teachers, 225 middle school teachers, and 464 high
school teachers) were also asked to provide demographic information in the samgeys
the researcher anticipated a 70% response rate from each school level.

The schools were all identified as professional learning communities based on
specific questions answered on the 2008 and 2010 North Carolina Teacher’'s Working
Conditions Survey (NCTWCS). All schools began the process at differentdiraeghe
past several years according to baseline data acquired from the schimblstistsistant
superintendent of curriculum and instruction. The tables below represent samafari

the items that were compared among the 2008 and 2010 surveys and serve as indicators
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of the teacher perceptions of PLCs according to the North Carolina TeachHengVor
Conditions Survey (North Carolina Teaching Working Condition Survey, 2010). The
percent agree is based on the percentage of participants that responded lsgsaghemng

or agree on the 5-point Likert scale (strongly disagree, disagree, dgyaglysagree,

don’t know) used for this survey. Comparisons included questions identically worded on
both the 2008 and 2010 survey.

Table 2

NCTWC Survey Percentage Agree—Time (Supportive Conditions)

Domain 2008 2010
% Agree % Agree
88.21% Response Rate 94.79% Response Rate
Class sizes are reasonable, time 77.6 70.0

available to meet needs of students

Time to collaborate 75.0 82.0
Non-instructional time is 67.7 75.8
sufficient

Minimized paperwork 66.5 61.4

Table 2 contains information that appears to conflict with the growth of thespiafal
learning community in the area of class size being reasonable, thevéiladia to meet
needs of students, and minimized paperwork. The increase in class size may be due to
the state of the economy and decrease of school funding. Also, the area of minimized
paperwork may be due to the fact that paperwork is created to analyze the funation of

school as a professional learning community.
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Table 3

NCTWC Survey Percentage Agree—Facilities (Supportive Conditions)

Domain 2008 2010

% Agree % Agree

88.21% Response Rate 94.79% Response Rate

Access to instructional materials 85.9 89.8
Sufficient access to technology 84.1 89.6
Access to reliable communication 85.0 93.5
technology
Sufficient access to office equipment 81.0 91.0
and supplies
School environment clean and maintained 89.2 93.0
Teachers have adequate space to work 75.6 89.9
Reliability of Internet sufficient to 90.8 92.8

support instructional practices

In Table 3, all categories demonstrated positive growth with increases irr¢ceatpge
agree, but the supportive conditions for the area of sufficient access to office euipm
and supplies and adequate space to work demonstrated meaningful growth in the area of
supportive conditions.

Table 4 shows significant increases, especially for teachers makiisgpde
about educational issues and the process for group decisions to solve problems, in the
agree percentages for the shared leadership within the schools in the distficiswhi

important to the growth of a professional learning community.
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Table 4

NCTWC Survey Percentage Agree—Teacher Leadership (Shared Leadership)

Domain 2008 2010
% Agree % Agree
88.21% Response Rate 94.79% Response Rate
Teachers trusted to make sound 81.7 90.2

professional decisions on instruction

Teachers make decisions about 67.4 88.2
educational issues

Process for group decisions to solve 69.1 83.9
problems
School takes steps to solve problems 75.2 86.1

Table 5 illustrates that every category showed an increase in the percagrege
There was also noteworthy growth in the categories of faculty/staféd vision, school
improvement team provides effective leadership, school leadership addradseship
issues, school leadership addresses facilities and resources, and sckoshijead
addresses new teacher support which are all contributors to building successful

professional learning communities.
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Table 5

NCTWC Survey Percentage Agree—School Leadership (Vision, Collective Learning and
Supportive Leadership)

Domain 2008 2010

% Agree % Agree

88.21% Response Rate 94.79% Response Rate

Faculty/staff have shared vision 76.7 86.2
Atmosphere of trust/respect 75.1 77.8
Leadership consistently supports teachers  79.3 81.7
High professional standards for teachers 90.0 94.7
Teacher’s feedback improves teaching 83.5 88.9
Teacher evaluation procedures consistent  83.7 91.1
School improvement team provides 70.0 88.7

effective leadership

School leadership addresses leadership 70.7 82.4
issues

School leadership addresses facilities 79.0 89.5

and resources

School leadership addresses use of time 77.6 84.7
School leadership addresses professional  81.3 89.6

development

School leadership addresses new teacher  77.0 88.4
support

The above tables signify an increase in the percentage agree in most cat#gorie
a professional learning community within this school district from 2008 to 2010. This

information demonstrates that perceptions of the certified staff menniokzate that
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schools are functioning as PLCs. This data also corresponds with the information
provided from the assistant superintendent of curriculum and instruction which bdted t
the schools in the district were all functioning as professional learomghanities, but
some had started the process earlier than others over the past severdWigsaareas of
the NCTWCS have higher increases in percentage agree over the 2-yeantengfrich
could be due to the fact that some schools began the process of becoming PLCs earlier
than others.
I nstruments

Two instruments were used to collect data. These instruments were combined
into one survey to be administered through the school district’'s county-wide email. The
first portion of the combined survey produced the demographic information which is
found in Appendix B. The PLCA (Appendix C) survey is a 45-item Likert scale
assessment designed by Huffman and Hipp (2003). By publishing the survey, the author
have granted permission to use the instrument for future studies. The recorajunal
of the PLC dimensions and creation of the PLCO (Appendix A) created the need for a
new assessment, the PLCA (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). This PLCA extends the work of
Hord (1997) and is designed to assess perceptions about the school’s principal, staff, and
stakeholders (parents and community members) based on the five dimensions of a PLC
and the critical attributes (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). The measure serves aga mor
descriptive tool of the five dimensions within a school.

Field testing of the instrument required participants to respond to stdseat®ut
practices occurring in schools utilizing a 4-point “Likert scale ragfiom 1 = Strongly
Disagree to 4 = Strongly Agree” (Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 73). In order to provide

evidence of the construct validity, a factor analysis was performedngibzseries of
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statistical procedures for the total sample of respondents (n = 247) (Huffmgp& Hi
2003). Cronbach’s Alpha was used for internal consistency and reliability, andhever t
five dimensions the coefficient span was .83 to .93. Therefore, a high level of internal
consistency exists for the PLCA.

The stages of implementation were established in Hill's (2008) researclreaad w
identified as follows based on the raw data and established frequencies anteagree
percentages of each item within a subsection of the five dimensions: non-detimnstra
of PLC, 0-44%; initiation stage, 45-64%; implementation stage, 65-84%; and
institutionalization stage, 85-100%. “The percentage of positive responses weder/al
for each item in order to determine the phase of development” (Hill, 2008, p. 33). From a
thorough comparison of the percentage of positive staff responses, Hill (2008)
determined the progress within the various dimensions of PLCs.

The second portion of the survey developed by Goddard et al. (2000) was the
Collective Teacher Efficacy Instrument (CTE) which is found in Appendix D. This
instrument consisted of 12 items and employed a 6-point Likert scale, rdraggmg
strongly disagree to strongly agree.

The original long form of CTE (Goddard et al., 2000) was tested for criterion-
related validity, predictive validity, and reliability and three variablere examined.

“As predicted, there was a moderate and positive.b4,p < .01) correlation between
personal teacher efficacy aggregated at the school level and collectivertetiicacy”
(Goddard et al., 2000, p. 494). Also, a significantly positive relationship related to
collective teacher efficacy and trust in colleagues was evident62,p < .01). The
third criterion variable, environmental press, as related to collective tezfibacy was

not statistically significantr(= .05, n.s.). Hierarchical linear modeling demonstrated
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predictive validity. The internal reliability of the CTE instrument wasd to be very

high with an alpha equal to .96.

Using the foundation of the long form, Goddard (2002) elected to create a 12-item
scale with three items representing each of the four categoriesupf gpmpetency (GC)
and task analysis (TA) identified as either positively (+) or negativelydrded.

Collective efficacy is dependent upon these two factors defined by Goddard (2002) as,
Group-teaching competence consists of judgments about the capabilities that a
faculty brings to a given teaching situation. These judgments include irderenc
about the faculty’s teaching methods, skills, training, and expertise. Taskignalys
(TA) refers to perceptions of the constraints and opportunities inherent in the task
at hand. In addition, to the abilities and motivations of students, TA includes
teachers’ beliefs about the level of support provided by the students’ home and
the community. (p. 100)

Based on the definition of group competency and task analysis as defined by Goddard

(2002), connections can be made to the five dimensions of the PLCA. Group

competency, by definition, aligns with collective learning and applicationtzaréd

personal practice which are more skill-oriented categories. In thersanreer, task

analysis is based on teachers’ perceptions of constraints or opportunities imh#rent i

task at hand which aligns more directly with shared and supportive leadership, shared

values and vision, and supportive conditions. The use of these survey instruments
provides information based on the teachers’ perceptions in all five dimensions and
perceptions based on group competency and task analysis to identify the tafadions

Table 6 shows the alignment of the questions to GC or TA within the short form

of the survey. “Because in there is nothing in the conceptual model guiding theeneas



42

of collective efficacy to suggest GC and TA should be unevenly weighted in a school’s
collective efficacy score, it seemed more desirable to seek a balanoss categories”

(Goddard, 2002, p. 101).
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Table 6

CTE Items Aligned with Positive and Negative GC and TA

Question #  Item GC+ GC- TA+ TA-
CTEl1 Teachers in this school are able to get

through to the most difficult students. X
CTE2 Teachers here are confident they will be

able to motivate their students. X
CTES If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers

here give up. X
CTE4 Teachers here don’t have the skills needed

to produce meaningful learning. X
CTES Teachers in this school believe that every

child can learn. X
CTE6 These students come to school ready to

learn. X
CTE7 Home life provides so many advantages

that students here are bound to learn. X
CTES Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. X
CTE9 Teachers in this school do not have the skills

to deal with student disciplinary problems. X
CTE10 The opportunities in this community help

ensure that these students will learn. X
CTE1ll Learning is more difficult at this school

because students are worried about their

safety. X
CTE12 Drug and alcohol abuse in the community

make learning difficult for students here. X
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The approach to select items for inclusion with the largest structurecoem@i
from each of the four categories yielded only one item, CTE12, that cedd&ss than
.72 with the extracted factor. However, the inclusion of this item was not problematic
because its factor structure coefficient (.65) was deemed adequater; @@dd&). The
explanation of the correlation was defined by Goddard (2002) as follows:
With all but 1 item correlated .73 or above, a single factor having an eigenvalue
of 7.69 and explaining 64.10% of the variance was extracted. This compares
favorably to the single factor obtained from the 21-item scale that explained
57.89% of the variance. (p. 105)
In addition to the previous information noted, the 12-item scale yielded scondsig¥it
internal consistency (alpha = .94) (Goddard, 2002). For validity, scores from both scale
were highly correlated (= .983) suggesting that little change resulted from the omission
of almost 43% of the items (Goddard, 2002). Since the correlation was not low, the 12-
item test was measuring the same constructs at the original 21-akm Yo addition to
providing a theoretically balanced measure, the 12-item scale is maragracais using
43% fewer items than the original” (Goddard, 2002, p. 108). The following table

identifies the comparisons of the original and short forms of collective @ffsrzales.
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Table 7

Comparison of the Original and Short Collective Efficacy Scales

Attribute Short Form  Original
Number of items 12 21
Internal consistency (alpha) 94 .96
Eigenvalue from principal axis factor analysis 7.69 7.53
Proportion of variance explained with single factor .6410 .5789

The researcher obtained prior permission from Dr. Roger Goddard to use the CTE
instrument. Dr. Goddard was affiliated with the University of Michigan during the
creation of the CTE instrument, and he is currently affiliated with Texadd A&he
request for permission can be found in Appendix E.

Procedures

This study utilized a quantitative research approach which measured variables,
typically on instruments, so that numbered data could be analyzed usingatatisti
procedures. “Survey research provides a numeric description of trends, attitudes, or
opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population” (Creswell, 2009, p. 12).
The surveys given in this study looked at the perceptions teachers have abaineollec
teacher efficacy and the perceptions they have toward their schools funcéiening
professional learning communities across the five dimensions of a PLC.

The first step in the process was to meet informally with the school dsstrict
superintendent and acquire permission to complete the study in this rural schawol syste

He agreed to the study, and written permission to use the school system was signed by
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the researcher and the superintendent. Next, the researcher contactedttrd as
superintendent of curriculum and instruction to acquire the working definition of the PL
for the district as baseline information. At that time, permission was aleo tg use the
district’s technology department personnel to distribute the surveys aieathpto all
schools in the district. The next step of the process was to acquire permission to use the
CTE instrument. An email was sent to Dr. Goddard seeking permission, and he
responded via email granting permission.

The combined surveys were distributed to all certified teachers on January 4,
2011, through the district email with a 2-week response timeframe. These sueveys
combined to ensure responses from each subject could be verified when data were
collected. Information from the surveys was collected electronicallyeaad
reminders were sent to schools twice encouraging those who had not responded within
the response timeframe to respond. The researcher expected a 70% respose ra
each school level—elementary, middle, and high schools. When the anticipated response
rate was not acquired after three contact attempts were made byetirehes, a different
approach was used to see if a better response rate could be acquired. Theresearche
contacted the assistant superintendent of curriculum and discussed two options for
resubmitting the surveys. It was determined that the best option would be to print the
surveys for district-wide distribution, and the assistant superintendemtrifutum
agreed to distribute the surveys to the principals at the February 8, 2011 county-wide
principal’'s meeting. Each survey had a letter for the participants attactesithers
would know that their participation in the survey was optional. The letter also reminde
them that the information obtained from the surveys would be held in confidence by the

researcher. The researcher submitted a letter to each principal ireptrestthe surveys
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be distributed during their faculty meetings over the next 2-week timeframe. The
researcher agreed to pick up the surveys from each school on February 25, 2011. Since
the surveys did not require any personal identification through the paper and pencil
distribution, confidentiality to the participants was assured. Data weeetsallby

school with results being combined into one summary for each school level. Each school
was assigned a code number to identify the school as elementary, middle, or high school.
The data were entered into an Excel format so that data could be imported into SPSS and
analyzed to answer the research questions. The cover letter foppatscent via emalil

and distributed with the paper and pencil surveys is found in Appendix F. The cover
letter given to principals explaining the procedure for paper and penciysdistebution

is found in Appendix G.

After data collection was complete, the researcher began to analyze the data
answer the research questions defining the study. The researcherdcatisydata using
descriptive statistics to determine what relationship existed, ifetyeen collective
teacher efficacy and the degree of implementation of a PLC, and how thenstgis
differ between collective teacher efficacy and the degree of implati@nat the
elementary, middle, and high school levels. Since these instruments aredakert s
guestionnaires, the use of Cronbach’s Alpha made the strongest case for internal
consistency.

Limitations

This study was limited in three areas. First of all, this study invéstiganly
certified teachers’ perceptions of the school’s progress in the development of a
professional learning community and as to the collective teachercgfinathin their

individual schools. Secondly, the study focused on one school district in the southern
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piedmont region of North Carolina, so generalizations do not necessarily apply to other
areas of the nation. Lastly, by combining the two separate surveys intogmesuavey,
the reliability of the data collected may have been affected. Tharcbee took steps to
limit this risk by using the short form of the CTE, instead of the long form, iregltive
amount of questions from 21 to 12.
Delimitations

The focus of the inquiry was to examine schools in this system at a pariioaar t
to determine the stage of development for each school as a PLC and how it oelag¢ed t
collective teacher efficacy within each school. This study was nogaddmal study,
but rather a glimpse of each school’s stage of development as it currentigriadas a
professional learning community based on the PLCA. The study was alsd linttes
elementary, middle, and high schools in this particular district.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of collective teacher
efficacy and the degree of implementation of PLCs in schools from one schaot distr
using the CTE survey developed by Goddard et al. (2000) and the PLCA instrument
created by Huffman and Hipp (2003). This chapter provided an overview of information
regarding to the procedures and instruments involved in conducting this study itoorder

address the research questions mentioned earlier.
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Chapter 4: Results
Purpose

This study was designed to examine the relationship between the five dimensions
of a PLC and CTE of a rural school district in the southern piedmont region of North
Carolina. The study was based on the conceptual framework of the PLCO created by
Huffman and Hipp (2003) and measured by the PLCA and CTE instruments described in
the previous chapter. The following questions guided the study:

1. What is the relationship between the five dimensions of a professional
learning community, as measured by the PLCA, and collective teacluacgffas
measured by the CTE, at the elementary, middle, and high school levels?

2. How do the relationships between the degree of implementation and collective
teacher efficacy differ among the elementary, middle, and high school levels?

Research sources provided in the literature review (Brinson & Steiner, 2007,
Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard et al., 2004; Goddard & Skria, 2006; Huffman & Hipp,
2003; Jerald, 2007; Oliver & Hipp, 2006; Stajkovic et al., 2009) of this study indicate that
a relationship exists between the five dimensions of the PLCA and collexanteer
efficacy. With this information as the foundation for this study, the PLCA (Harff&a
Hipp, 2003) and the CTE (Goddard et al., 2000) were used to collect the data necessary
to answer the research questions governing this study.

Description of Sample

The population of this study consisted of 1,310 certified teachers within 26
schools. This population included members from elementary, middle, and high schools
within the rural district in the southern piedmont region of North Carolina. Alfiedrt

teachers were asked to participate in this study by completing the Pt@y shat was
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distributed by principals throughout the county. Five hundred ninety-four certifiéd sta
members (346 elementary school, 96 middle school, and 152 high school) returned the
completed surveys for a response rate of 45%. Survey questions with invalid answers
were considered missing data. Exact N (total numbers) and valid percemissed to
represent respondents’ responses accounting for the differences in the total Njrabe
shown in the tables that follow in this chapter.

From the total number of participants, 94 were male, 493 were female, and seven
were not identified by gender. The participants were equally representss the
number of years taught, ranging from 0-5 years to 20+ years of servivety{§ix
percent of respondents held either a bachelor's or master’'s degree. $hoblesihe
survey results for the number of training hours that respondents submitted on the survey
The data in the table is reported by school level and total number (N) of respondents.
Table 8

Respondents’ Survey Results for Number of PLC Training Hours Participants Receive

Hours of Training N High Middle Elementary
School School School
1-5 hours 275 60 36 179
6-10 hours 148 33 18 97
10+ hours 132 52 20 60
None 27 4 8 15

The data in Table 8 show that most respondents received 1-5 hours of training

across the school levels which is almost double the other categories (6-10 hours and 10+
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hours). The data also clearly show that the teachers have undergone some traineng f
implementation of PLCs across the district.

Table 9 provides the frequencies for the number of years that teachefsquerc
their schools to be functioning as a PLC. These data were also presentechacross t
school level for comparisons.
Table 9

Respondents’ Survey Results for Number of Years that Teachers Perceived School as
Functioning as a PLC

Years Functioning N High Middle Elementary
as PLC School School School
0-1 years 269 54 39 176

2-3 years 190 48 27 115

3-4 years 40 18 8 14

4-5 years 13 9 0 4

6+ years 39 10 5 24

The data in Table 9 show that most respondents believe they have been
functioning as a PLC for the past 0-3 years. This accounts for 459 of the 551 (83.30%)
respondents. The data also reveal that 39 (7.08%) respondents perceived their schools as
functioning PLCs for more than 6+ years.
PL CA Data Analysisby Frequencies

The results of the PLCA data were used to establish the percent agrgh/stron
agree for the five dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared value®oand visi

collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and supportiveocsaditi
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relationships and structures) of the PLCA collectively for all 26 schools arédbr
school level (elementary, middle, and high schools) to determine the phases of
development. According to Hill (2008), phases of development are determined from the
percentage of agreement: non-demonstration of PLC, 0-44%; initiation stage, 45-64%;
implementation stage, 65-84%; and institutionalization stage, 85-100%.

Tables of frequencies were created by items for each domain of the BLCA b
global view and school levels to establish patterns in the data. The followingshble
the frequency count and percentages of respondents’ perceptions of shared and
supportive leadership. The items were coded as follows: strongly disabeeli€agree
(D), agree (A), strongly agree (SA), number (N), and percent (%)seldwdes were
used to provide consistency in the information reported. The PLCA is based onta Liker
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = stromgly. alyny
dimension with a percentage at 85% or above agreement demonstrates thatane item
the survey is considered as functioning at the institutionalization stagesddpieent.

In Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13, the researcher analyzed the frequencies of
percentages for the shared and supportive leadership dimension of the PLCA from the

following perspectives: global view and school levels.
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Table 10

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared and Supporéadérship: Frequencies and Percentages by Global
View

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Staff involved 14 2.37 6711.34 335 56.68 175 29.61 591 86.29
decision making
Principal includes 14 2.38 640.87 330 56.03 181 30.73 589 86.76
staff advice
Staff access to 16 2.72 71.012 337 57.31 164 27.89 588 85.20
information
Principal active 15 2.53 477.91 294 49.49 238 40.07594 89.56

and supportive

Opportunities 17 2.88 793.39 349 59.15 145 24.58590 83.73
for staff to
initiate change

Principal shares 13 221 610.70 311 52.80 202 34.30589 87.10
responsibility

and rewards

actions

Principal shares 18 3.06 108.51 313 53.14 149 25.30 589 78.44
power and
authority

Leadership is 11 1.86 11.99 325 54.90 185 31.25592 86.15
promoted

Decision making 10 1.70 57.69 326 55.44 195 33.16 588 88.61
by committees
communication

Stakeholders 19 3.32 108.18 330 57.69 119 20.80572 78.50
assume shared
responsibility

Total 147 732 3,250 1,753 5,882 85.06

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

Data from the respondents’ responses established that this dimension is
functioning at the institutionalization stage of development. However, three question

items from this domain (opportunities for staff to initiate change, principatsipawer
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and authority, and stakeholders assume shared responsibility) recorded pesceihtag

agreement below 85%.

Table 11

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared and Supporéadérship: Frequencies and Percentages by High
Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Staff involved 4 263 224.47 90 59.21 36 23.68 152 82.89
decision making
Principal includes 4 267 14 9.33 91 60.67 417.33 150 88.00
staff advice
Staff access to 5 331 171.26 98 64.90 31 205 151 85.43
information
Principal active 4 263 10 6.58 83 5461 55 ®.1 152 90.79
and supportive
Opportunities for 3 199 18 1192 97 64.24 33 3818 151 86.09
staff to initiate
change
Principal shares 3 201 9 11275 79 53.02 48 322 149 85.23

responsibility and
rewards actions

Principal shares 4 268 30 2013 85 57.05 30 .120 149 77.18
power and
authority
Leadership is 4 263 18 11.84 86 56.58 44 28.95 152 85.53
promoted

Decision making by 3 197 235.13 88 57.89 38 25.00 152 82.89
committees
communication

Stakeholders assume 6 4.05 320.95 84 56.76 27 18.24 148 75.00
shared responsibility

Total 40 202 881 383 1,506 83.93

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

With a total percentage of 83.93, the perceptions of respondents at the high school level
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have this dimension functioning at the implementation stage of development. The data
illustrate that several items, six out of 10 (60%) obtained percentage respbnse
agreement above 85% (88%, 85.43%, 90.79%, 86.09%, 85.23%, 85.53%, respectively).
The items below 85% were related to shared power, authority, and change.

Table 12 provides the respondents’ perceptions at the middle school level for the

shared and supportive leadership dimension of the PLCA.
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Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared and Supporéadérship: Frequencies and Percentages by Middle

Schools

SD D
N % N %

Questions

%

SA

Total
N % Agreement

Staff involved 3
decision making

3.13 16 16.67

Principal includes 2 207 2 1 1250

staff advice
3.23

Staff access to 3 1617.20

information
2.08

Principal active 2 10 10.42

and supportive
Opportunities for 2 2.11 16 16.84
staff to initiate

change

Principal shares 1 1.05 9 9.47
responsibility and

rewards actions

Principal shares 3 3.13 20 20.83
power and

authority

0.00

Leadership is 0 1515.63

promoted

Decision making by 0 0.00 5 5.38
committees

communication

1.10

Stakeholders assume 1 2628.57

shared responsibility

Total 17 145

56

59

50

52

59

58

56

61

60

49

560

58.33

61.46

53.76

54.17

62.11

61.05

58.33

63.54

64.52

53.85

21

23

24

32

18

2728.42 95

17

20

28 0.13 93

15

225

983 96

21.88 96 80.21
85.42
258 93 79.57
333. 96 87.50

.988 95 81.05

89.47

717 96 76.04

20.83 96 84.38

94.62

864 91 70.33

947 82.89

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

From Table 12 we see the respondents’ percentage agreement (82.89%) at middle

school level indicated they were functioning at the implementation stafgelfopment

for this dimension. The data also reveal that four items (principal inclteféadvice,



57

principal active and supportive, principal shares responsibility and rewaiaissaeind
decision making by committees communication) recorded percentages above 8%46 for

shared and supportive leadership of this domain.

Table 13

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared and Supporéadérship: Frequencies and Percentages by
Elementary Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Staff involved 7 2.04 29 8.45 189 55.10 118 34.40 34389.50
decision making
Principal includes 8 2.33 38 (OBL. 180 52.48 117  34.11343 86.59
staff advice
Staff access to 8 2.33 38 .01 189 54.94 109 31.6844 86.63
information
Principal active 9 2.60 27 8. 159 45.95 151 43.64463 89.60
and supportive
Opportunities for 12 3.49 45 13.08 193 56.10 9427.33 344 83.43
staff to initiate
change
Principal shares 9 2.61 35 40.1 174 50.43 127 36.81 534 87.25

responsibility and
rewards actions

Principal shares 11 3.20 9 5 17.15 172 50.00 1029.68 344 79.65
power and
authority
Leadership is 7 2.03 38 11.05178 51.74 121  35.17 34486.92
promoted

Decision making by 7 2.04 29 43. 178 51.90 129 37.61343 89.50
committees
communication

Stakeholders assume 12 3.60 4714.11 197 59.16 77 123. 333 82.28
shared responsibility

Total 90 385 1,809 1,145 3,429 86.15

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.
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In Table 13 we see the total percentage of 86.15, indicating respondents at the
elementary level believe they are at the institutionalizatiagesté development for a
PLC. Along with this evidence, we see that three items (opportunities fotcsiaitiate
change, principal shares power and authority, and stakeholders assume bgponsi
were below the 85% percentage of agreement.

Collectively, we see from these tables that the data from the global voewtkis
dimension functioning at the institutionalization stage of development. As we @roces
this evidence further, we notice that the high school and middle school levels were both
below the institutionalization stage of development with a percentagenagme of
83.93% and 82.89%, respectively.

Table 14 shows the respondents’ perceptions of shared values and vision by the
global view. According to this data, the schools are functioning at the institutettrcal

stage of development.
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Table 14

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Values andrV/iBiequencies and Percentages by Global View

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Collaboration 6 1.02 64 10.85 357 60.51 163  27.63590 88.14
process for
developing

shared values

Shared values 6 1.02 44.48 387 65.82 151 25.68 588 91.50
guide decisions

Shared vision on 7 1.19 32.425 344 58.31 207 35.08 590 93.39
student learning

Decisions align 5 .85 356.75 326 55.16 226 38.24 591 93.40
with values and
vision

Collaborative 6 1.02 63.70 331 56.20 189 32.09589 88.29
process to
develop values

Goals focus on 26 441 89 115. 289 49.07 185 31.41589 80.48
student learning

Policies aligned 6 102 2@3.38 361 61.08 204 24.5 591 95.60
to vision

Stakeholders 14 241 1146809. 316 54.48 136 23.4580 77.93
create high

expectations for
student learning

Total 76 604 2,711 441 4,708 88.62

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

Goals focus on student learning and stakeholders create high expectations for
student learning were the two survey items that fell below 85% for this dimenstoa of t
PLCA. Although both items are still in the implementation stage of developr&s#o(
t0 <84.99%), the data suggest that, for this dimension, the question item regarding

stakeholders expectations are perceived the lowest.
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Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Values andr¥/iBiequencies and Percentages by High Schools

Questions

N

SD

%

%

A
%

SA Total
% N % Agreement

Collaboration
process for
developing
shared values

Shared values
guide decisions

Shared vision on
student learning

Decisions align
with values and
vision

Collaborative
process to
develop values

Goals focus on
student learning

Policies aligned
to vision

Stakeholders
create high
expectations for
student learning

Total

19

1.33

1.33

.66

1.32

1.32

1.99

1.33

3.33

17

461

12 8.00

9 5.96

10 6.62

19 12.50

36 23.84

6 4.00

37 24.67

96

109

101

92

97

78

106

77

756

64.00

72.67

66.89

60.93

63.82

51.66

70.67

51.33

35

27

40

47

34

34

36

31

284

23.33150 87.33

18.00150 90.67

26.4 151 93.38

31.1 151 92.05

42.3 152 86.18

22.52151 74.17

P4.0 150 94.67

150 72.00

1,205 86.31

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

According to data in Table 15, we see the respondents’ responses by high schools

were below 85% for the same two items noted in Table 14: goals focus on student

learning and stakeholders create high expectations for student learnirig, tAgéem

regarding stakeholders had the lowest percentage agreement. In thiststkelyolders

are identified as parents and the community members for the PLCA.
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Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Values andr¥/iBiequencies and Percentages by Middle Schools

Total
N Agreement

Questions SD

N %
Collaboration 0 0.00
process for
developing

shared values

Shared values 1 1.04
guide decisions

Shared vision on 1 1.05
student learning

Decisions align 0 0.00
with values and
vision

Collaborative 0 0.00
process to
develop values

Goals focus on 5 5.26
student learning

Policies aligned 0 0.00
to vision

Stakeholders 2 2.20
create high

expectations for

student learning

Total 9

87.50

17.7196 88.54

90.53

92.71

86.32

B.2 95 87.37

97.92

79.12

760 88.82

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

In Table 16, the only item that fell below 85% at the middle school level was

stakeholders create high expectations for student learning (79.12%). Thé overal

responses place middle school in the institutionalization phase, yet stakeholder

expectations are below this stage of development.

Table 17 displays information of respondents’ perceptions at the elementdry le
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Table 17

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Values andr¥iBiequencies and Percentages by Elementary
Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % ® Agreement
Collaboration 4 1.16 35 0.1 197 57.27 108 31.40344 88.66
process for
developing

shared values

Shared values 3 .88 22 6.43 210 61.40 107 31.29 342 92.69
guide decisions

Shared vision on 5 1.45 15 4.36 181 52.62 143 41.57 344 94.19
student learning

Decisions align 3 .87 17 4.94 173 50.29 151 03.9 344 94.19
with values and

vision

Collaborative 4 1.17 31 9.06 175 51.17 132 B8.6 342 89.77
process to

develop values

Goals focus on 18 5.25 4613.41 152 44.31 127 37.03343 81.34
student learning

Policies aligned 4 1.16 12 3.48 188 54.49 141 870. 345 95.36
to vision

Stakeholders 7 2.06 60 17.70 183 53.98 89 .26 339 80.24
create high

expectations for

student learning

Total 48 &3 1,459 998 2,743 89.57

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

Table 17 shows that teachers’ perceptions at the elementary level have them
functioning at the institutionalization stage. The two items below the institlinatian
stage of development at the elementary level are the same two items beldor 880
global view and at the high school level. The percent agreement at all l@zettimg

the last question item, stakeholders create high expectations for studenglearbelow
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85%.
The data in Table 18 show that 89.69% of the respondents’ perceptions were
positive for the dimension of collective learning and application. One iterhasthf

stakeholders learn together, was below 85% agreement.

Table 18

Respondents’ Perceptions of Collective Learning Apglication: Frequencies and Percentages by Global
View

Questions SD D A SA Total
N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Staff works 7 1.19 43 4.3 331 56.48 205 34.98 865 91.47

together to seek
knowledge, skills,
and strategies

Collegial 6 1.02 47 8.02 330 56.31 203 34.64 5880.96
relationships exist

Staff plan and 7 1.20 396.68 343 58.73 195 33.39584 92.12
work together to
meet diverse needs

Opportunities/ 12 2.06 620.68 354 60.72 155 26.59583 87.31
structures exist
for collective

learning

Staff engage 10 1.70 58.889 359 61.16 160 27.26 875 88.42
in dialogue

Professional 6 1.02 3%.62 312 52.97 232 39.39 589 92.36

development

Staff and 6 1.03 111 19.14 322 55.52 141 24.31 58079.83
stakeholders
learn together

Staff committed 4 .68 172.89 317 53.91 250 42.52 588 96.43
to programs that
enhance learning

Total 58 416 2,668 154 4,693 89.69

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

In Table 19, the high school level was the only category with two items
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(opportunities/structures exist for collective learning, 79.87%; and sthfftakeholders
learn together, 74.32%) that were below 85%. Overall, the respondents agree (87.83%)

they are functioning at the institutionalization stage of development.

Table 19

Respondents’ Perceptions of Collective Learning Apglication: Frequencies and Percentages by High
Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total
N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Staff works 1 .67 16 10.67 93 62.00 40 26.67 150 88.67

together to

seek knowledge,
skills, and
strategies

Collegial 1 .66 11 7.28 82 54.30 57 37.75 151 92.05
relationships
exist

Staff plan and 1 .67 8 5.33 101 67.33 40 26.67 150 94.00
work together

to meet diverse

needs

Opportunities/ 3 2.01 27 18.12 920 60.40 29 9.46 149 79.87
structures exist
for collective

learning
Staff engage 2 1.32 14 279 99 65.58 36 23.84 151 89.40
in dialogue
Professional 3 1.99 17 261 87 57.62 44 29.12 151 86.75

development

Staff and 2 1.35 36 2432 85 57.43 25 16.89 148 74.32
stakeholders
learn together

Staff committed 1 .67 3 200 97 64.67 49 32.67 150 97.33
to programs that
enhance learning

Total 13 132 734 203 1,200 87.83

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.
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Table 20

Respondents’ Perceptions of Collective Learning Apglication: Frequencies and Percentages by Middle
Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total
N % N % N % N % N % Agreent
Staff works 0 0.00 5 5.26 69 72.63 21 22.11 95 94.74

together to

seek knowledge,
skills, and
strategies

Collegial 0 0.00 5 526 71 74.74 19 20.00 95 94.74
relationships
exist

Staff plan and 0 0.00 6 .2% 59 61.46 31 32.29 96 93.75
work together

to meet diverse

needs

Opportunities/ 0 0.00 1111.58 62 65.26 22 B3.1 95 88.42
structures exist
for collective

learning

Staff engage 0 0.00 8 428. 66 69.47 21 22.11 95 91.58
in dialogue

Professional 0 0.00 9 3%. 56 58.33 31 32.29 96 90.63

development

Staff and 0 0.00 23 24.21 53 55.79 19 20.00 95 75.79
stakeholders
learn together

Staff committed 0 0.00 5 521 57 59.38 34 254 96 94.79
to programs that
enhance learning

Total 0 72 493 198 763 90.83

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

Data in Table 20 report one item at the middle school level had a percentage
agree/strongly agree that was below 85%. This question was the item stdfingd

stakeholders learn together and it recorded teachers’ perceptions at 75.79%dl, tbger
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percent agree (90.83%) was at the institutionalization stage of developitieagven
out of the eight items reporting a percentage agreement above 85% at the chiddle s

level.

Table 21

Respondents’ Perceptions of Collective Learning Apglication: Frequencies and Percentages by
Elementary Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total
N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Staff works 6 1.76 22 4%. 169 49.56 144 42.23341 91.79

together to

seek knowledge,
skills, and
strategies

Collegial 5 1.47 31 9.12 177 52.06 127 37.35340 89.41
relationships
exist

Staff plan and 6 1.78 257.40 183 54.14 124 636. 338 90.83
work together

to meet diverse

needs

Opportunities/ 9 2.65 24 7.08 202 59.59 104 30.68 339 90.27
structures exist
for collective

learning

Staff engage 8 2.35 36 0.56 194 56.89 103 30.2 341 87.10
in dialogue

Professional 3 .88 13 3.80 169 49.42 157 945 342 95.32

development

Staff and 4 1.19 52 B.4 184 54.60 97 28.78337 83.38
stakeholders
learn together

Staff committed 3 .88 9 2.63 163 47.66 16748.83 342 96.49
to programs that
enhance learning

Total 44 212 1,441 1,023 2,720 90.59

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.
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From Table 21 we see the respondents’ responses at the elementary leveeheld t

to the other categories for the item regarding staff and stakeholdersdgather. This

guestion was the only item at the elementary level to fall below 85%. For the dimensi

of collective learning and application, all categories reported pagenbdf agreement

above 85% (89.69%, 87.83%, 90.83%, and 90.59%, respectively), placing each one at the

institutionalization stage of development.
Table 22 represents the global view of respondents’ perceptions

personal practice.

Table 22

for shared

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Personal Prexdiicequencies and Percentages by Global View

Questions SD D A SA
N % N % N % N % N

Total
% Agreement

Opportunities 26 4.45 135 23.12 297 50.86 126 21.58 458 72.43

exist to observe
peers

Staff provide 18 3.07 1118.94 342 58.36 115 19.62 586
feedback

Staff informally 6 1.02 19 3.22 335 56.78 230 38.98 590
share ideas and
suggestions

Staff review 15 255 1221.26 329 55.95 119 20.24 588
student work

together to

improve practice

Opportunities 10 1.69 89 B.0 348 58.98 143 24.24 590
for coaching
and mentoring

Individuals/ 6 1.02 53 .00 376 63.84 154 26.15589

teams apply
and share

Total 81 532 2027 887 3527

77.99

95.76

76.19

83.22

89.98

82.62

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.
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The dimension of shared personal practice was identified as functioning at the
implementation stage of development with an overall positive percentage of 82.62.
There were several items in this category that had low percentages ep@siponses
compared to the 85% required for the institutionalization stage of developmene Thos
items included opportunities exist to observe peers, 72.43%; staff provide feedback,
77.99%; staff review student work together to improve practice, 76.19%; and
opportunities for coaching and mentoring, 83.22%.

Table 23 displays the data for the respondents’ perceptions of shared personal
practice at the high school level. Respondents’ perceptions for three iteraslisaen
from global view) at the high school level were recorded as performing at the
implementation stage of development with percentages of 76.35%, 82.99%, and 69.33%,
respectively. From the total number of responses, 84% of the respondents positively

agree which indicates they are functioning at the implementationctageelopment.
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Table 23

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Personal Pexdiicequencies and Percentages by High Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Opportunities 5 3.38 30 20.27 82 55.41 31 20.95 148 76.35
exist to observe
peers
Staff provide 3 2.04 22 14.97 100 68.03 2214.97 147 82.99
feedback
Staff informally 2 1.33 4 2.67 87 58.00 57 38.00 150 96.00
share ideas and
suggestions
Staff review 3 2.00 43 28.67 89 59.33 1510.00 150 69.33

student work
together to
improve practice

Opportunities 2 1.33 10 6.67 100 66.67 38 25.33 150 92.00
for coaching
and mentoring

Individuals/ 2 134 17 41. 94 63.09 36 24.16 149 87.25
teams apply

and share

Total 17 126 552 199 894 84.00

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

Although the total percentage agreement was 84% identifying the high schools as
functioning at the implementation stage of development, there were two itéms wi
percentages considerably above 85% (staff informally share ideas and sugge8¥%ans
and opportunities for coaching and mentoring, 92%).

Table 24 records the respondents’ perceptions at the middle school level. The
data reveal consistencies in percentage of agreement for severahittraglimension

that concur with the global view and high school level.
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Table 24

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Personal Pexdiicequencies and Percentages by Middle Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Opportunities 9 9.57 23 24.47 48 51.06 14 14.89 94 65.96
exist to observe
peers
Staff provide 6 6.38 19 20.21 52 55.32 17 18.09 94 73.40
feedback
Staff informally 1 1.05 2 211 62 65.26 3031.58 95 96.84
share ideas and
suggestions
Staff review 5 5.21 28 29.17 48 50.00 1515.63 96 65.63

student work
together to
improve practice

Opportunities 0 0.00 23 4.2 51 53.68 21 22.11 95 75.79
for coaching
and mentoring

Individuals/ 1 1.06 9 957 65 69.15 1920.21 94 89.36
teams apply

and share

Total 22 104 326 116 568 77.82

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

There were four items (same as global view: opportunities exist to olpsarse
72.43%; staff provide feedback, 77.99%; staff review student work together to improve
practice, 76.19%; and opportunities for coaching and mentoring, 83.22%) that met the
criteria for the implementation stage of development for this dimension itidiode
school level. Of the four items, two of them (opportunities exist to observe peers,
65.96%; and staff review student work together to improve practice, 65.63%) recorded
scores with the lowest percentage of agreement for this stage. The responthests

school level also recorded the lowest total percentage (77.82%) for this dimension. One
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item (staff informally share ideas and suggestions, 96.84%) had a very stroentage
agreement for this school level for this dimension.

Table 25 documents the respondents’ perceptions for shared personal practice at
the elementary level. The data in this table concur with the other categdhes all

total percentages of agreement are below 85%.

Table 25

Respondents’ Perceptions of Shared Personal Prexdiicequencies and Percentages by Elementary
Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Opportunities 12 3.51 82 3.98 167 48.83 81 23.68342 7251
exist to observe
peers
Staff provide 9 2.61 70 20.29 190 55.07 7622.03 345 77.10
feedback
Staff informally 3 .87 13 3.77 186 53.91 14341.45 345 95.36
share ideas and
suggestions
Staff review 7 2.05 54 15.79 192 56.14 8926.02 342 82.16

student work
together to
improve practice

Opportunities 8 2.32 56 6.2B 197 57.10 84 24.35 345 81.45
for coaching
and mentoring

Individuals/ 3 .87 27 7.80 217 62.72 99 28.6 346 91.33
teams apply
and share
Total 42 302 1149 572 2065 83.34

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.
The respondents’ perceptions remained constant for the same four survey items
that were below 85% in three of the four categories (global view, middle school, and

elementary school). Also, three of those items were reported with scores358ofor
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the high school level. These data reveal that the respondents’ responses for this
dimension identify it as the lowest total percentage for the global view of tha PLC
(82.62%). Two of these question items (staff informally share ideas and soiggies
95.36%; and individuals/teams apply and share, 91.33%) reported scores at the
institutionalization stage of development for elementary schools.

The dimension of shared personal practice recorded the lowest percentexgre
across all categories (82.62%, 84%, 77.82%, 83.34%, respectively). The following items
recorded the lowest percentages consistently across the categoriesirof@ekxist to
observe peers, staff provide feedback, and staff review student work togethprdea
practice. Conversely, there were two items (staff informally shaesidnd suggestions,
and individuals/teams apply and share) that were consistently above 85% for all
categories.

Tables 26-29 provide the data for the respondents’ perceptions of supportive

conditions for each category (global view and school levels).
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Table 26

Respondents’ Perceptions of Supportive Conditiensquencies and Percentages by Global View

Questions SD D A SA abt

N % N % N % N % N % Agreement
Caring relationships exist 7 1180 5.06 292 49.24 264 44.52 593 93.76
Culture of trust and respect 7 1.1 1310 324 55.10 180 30.61588 85.71
exists
Outstanding achievement 17 2.88 59.15 285 48.31 234 39.66 590 87.97

recognized/celebrated

Staff and stakeholders exhibit 14 2.493 16.01 339 58.35 135 23.24 581 81.58
unified effort to embed
culture change

Time is provided 23 (3.996 16.30 343 58.23 127 21.56 589 79.80
School schedule promotes 22 3.7® 107.04 339 57.75 126 21.47 587 79.22

collective learning and
shared practice

Fiscal resources available 49 8.3%4 26.37 294 50.34 87 14.90 584 65.24
for professional development

Appropriate technology 17 2.860 10.14 303 51.18 212 35.81592 86.99
Resource staff provide 10 1.7%4 9.23 357 61.03 164 28.03585 89.06
expertise/support

Facility is clean and 83@. 33 560 273 46.35 27%.69 589 93.04
attractive

Proximity of grade level and 19 3.237 611.38 303 51.44 200 33.96 589 85.40
department personnel allows
for easy collaboration

Communication systems 8 1.35 528.78 338 57.09 194 32.77592 89.86
promote flow of information

Communication systems 11 1.88 610.41 355 60.58 159 27.13586 87.71
promote flow of information
across the school community

Totals 212 931 4,145 2,357 7,645 85.05

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

The global view records total percentages of agreement above 85%, but the
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following question items fell below the institutionalization stage: staff stakeholders
exhibit a unified effort to embed culture change, 81.58%; time is provided, 79.80%;
school schedule promotes collective learning and shared practice, 79.22%cand fis
resources available for professional development, 65.24%.

Table 27 demonstrates the perceptions of the respondents at the high school level
for the dimension. The total percentage agreement of 82.99% is below the

institutionalization phase of development, and there are six items recorded below 85%.
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Respondents’ Perceptions of Supportive Conditiensquencies and Percentages by High Schools

Questions SD A SA Total

N % % N % % N % Agneent
Caring relationships exist 166. 2 132 85 56.29 631.72 151 98.01
Culture of trust and respect 167. 14 9.40 93 6242 412752 149  89.93
exists
Outstanding achievement 4 2621 1409 79 53.02 45 280. 149 83.22
recognized/celebrated
Staff and stakeholders exhibit 3 20325 16.89 88 5946 32 .621 148 81.08
unified effort to embed
culture change
Time is provided 96.04 32 2148 81 5436 278.12 149 72.48
School schedule promotes 11 7335 2333 79 5267 25 16.6 150 69.33
collective learning and
shared practice
Fiscal resources available 20 13.680 34.01 64 4354 138.84 147 52.38
for professional development
Appropriate technology 2 1.3312 8.00 93 62.00 4328.67 150 90.67
Resource staff provide 3 2.032 811 98 66.22 3523.65 148 89.86
expertise/support
Facility is clean and 2.3 7 467 69 46.00 7248.00 150 94.00
attractive
Proximity of grade level and 8 53724 1611 71 4765 46 830. 149 78.52
department personnel allows
for easy collaboration
Communication systems 3  1.990 6.62 92 60.93 46 .480 151 91.39
promote flow of information
Communication systems 3 2.0m6 1074 91 61.07 39 176.149 87.25
promote flow of information
across the school community
Totals 70 260 1,083 527 1,940 82.99

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.
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The following six items from Table 27 that are below 85% account for the low
percentage of agreement in this category: outstanding achievemagrired/
celebrated, 83.22%; staff and stakeholders exhibit unified effort to embed chiturge,
81.08%; time is provided, 72.48%; school schedule promotes collective learning and
shared practice, 69.33%; fiscal resources available for professional degetppm
52.38%; and proximity of grade level and department personnel allows for easy
collaboration, 78.52%. One item, fiscal resources available for professional
development, 52.38%, at this school level was reported as functioning at themitiati
stage of development.

Table 28 shows the respondents’ perceptions at the middle school level. This
category had the most responses below 85% in eight of the 13 question items. Seven of
these items were categorized at the implementation stage of deealofm.89%,

77.42%, 81.25%, 81.25%, 76.04%, 82.11%, and 79.79%) and one question item was
functioning at the initiation stage of development, 59.57%. Also, we see that there are
four items, specific to this category alone, that are below 85%. Those iteadeincl
culture of trust and respect exists, 77.89%; appropriate technology, 76.04%; resource
staff provide expertise/support, 82.11%; and communication systems promote flow of
information across the school community, 79.79%. Out of the 1,236 respondents’

responses, 1,004 (81.23%) of those were positive.
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Respondents’ Perceptions of Supportive Conditiensquencies and Percentages by Middle Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total

N % N % N % N % N % Agneent
Caring relationships exist 0O 0009 938 50 5208 37 385496 90.63
Culture of trust and respect 0 0.0@1 22121 55 57.89 19 20.005 77.89
exists
Outstanding achievement 2 208 938 54 5625 31 32.2996 88.54
recognized/celebrated
Staff and stakeholders exhibit 1~ 1.080 22151 54 58.06 18 19.3®3 77.42
unified effort to embed
culture change
Time is provided 4 41714 1458 57 59.38 21 21.8®6 81.25
School schedule promotes 4 417 1wmM58 56 5833 22 22926 98125
collective learning and
shared practice
Fiscal resources available 8 8530 3191 49 52.13 7 7424  59.57
for professional development
Appropriate technology 7 7.296 116.67 52 54.17 21 21.8®6 76.04
Resource staff provide 5 5282 1263 58 61.05 20 21.0%®5 8211
expertise/support
Facility is clean and 1 1.082 1263 46 4842 36 37.8®5 86.32
attractive
Proximity of grade level and 0O 0.00 1a0.53 55 57.89 30 31585 989.47
department personnel allows
for easy collaboration
Communication systems 1 105 1B3.68 49 5158 32 33.68 985.26
promote flow of information
Communication systems 2 213 1¥8.09 52 5532 23 24.47 949.79
promote flow of information
across the school community
Totals 35 197 687 317 1236  81.23

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

Table 29 reports respondents’ perceptions at the elementary level.
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Table 29

Respondents’ Perceptions of Supportive Conditiensquencies and Percentages by Elementary Schools

Questions SD D A SA Total
N % N % N % N % N %rkement
Caring relationships exist 6 1.7319 549 157 4538 164 467. 346 92.77

Culture of trust and respect 6 1742 1221 176 51.16 120 884. 344 86.05
exists

Outstanding achievement 11 319 2696 152 44.06 158 45.80345 89.86
recognized/celebrated

Staff and stakeholders exhibit 10 2.948 414.12 197 57.94 85 25.0B40 82.94
unified effort to embed
culture change

Time is provided 10 29150 1453 205 59.59 79297 344  82.56

School schedule promotes 7 2.0%1 1496 204 59.82 79 23.17341 82.99
collective learning and
shared practice

Fiscal resources available 21 6.1274 2157 181 52.77 67 39.5343 72.30
for professional development

Appropriate technology 8 23132 9.25 158 4566 148 742. 346 88.44
Resource staff provide 2 .584 407 201 58.77 1091.83 342 90.64
expertise/support

Facility is clean and 5 8.414 4,07 158 4593 164855 344 94.48
attractive

Proximity of grade leveland 11 3.19 33 9.57 177 51.30 124 35.94345 87.25
department personnel allows
for easy collaboration

Communication systems 4 1169 2 838 197 56.94 116 33.5346 90.46
promote flow of information

Communication systems 6 1.758 2 8.16 212 61.81 97 28.2843 90.09
promote flow of information
across the school community

Totals 107 474 2,375 1,513 4469 87.00

Note. % Agreement = agree and strongly agree.

From Table 29 we see that out of 4,469 respondents, 3,888 (87%) were positive
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which indicates they believe they are functioning at the institutionaizatage of
development. Although the overall perception is above 85%, there were four items (staff
and stakeholders exhibit unified effort to embed culture change, 82.94%; time is
provided, 82.56%; school schedule promotes collective learning and shared practice,
82.99%; and fiscal resources available for professional development, 72.30%) that fell
below 85% for this category.

For the dimension of supportive conditions, the overall perception from all
categories indicates the respondents perceive they are functioning at the
institutionalization stage of development. Within each category, therpeuific
guestion items that are below 85% agreement.

The data represented in Tables 10-29 provide the percentages agree/streegly agr
reported from the respondents in all 26 schools. From these results, evidende exists
support that respondents truly believe they are operating at the highest level of
development in four of the five dimensions of a PLCA.

Table 30 displays summary data for the respondents’ positive responses by
dimension for all schools. This information was used to determine the phase of

development for each dimension based on the positive response percentages.
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Table 30

Frequency and Percentage Summary of Positive Responses by Dimension for All Schools

Five Dimensions Percent Number Phase of
Agreement Development
Shared and supportive leadership 85.04 492 Institutionalization
Shared vision and values 88.58 522 Institutionalization
Collective learning and application 89.93 522 Institutionalization
Shared personal practice 82.62 485 Implementation
Supportive conditions 85.08 510 Institutionalization

Note. Non-demonstration <44.99%, initiatied5% t0<64.99%, implementation65% t0<84.99%, and
institutionalization>85.

The general perception, based on the aggregated data and the percentages
established by Hill (2008), suggests that schools are performing at the mséilzed
phase of development except for the fourth dimension, shared personal practice. The
implementation phase includes the range of percentages&5% t0<84.99% and the
institutionalized phase includes percentages equal to or above 85%.

Table 31 displays data for the responses by frequency and percentage\® positi
responses (%A/SA) by the PLCA dimensions for each school level, high school (HS),
middle school (MS), and elementary school (ES); and phases of development (POD),
non-demonstrated (ND), initiation (ll), implementation (IM), and institutiaation

(IN).
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Table 31

Frequency and Percentage of Positive Responsesmgridions by School Levels

Five Dimensions HS N POD MSN POD ES N POD Totalfotal POD

%A %A %A %A N

SA SA SA SA
Shared and 83.88 123 IM 8299 IM 86.21 290 IN 85.04492 IN
supportive
leadership

Shared values 86.20 129 IN 888 IN 89.56 311 |IN 88.58622 IN
and vision

Collective 87.90 131 IN 90.63 8BN 90.63 306 IN 89.93522 IN
learning and
application

Shared personal  84.17 127 IM 7785 IM 8323 283 IM 82.62485 IM
practice

Supportive 8360 126 IM 8134 8M 86.93 303 IN 85.08 16 IN
Conditions

Note. Non-demonstration (ND) <44.99%, initiation (#)45% t0<64.99%, implementation (IM}65% to
<84.99%, and institutionalization (IN)85.

Disaggregation by school level concurs with the data from Table 30 in the sense
that the total percentages for all schools indicate that four out of the fivasions for
the PLCA were operating at the institutionalization stage. Howeawvaoser look
revealed that respondents’ perceptions at the high schools and middle schoolgindicate
they were only at the institutionalization phase of development for two dimensidres of t
PLC. Both school levels reported a percentage agreement below the instizdicorali
phase to the implementation stage in three of the same dimensions: shangupantil/e
leadership (83.88% and 82.90%, respectively), shared personal practice (84.17% and

77.85%, respectively), and supportive conditions (83.60% and 81.34%, respectively).
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PL CA Data Analysisby Number of Respondents

Tables 32-36 were created to show the breakdown of teachers by school level at
each stage of development (ND = non-demonstration, Il = initiation, IM =
implementation, IN = institutionalization) and within each dimension of the PLU#e
data illustrate that there were far more teachers who perceivethewnls as functioning
at the institutionalization level than any other.

The total number of respondents was calculated by recoding the questions for the
PLCA. The variables were set as follows: 0 = strongly disagree/desagdel =
agree/strongly agree. The mean of such binary outcome variables reptiesent
proportion of those cases falling into category 1. When the mean is taken across
variables, per person, we see the percentage of positive (agree/stroag)yragponses
each person answered. These percentages were recoded as 1, 2, 3, or 4 for the stages of
development (ND, II, IM, and IN, respectively). A frequency count was completed f
each stage of development. This analysis by teacher demonstrated teacbepsions,
which determined the stage of development for correlation with CTE.

Table 32 concurs with previous data reported regarding the shared and supportive
leadership dimension of the PLCA. The results of the respondents responding positively
(N =592) show the majority, 74.83%, believe they are functioning at the
institutionalization stage of development. However, there are 61 (10.30%) respondents

that feel they are at the non-demonstration stage of development.
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Table 32

Stages of Development by Total Number Respondents at Each School Level for
Dimension 1: Shared and Supportive Leadership

School ND Il IM IN Total
High 14 14 15 108 151
Middle 11 6 11 68 96
Elementary 36 19 23 267 345
Total 61 39 49 443 592

From Table 33, the data show that 479 of 594 respondents (80.64%) perceive
themselves in the institutionalization stage of development.
Table 33

Stages of Development by Total Number Respondents at Each School Level for
Dimension 2: Shared Values and Vision

School ND Il IM IN Total
High 10 13 16 113 152
Middle 3 11 4 78 96
Elementary 17 18 23 288 346
Total 30 42 43 479 594

Table 34 reports the data for dimension 3, collective learning and applicati
concur with the previous tables in the fact that the majority of respondents, 480 (81.36%),

agree they are at the institutionalization stage.
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Table 34

Stages of Development by Total Number Respondents at Each School Level for
Dimension 3: Collective Learning and Application

School ND Il IM IN Total
High 6 14 13 118 151
Middle 3 8 9 76 96
Elementary 17 20 20 286 343
Total 26 42 42 480 590

The data show in Table 35 that the majority of respondents, 335 (56.49%), believe
they are functioning at the institutionalization stage of development.
Table 35

Stages of Development by Total Number Respondents at Each School Level for
Dimension 4: Shared Personal Practice

School ND Il IM IN Total
High 8 16 48 79 151
Middle 14 7 29 46 96
Elementary 31 32 73 210 346
Total 53 55 150 335 593

The number of those in agreement for this dimension is much smaller than in
previous dimensions for the institutionalization stage of development.
In Table 36, we see the amount of respondents’ responses, 412 (69.48%), met the

criteria for the institutionalization phase of development.
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Table 36

Stages of Development by Total Number Respondents at Each School Level for
Dimension 5: Supportive Conditions

School ND Il IM IN Total
High 5 20 31 95 151
Middle 5 10 23 58 96
Elementary 16 27 44 259 346
Total 26 57 98 412 593

The agreement percentage at the institutionalization stage of development
accounts for 69.48% of the respondents. The data from this table coincide with the other
dimensions of the PLCA with regards to the respondents’ perceptions of agreement.

The data in Tables 32-36 show that the majority of the respondents perceive
themselves in the institutionalization phase of development. The percentage of
respondents for each category, ND ~10%, Il < 10%, IM <20, and IN > 65%, concur with
previous data which show the majority of respondents perceive themselves aningcti
at the institutionalization stage of development.

Analysisof CTE Data

The CTE short form was used to determine the collective efficacy of the school
based on the average item score for each of the 12 items. Only valid responses from
respondents were entered into the Excel spreadsheet by the researenefordithe
number of participants, N, varies from the 594 total participants in the data. The CTE
instrument used a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 6 with 1 being stronglyrdes& being

moderately disagree, 3 being disagree slightly more than agree, 4 bemglayrity
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more than agree, 5 being moderately agree, and 6 being strongly agree. thtalfeohs
(#3, #4, #8, #9, #11, and #12) on this scale were designed to be reverse-scored. This was
completed by the researcher on the Excel spreadsheet before it was loa@&E8tfor
processing.

Table 37 shows the overall mean scores for collective teacher efficacy and the
total mean score for each dimension of the PLCA for each of the 26 schools in the
district. Of these 26 schools, schools A-R represent elementary schoolsp®&dén

middle schools, and W-Z represent high schools.
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Table 37

Overall Mean Scores for CTE and Total Mean Scaseghe Five Dimensions of the PLCA

Schoo N CTE N D1 N 2D N D3 N D4 N D5 N Total
PLCA

30 3470 27 3256 29 26.080 2545 30 18.03 28 4154 3B43.10
17 36.00 13 33.00 16 271 2687 16 17.19 14 39.64 1A1.00
14 36.07 14 2929 14 24714 2479 14 1843 14 4150 188.71
10 3520 10 27.70 10 25.3M 2560 10 16.20 10 42.00 1B6.80
22 3750 20 3285 21 27.81 28.14 21 2052 21 4352 250.18
14 3507 14 3186 13 2548 26.77 13 1823 14 4379 14421
14 3529 12 30.33 13 25.0% 2529 14 1843 14 39.21 1B7.86
27 36.33 25 31.04 25 243 2452 25 1748 24 38.13 2B3.48
26 3554 25 2788 24 2425 2460 25 19.76 23 4183 2@29.62
15 36.33 16 29.13 15 239% 2420 16 17.06 14 3757 182.06
17 39.18 15 3433 17 28946 2850 16 20.00 17 4482 1b4.12
22 36.00 21 33.76 22 27.4® 2755 22 19.18 22 4550 25291
15 3707 14 3571 15 27.8/4 28.07 15 19.33 14 47.14 1%6.13
14 3457 14 3450 13 2844 28.00 14 19.36 13 42.84 184.50
13 3754 13 36.69 13 294 2931 13 2146 11 48.36 1H4.62
27 3581 23 26.04 28 23.3% 2369 28 17.79 27 37.96 289.93
11 3518 10 3260 10 27.9®m 26.80 11 19.64 11 43.36 1U9.00
33 36.64 32 3347 30 2532 2538 33 18.03 33 3830 3IR9.42
41 3576 35 29.20 39 248D 2493 39 17.05 39 39.26 4B4.29
15 34.00 13 3208 14 24.7% 2567 14 17.79 14 39.29 1R7.27
28 36.36 27 3159 25 254% 26.12 26 1854 25 39.00 2Z88.46
12 3483 12 3125 12 232® 2417 12 17.67 12 4158 u387.92
32 37.00 31 3129 32 2462 2519 31 1835 32 4041 338.97
32 3581 30 26.83 31 22.061 2268 30 16.93 29 3569 32341
33 36.85 31 3094 31 2558 2585 33 1894 31 39.58 33042
53 3492 51 3241 51 2589 26.00 50 1850 47 42.00 35410.61

N<Xs<CHnWITOTVOZZIrR«"IOTMOO®>

Overall mean scores were used due to the differences in the sample size torpooeide
information regarding CTE and the domains of the PLCA.

Table 38 disaggregates the data by school level and dimensions of the PLCA.
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Table 38

Maximum and Minimum Overall CTE Scores and TotalaM&cores by School Level and Dimensions of
PLCA

School CTE D1 D2 D3 D4 D5
Level Min  Max Min Max Min Max Min Max Min Max Min Max

Elementary  34.57 39.18 26.04 36.68.32 29.46 23.69 29.31 16.20 21.46 B74B.36
Middle 34.00 36.36 29.20 32.083.25 25.48 24.17 26.12 17.05 18.3403 41.58

High 34.92 37.00 26.83 32.41 .0B2 25.59 22.68 26.00 16.93 18.94 354800

Overall CTE scores ranged from 34.00 (school T-middle) to 39.18 (school K-
elementary). The range for D1, shared and supportive leadership, was from 26.04
(school P—elementary) to 36.69 (school O—elementary). Shared values and vision,
domain 2, had a range from 22.06 (school X-high school) to 29.46 (school O—
elementary). Collective learning and application, domain 3, displayed afrang22.68
(school X-high school) to 29.31 (school K—elementary). Shared personal practice,
domain 4, had a range from 16.20 (school D—elementary) to 21.46 (school O—
elementary). Domain 5, supportive conditions, displayed a range from 35.69 (school X—
high school) to 48.36 (school O—elementary). Domain 4, shared personal practice, had
the lowest range of scores. School O (elementary school) had the highesetatal m
scores for four of the five dimensions, and school K, also elementary, accounted for the
highest total mean in the other dimension as well as the overall CTE score. School X
(high school) had the lowest total mean score for three of the five dimensionstalée t
from Table 38 were used to create the following table showing correlagathbols
between each domain of PLCA and the CTE.

The data in Table 39 show the Pearson’s bivariate correlations between each



domain of the PLCA and CTE by schools.

Table 39

Pearson’s Bivariate Correlation Between Each Domai?LCA and CTE by School

89

School CTE CTE CTE CTE CTE
D1 D2 D3 D4 D5
A 0.31 0.34 0.28 0.31 0.36
B -0.12 -0.21 0.26 2®. 0.37
C 0.14 0.25 0.30 0.14 0.15
D 0.73* 0.73* 0.81* 0.73* 0.05
E 0.12 -0.07 -0.01 1D. 0.01
F -0.07 -0.13 -0.07 -0.35 0.09
G 0.30 0.66* 0.47 0.52 0.54~*
H 0.26 0.28 0.48* 0.56** 0.57**
I 0.02 -0.18 -0.07 1D. 0.01
J 0.05 0.24 0.08 0.15 0.31
K -0.18 -0.29 -0.41 -0.11 0.2
L -0.24 -0.05 -0.15 -0.26 -0.13
M 0.54* 0.14 0.21 0.54* 0.23
N -0.14 0.30 0.39 0.67* 0.68*
o 0.58* 0.62* 0.60* 0.62* 0.61*
P 0.11 0.18 0.12 0.22 0.16
Q 0.01 -0.71* -0.07 -0.04 -0.36
R -0.11 -0.18 -0.17 0.11 0.11
S 0.11 0.10 0.28 0.38* 0.37*
T 0.15 0.09 -0.09 0.33 -0.08
U 0.17 0.22 0.09 -0.10 0.03
\Y 0.08 -0.05 -0.03 -0.19 -0.12
W 0.33 0.28 0.26 0.36* 0.24
X 0.03 0.05 -0.01 30 0.10
Y -0.13 -0.12 -0.08 -0.07 -0.17
Z -0.06 0.09 0.17 0.09 0.17

Note. * < 0.05. **p < 0.01.

In Table 39, correlations were presented to illustrate patterns amoopgalsin
the district. Data in domain 1, shared and supportive leadership, show that 18 schools
had no relationship, five schools had weak correlations (schools A, G, H, L—elementary,
and W-high school), two schools had moderate correlations (schools M and O—
elementary), and one school had a strong correlation (school D—elementary)wd@iteere
only three significant correlations represented in dimension 1, and they wiere all

elementary schools. For dimension 2, shared values and vision, there were three
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significant positive correlations and one significant negative correlafifsu in this
dimension the data show that 12 schools had no relationship, 10 schools had weak
correlations (school A, B, C, H, J, K, N, P—elementary, and U, W-high school), one
school had a moderate correlation (school O—elementary), and three schoolsritad str
correlations (school D, G, and Q—elementary). Dimension 3, collective leaning a
application, had 14 schools with no relationship, and eight schools with weak correlations
(school A, B, C, K, M, N—elementary, S—middle school, and W-high school). One
correlation was negative, indicating that as the domain score of the PL@Asasr the
CTE score decreases. There were eight significant correlations fomndénshared
personal practice. Seven of those were positive and one was negative. Thdre were
schools with no relationship, eight schools with weak correlations (school A, B, F, L, P—
elementary, S, T-middle school, and W-high school), five schools with moderate
correlations (school G, H, M, O—elementary, and X-high school), and two schools with
strong correlations (school D and N—elementary). Domain 5, supportive conditidns, ha
four significant correlations at the elementary level and one significareiaioon at the
middle school level. For this domain, there were 14 schools with no relationship, six
schools had weak correlations (school J, K, M, Q—elementary, S—middle school, and W-
high school). Out of the 23 significant correlations, 19 were at elementatytigo
were at middle school level, and two were at the high school level; only two of those
were negative.

Table 40 shows the correlations between the dimensions of the PLCA and CTE

by stages of development.
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Table 40

Correlation of Each Dimension of the PLCA and CTE by Stages of Development

Stage of D1*CTE D2*CTE D3*CTE D4*CTE D5*CTE
Development

ND -0.11 -0.03 -0.23 0.06 0.07

Il 0.04 0.41* 0.01 -0.36** 0.24

IM -0.03 -0.05 -0.08 0.09 0.17

IN 0.11* 0.12** 0.14** 0.14** 0.14**

Note. * p < 0.05. **p < 0.01.

The data in Table 40 show that at the non-demonstration phase, there is no
significant relationship between the PLCA domain score and CTE at anyo$tage
development. For those correlations in the initiation phase, there is a positive
relationship between domain 2, shared values and vision, of the PLCA and CTE. Ther
IS a negative relationship in the correlation between domain 4, shared persaiee,prac
and CTE. For all relationships between the five dimensions of a PLCA andhGA& i
institutionalization stage, there is a positive relationship. This data se@mscur with
the positive responses of agreement that were represented earlier iqueeadyetables
showing four of the five dimensions at the institutionalization stage of devefdpm

Table 41 shows the group competency total mean scores for each school.
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Table 41

Total Means and Standard Deviation for CTE Grouprpetency (GC) by Schools

School GC SD
M
A 19.13 2.05
B 18.88 2.20
C 19.93 1.94
D 19.90 1.29
E 19.86 2.21
F 19.71 0.99
G 19.14 1.03
H 19.38 3.93
[ 19.04 1.93
J 20.47 1.46
K 21.53 2.92
L 18.82 2.50
M 20.00 1.95
N 18.64 1.86
(0] 19.77 1.48
P 18.85 2.46
Q 19.18 2.32
R 19.88 2.38
S 19.53 2.58
T 18.67 2.61
U 19.21 3.51
Vv 19.92 2.31
w 19.06 2.05
X 19.06 2.78
Y 19.24 2.02
Z 18.66 1.52

The lowest score reported in Table 41 was 18.64 for school N (elementary
school). The highest mean score recorded was 21.53 for school K. “Group-teaching
competence consists of judgments about the capabilities that a facultytbrangsven
teaching situation. These judgments include inferences about the faculthintea
methods, skills, training, and expertise” (Goddard, 2002, p. 100).

Table 42 provides the total means and standard deviation for CTE task analysis by

schools.
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Table 42

Total Means and Standard Deviation for CTE Tasklysis (TA) by Schools

School TA SD
M

A 15.86 3.06
B 17.11 2.45
C 16.92 4.50
D 15.30 2.67
E 17.64 2.56
F 15.85 2.76
G 16.14 2.66
H 16.92 4.92
[ 16.65 3.57
J 16.23 4.00
K 17.94 2.72
L 18.10 1.65
M 17.57 1.87
N 17.27 3.13
(0] 17.77 2.55
P 17.15 2.96
Q 16.00 3.55
R 16.76 2.70
S 16.64 3.22
T 15.77 2.59
U 18.00 3.72
\% 14.92 2.94
w 17.94 3.34
X 17.03 3.06
Y 18.57 2.87
Z 16.31 2.82

The results of the task analysis total mean scores recorded the lowast me
response of 14.92 for school V (middle school) and the highest response of 18.57 for
school Y (high school). Task analysis is defined by Goddard (2002) as,

Task analysis refers to perceptions of the constraints and opportunities inherent in

the task at hand. In addition, to the abilities and motivations of students, TA

includes teachers’ beliefs about the level of support provided by the students’

home and the community. (p. 100)

Table 43 shows the correlation between group competency (GC) and tasksanalysi
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(TA) for the stages of development of the PLCA. Pearson’s Bivariatel@@newas
used to identify the relationships.
Table 43

Correlation Between Group Competency (GC) and Task Analysis (TA) by Stages of
Development of a PLCA

Stage of Development Pearson’s Correlation Sig
Non-Demonstration 0.017 0.934
Initiation 0.413 0.007
Implementation 0.172 0.055
Institutionalized 0.217 <0.001
Total 0.219 <0.001

In Table 43, the values are the correlations between group competency and task
analysis, disaggregated by each phase of development of the PLC. For each pair of
variables, there is only one correlation. From these results, the researtesethe data
show that for schools in the non-demonstration or implementation stage of a PLC, there
is no significant correlation between GC and TA. However, at the initiation and

institutionalization stages of the PLC, there is a significant, positive aborel
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Summary
This chapter has analyzed the results of this study in regards to the scahi@g of
PLCA (Huffman & Hipp, 2003) and the CTE (Goddard et al., 2000). The PLCA data
were presented globally and by school levels for the district acrossalhsions. The
stages of development were also identified for each dimension of the PLCA. The CTE
data provided the overall collective teacher efficacy scores feclatiols individually
and provided CTE totals for group competency and task analysis for each schoal as well
General trends in the data suggest that globally, for four of the five dimensions of
the PLCA, all schools are functioning at the institutionalization stage of devetdpm
However, closer analysis gives evidence that elementary schools hasegegtentages
of agreement in more question items of the survey for all dimensions than that of t
middle school and high school levels. The data suggest that true levels of

institutionalization may not exist for the district as a whole.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions, Recommendations, and Discussion
Overview

Reform is at the forefront of education just as it has been for the past several
decades. Efforts dating as far back as the launching of Sputnik have plaated gre
demands on the educational system of the United States. In this study, two t®oétruc
educational reform, professional learning communities and collective tezfthacy,
were examined to determine if a relationship exists.

This educational phenomenon known as professional learning communities is
currently making significant progress in the area of school reform. Since the
implementation of this reform, widespread enthusiasm has been generated among
educators in school systems across the nation (Eaker et al., 2002). It is evident that
schools with professional learning community characteristics offerdughty learning
environments for teachers, which provide greater learning opportunities for student
(Roberts & Pruitt, 2003). The implementation of a PLC is unique to each school and
school district, and there is no formal process for schools to follow as a guideline.

Teacher efficacy and collective teacher efficacy both play andleei
effectiveness of a school as an organization of learning. Personal teéichey éfas
been documented over the last 2 decades, but research regarding colleciige te
efficacy is relatively new. Within an organization, perceived colleetffieacy
represents the shared perceptions of group members regarding “the performance
capability of a social system as a whole” (Bandura, 1997, p. 469).

Similar to most school districts across the nation that are seeking nenavay
reform their current educational practices, this district sought to implgm&fiessional

learning communities throughout the county at all grade levels. The impleimentat
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process of these PLCs started at various times in the 26 schools at the elementary
middle, and high school levels. As limited research exists on the relationshigibetwe
professional learning communities and collective efficacy, this study stughtablish
the stage of development for each school level across the district as welledsrimine
what relationship, if any, existed between the stage of development and welieather
efficacy.

Purpose

This study was designed to examine the relationship between the five dingensi
(shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and
application, shared personal practice, and supportive conditions) of a professional
learning community and collective teacher efficacy of a rural schewidiin the
southern piedmont region of North Carolina. The study was based on the conceptual
framework of the PLCO created by Huffman and Hipp (2003). The instruments used to
measure the data, PLCA and CTE, were described in Chapter 3 in detail. dwanfpll
guestions guided this study:

1. What is the relationship between the five dimensions of a professional
learning community, as measured by the PLCA, and collective teacluacgffas
measured by the CTE, at the elementary, middle, and high school levels?

2. How do the relationships between the degree of implementation and collective
teacher efficacy differ among the elementary, middle, and high school levels?

This study incorporated a nonexperimental approach which was designed to
examine the development of PLCs within a rural school district at a single paimiei.
Using correlations, the study sought to determine what relationships, ibastede

between teachers’ perceptions of the degree of implementation of a PLC to the
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perceptions of teachers in a school that the faculty as a whole can implenenirdes
of action necessary to have positive effects on students and their achievementdGoddar
2001). The researcher analyzed the data to examine the differences gintdily
school levels for PLCA by dimensions and total collective efficacy, group cempet
and task analysis by individual schools. Goddard’s (2002) scoring key for CTE scores
was used to determine the average school scores and Pearson’s Bivaridaid@orre
tables were developed to show the relationships between the PLCA and CTE.
Summary

This study sought to identify the relationships between the five dimensions of a
PLC and CTE using surveys collected from certified teachers in orleschiaol district
in the southern piedmont region of North Carolina. Two questions were formulated to
guide the direction of the study, and those questions are the focus of this section.

Question 1. What istherelationship between the five dimensions of a
professional lear ning community, as measured by the PLCA, and collective teacher
efficacy, asmeasured by the CTE, at the elementary, middle, and high school levels?
In order to answer this question, data were analyzed by each item of the GL&x&!
domain as a whole (global view) and by school levels to see patterns foranséiiat
Tables 10-29 represent these data. Elementary schools reported high peroéntages
agreement at or above 85% in four of the five dimensions of the PLCA. Middle schools
and high schools reported various percentages of agreement for the same three
dimensions that were below 85%: shared and supportive leadership, shared personal
practice, and supportive conditions. All school levels recorded percentagmegtee
below 85% for the same dimension of the PLCA, shared personal practice.

The results of the correlations determined that 21 of the 23 significant donelat
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were positive, indicating that as scores on the PLCA domains increased,90TE al
increased on average. The majority of correlations (108 out of 130) across all school
levels were weak and only four were significant. As with the percentagenagnt for
elementary schools across the five dimensions, the same was true forelsions
between the PLCA and CTE for this school level. The elementary schools had the
majority (19) of positive significant correlations among all school levdisidle schools
and high schools each had two positive significant correlations.

Question 2. How do therelationships between the degree of implementation
and collective teacher efficacy differ among the elementary, middle, and high school
levels? Tables 32-36 were generated in order to address this question. These tables
represent the breakdown of teachers by school level at each stage of dent(d{idre
non-demonstration, Il = initiation, IM = implementation, IN = institutiaration) and
within each dimension of the PLCA. The data illustrated that there were far mor
teachers in agreement that they were functioning at the institutidratizavel than any
other level. This coincides with Tables 30-31 which identify stages of developmnent f
all schools and by school levels for the district.

The data illustrated that there were no correlations between CTE andydéseddta
development at the non-demonstration and implementation stages. There was a
significant positive correlation at the initiation level between domain 2edhalues and
vision, and CTE. There was also a significant negative correlation betweamdgm
shared personal practice, and CTE. The correlations at the institutionalizael| were
weak, but positive and significant. Based on evidences presented throughout the study,
teachers within this school district perceived their schools as functioning at the

institutionalization degree of development for most dimensions of the PLCA. &kis w
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apparent in both categories represented: global view and school levels.

Group competency and task analysis factors were also analyzed in this study
although not directly related to the research questions of the study. The fitedlitigst
for schools functioning at the non-demonstration or implementation stage @f, aheke
was no significant correlation between GC and TA. However, at the initiation and
institutionalization stages of the PLC, there was a significant, posiivelation. This
suggests that as GC increase, TA will increase as well at the amtaatd
institutionalization stages of development.

Based on the definition of group competency and task analysis as defined by
Goddard (2002), connections can be made to the five dimensions of the PLCA. Group
competency, by definition, aligns with collective learning and applicationtzaréd
personal practice which are more skill-oriented categories. In thersanreer, task
analysis is based on teachers’ perceptions of constraints or opportunities imh#rent i
task at hand which aligns more directly with shared and supportive leadership, shared
values and vision, and supportive conditions.

The teachers’ percentages of agreement were below 85% for severamuest
items: opportunities to observe peers, staff provide feedback, staff reviewtsuaik
together to improve practice, and opportunities for coaching and mentoring in the shared
personal practice dimension. Also, several question items in the shared andsipport
leadership, shared values and vision, and supportive conditions dimensions regarding
stakeholders (assume shared responsibility and create high expectatstnddat
learning) and principals (shared power and authority and opportunities for stafidtie i
change) recorded low percentages of agreement among respondents. | Sfribesd

items affect teachers’ perceptions regarding group competency anddagisaithe
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district may want to research these constructs further.
Conclusions
When examining the frequencies and percentages of positive responses by
dimensions for all schools across the five dimensions, the results demonstretertbht
the five dimensions of the PLCA were identified at the institutionalizationepbfas
development. This information was determined as a result of the PLCA surveys that
were distributed by principals at faculty meetings throughout the diftrietl 26
schools. According to Huffman and Hipp (2003), “Thstitutionalization phases
where the change initiative becomes embedded into the culture of the school” (p. 24).
As evidenced earlier in this study, most respondents perceived their schools as
functioning at the institutionalization phase of development while the majority of
respondents (423) reported 10 or less hours of training on professional learning
communities. Also, the majority of respondents (459) perceived their schools
functioning as PLCs for 0-3 years. Huffman and Hipp (2003) stated that “building
professional learning communities is a journey as reflected by time argy exerted to
move schools from one phase to the next” (p. 148). The results of the data seem to be
controversial in regards to the stage of development for the dimensions of a PLC, the
number of years functioning as a PLC, and the amount of training hours received.
Shared and supportive leadership. The results of the data for dimension one of
the PLCA indicated that the majority of survey items had a positive pegeenta
agreement. Further investigation into the perceptions of teachers regardingyéye s
items—opportunities for staff to initiate change, principal shares powleahority,
and stakeholders assume shared responsibility—would be worthwhile since the

percentage of agreement for these items was lower than 85% acrossdallesadis.
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Hord (2004) stated, “Supportive and shared leadership requires the collegial and
facilitative participation of the principal who shares leadership—and thus, poder a
authority—by inviting staff input and action in decision-making” (p. 7). The new trend
based on current reform efforts requires that administrators, along witletsaaust be
learners, questioning, investigating, and seeking solutions for school improverment a
increased student achievement (Hord, 2004). In order to create an organizaseekhat
to delve into learning through continuous improvement, it is imperative that schools
develop a high sense of collective capacity in a culture that fosters meaningful
participation and leadership across the school community (Oliver & Hipp, 2006).
Shared values and vision. According to the data for this dimension of the
PLCA, two areas of interest for further research for practice were fymals on student
learning and stakeholders create high expectations for student learnmthese items
were consistently below 85% agreement for all school levels. Stakehdlelelefiaed as
parents and community members. DuFour and Eaker (1998) stated,
The lack of a compelling vision for public schools continues to be a major
obstacle in any effort to improve schools. Those who hope to develop a school’s
capacity to function as a learning community cannot overlook the importance of
this critical building block in achieving that goal (p. 64).
Strategies should be put into place that engage parents, community members, business
representatives, and students in the process of developing a vision statement @uF
Eaker, 1998). As schools work toward creating a collective vision, they are not only
building the foundation for the PLC but they are also investing in building collective
efficacy. Goddard et al. (2000) theorized, “that the consequences of highiwellect

teacher efficacy will be the acceptance of challenging goalsgstrganizational effort,
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and a persistence that leads to better performance” (p. 486).

Collective learning and application. Dimension three had one question item on
the survey that recorded low percentages of agreement, staff and stakebkalters |
together. “An outcome of collective learning within a professional learning comyn
is the emergence of teacher leadership” (Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 10). Disadlsrs
need to provide opportunities for teachers to develop leadership roles. Theseteacher
who are leaders lead within and beyond the classroom, contribute to a community of
leaders, and influence others toward improving educational practices (Huffridgp&
2003, p. 11). “The agency that schools exercise and the choices that teacherg make a
influenced by beliefs about collective capability” (Goddard, 2001, p. 12). Teachlers wi
strong perceptions of efficacy put more effort into planning lessons, are moreopen t
new ideas, and persevere in the face of new challenges (Jerald, 2007).

Shared personal practice. Dimension four of the PLCA was the only domain to
be perceived as functioning at the implementation stage of developmentedShar
personal practice involves more than simply observing and providing feedback; it often
involves sharing outcomes of new practices in both formal and informal settings
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 145). According to the results of this study, a consistent
pattern emerged demonstrating that respondents did not record an agreemetageerce
at or above 85 for the question items regarding opportunities exist for staff toeobser
peers, staff provide feedback, and staff review student work together to impraweeprac
A negative relationship was found between domain 4, shared personal practice and
overall CTE. Principals can support perceptions of efficacy “if they desigrvanitions
that are focused on instructional practices and promote increased shakitlg ahd

experiences between teachers” (Brinson & Steiner, 2007, p. 4). Principals caidaizo a
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shared practice experiences “by giving teachers the opportunity to obEEs®om

lessons presented by particularly effective peers or by providictearabout,

videotapes of, or chances to visit effective schools” (Jerald, 2007, p. 5). However,
examining the global view for the question item staff informally share idehs a

suggestions, the respondents’ responses netted a total of 95.76% agreement. So the data
suggest that the majority of respondents believed they were informallggtizgir ideas

and suggestions. According to the research, it would be beneficial to the development of
the PLC for the question items with low percentages of agreement to be irneestiga

within the district.

Supportive conditions. The data for dimension five indicated three survey items
with agreement percentages as low as 52.38, 69.33, and 72.48, respectively, across the
school levels: fiscal resources available for professional development) schedule
promotes collective learning and shared practice, and time is provided. Ingéetpre
leadership structure of schools, principals are responsible for providing the stgporti
conditions for their staff. “The ability of principals to relinquish power isreggsdor
the support of professional learning communities” (Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 14).
“Encouragement from teacher colleagues, principals, and district leadgirise
insufficient alone, but coupled with the requisite training and experience, it has the
potential to strengthen teachers’ self- and collective-efficacy bél@bddard & Skria,
2006, p. 219).

The survey item regarding fiscal resources available for professiorelbgenent
also links to the data presented earlier about the number of training hours provided for
PLCs. That data showed that 423 of the 582 respondents’ responses stated that less than

10 hours of training was provided. In order for schools to reach and maintain the
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institutionalization stage of development, training, time, and schedulingsameties at
this dimension of the PLC.

Collective teacher efficacy. The data show that the school average for the
minimum and maximum overall CTE scores are within the same range (34.00-37.00) at
each school level. Further analysis of the collective teacher efficatye group
competency and task analysis question items make it clear that the peraafptions
teachers vary for this construct. For the six items related to group comydtes
ranges of the data are similar at the high school (18.66-19.24) and middle school levels
(18.67-19.92), but they are slightly elevated at the elementary level (18.64-21.53). Group
competency is based on the capabilities (teaching methods, skills, trainingpartite)
that the faculty brings to a given teaching situation. The data for talyiiarshnow that
each school level had varied ranges of overall scores for the six surveyatemesntary
(15.30-18.10), middle school (14.92-18.00), and high school (16.31-18.57). Task
analysis refers to the perceptions of constraints or opportunities inherent isktaé ta
hand and the teachers’ beliefs of support by parents and the community.

Collective teacher efficacy is a way of conceptualizing the normativieoament
of a school and its influence on both personal and organizational behavior. The main
sources of collective teacher efficacy are mastery experiencapuga&xperience, and
social persuasion. Carefully supported opportunities to experience masterys soleh a
playing and microteaching experiences with specific feedback, argiakdaring
implementation of new strategies (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). These opigsrtunit
vary within each school level based on their organizational structure. Vicarious
experiences are opportunities to observe colleagues and/or other schools that are

performing at exceptional levels of achievement. Goddard et al. (2004) stated tha
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“schools wanting improved educational outcomes may experience gains in eerceiv
collective efficacy by observing successful educational programs offereidoer
achieving schools” (p. 5). Social persuasion may entail encouragement acspecif
performance feedback for a supervisor or colleague, or it may be abasmdistussions
in the teacher’s lounge, community, or media about the ability of teachers to iefluenc
students (Goddard et al., 2004).

Many elements within the school’s organization are influential to the amount of
collective efficacy among the staff. “Schools can influence teacheaejfand
collective efficacy beliefs by cultivating and providing organizational sugpartigh
positive collaboration within the teaching staff and administrators via sspmeryvas well
as providing resources and direction for their use” (Ware & Kitsantas, 2007, p. 304).
Goddard and Skria (2006) concluded that “the stronger an organization’s collective
efficacy beliefs, the more likely its members are to put forth the sustdiioedaamd
persistence required to attain desired goals” (p. 217). The district nmhyor@nsider
further research regarding the concept of building collective teacheaggffiathin all
schools across all school levels.
Limitations

The study was limited in three areas. First of all, this study invesdigetly
certified teachers’ perceptions of the school’s progress in the development of a
professional learning community in relationship to the collective teachea@ffwithin
their individual schools. Secondly, the study focused on one school district in the
southern piedmont region of North Carolina so generalizations do not necessayily appl
to other areas of the nation. Also, PLCs are a required element based on the hew Nort

Carolina Teacher Evaluation Instrument, so respondents’ responses could hawk skewe
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the data. Lastly, by combining the two separate surveys into one large shevey, t
reliability of the data collected may have been affected. The resetookesteps to
limit this risk by using the short form of the CTE rather than the long foacneg the
amount of questions from 21 to 12. Also, when collecting data, the original
dissemination of the online survey did not realize an adequate response. Thus, the survey
was then distributed by means of paper and pencil. By doing so, principals kest¢as
distribute the surveys at faculty meetings and although the survey wasrenm) it is
possible that some participants may have deliberated over their responspptoteet
their identity or to ensure their school was represented well to appease tiepaisi
Recommendations

It is recommended that the question items in domain 4, shared personal practice,
be addressed throughout the district since the degree of implementation wasoksv ac
all categories for this dimension. According to Huffman and Hipp (2003), “Shared
personal practice is the key to changing what occurs in the classroom, aadthise
heart of school improvement” (p. 80). Included practices for this domain should include
teachers present student work samples to colleagues to be reviewed as evideality of
instructional practice, teachers visit their colleagues’ classroomden tar observe,
script notes, and discuss their observations (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). “In PLCs, review
of a teacher’s practice and behavior by colleagues should be the norm” (Hord, 2004, p.
11).

It is recommended that training be provided to help with the low response items
identified relating to stakeholders (parents and community). This wasaonfa
weakness in the following dimensions: shared and supportive leadership adl shar

values and vision. These relationships are essential to the future developtherRlo€
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and school improvement. According to Eaker et al. (2002), “A school cannot function as
a PLC until its staff has grappled with the questions that provide direction botie for t
school as an organization and the individuals within it” (p. 3). When the staff finally
comes to consensus regarding their shared mission, vision, values, and goals, they have
created the foundation of a PLC. “These essential building blocks then become the basis
for all of the decisions that drive the school” (Eaker et al., 2002, p. 3).

It is recommended that further research into the stages of development oftPLCs a
the elementary schools be addressed across the dimensions of the PLCA in celation t
CTE. The research suggests that elementary schools had significamttiooseh all
domains of the PLCA and CTE, and these schools also had positive responses from
respondents at or above 85% for three of the four domains of the PLC. This research
may also consider the number of years functioning as a PLC and hours of tagining
constructs for this study.

It is also recommended that further research for this district in thedibancase
study at each individual school level would be in order to ensure the productivity level of
the PLC. Focus groups and interviews would aid in verifying the teachers’ pensept
from this single point in time. Most respondents perceive their schools a®fungtat
the institutionalization phase of development while the majority of respan(iént 423)
reported 10 or less hours of training on professional learning communities. Also, the
majority of respondents (N = 459) perceived their schools functioning as PLCs for 0-3
years. Huffman and Hipp (2003) stated that “building professional learning cormaaunit
is a journey as reflected by time and energy exerted to move schools from se¢gha

the next” (p. 148). The results of the data seem to be contradictory with thehresearc
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regards to the stage of development for the dimensions of a PLC, the number of years
schools have been functioning as a PLC, and the amount of training hours received.

It is recommended for anyone considering future research in this area to
intertwine the survey questions so that not all of the PLCA questions by dimensgan are
evident to the respondents. This would help to eliminate possible bias by respondents
due to the requirements placed on all schools to create productive PLCs according to the
new North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Instrument.

Educators are seeking to improve student learning by means of internal reform,
namely a professional learning community. According to the results of this gtedy
five dimensions of the PLC have been shown to have some positive, significant
relationships with CTE especially at the elementary level. The extsaagithin this
district should seek to continue developing their PLCs at every level to buildtieellec

teacher efficacy and to sustain a culture conducive to continued reform.
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Demographic Information
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Directions: Please answer the following demographic questions by citteéing
appropriate answer choice for each question. This information will only be used to show
the diversity of the staff within the school district as it applies to the study

=

Identify you gender : male female
Identify your position: teacher

Identify your school using the school code list provided below:
(list was provided on respondents’ surveys)

As of last year, indicate your age range category:

1=20-25 2 =26-30 3 =31-40 4 =41-50 5=51-60 6 =60+

As of last year, indicate your number of years teaching experience:
1=0-5 2=6-10 3=11-15 4 =16-20 5=20+
As of last year, indicate your highest degree held:

1 = bachelor level 2 = master level 3 = six-year and above

As of last year, indicate the amount of training, in hours, you received on
professional learning communities:

1=1-5 2=6-10 3 =10+ 4 = none

As of last year, indicate the number of years your school has been functioaing as
professional learning community:

1=0-1 2=2-3 3=34 4=4-5 5 =6+
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Professional Learning Community Assessment (PLCA)
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Directions:

This questionnaire assesses your perceptions about your principal nstaffakeholders
based on the five dimensions of a professional learning community (PLC) and related
attributes. There are no right or wrong responses. This questionnaire comamisea

of statements about practices that occur in some schools. Read each staterhent and t
use the scale below to select the scale point that best reflects your beegpea of
agreement with the statement. Shade the appropriate oval provided to the right of eac
scale point. Be certain to select only one response for each statement.

Key Terms:

# Principal = Principal, not Associate or Assistant Principal

# Staff = All adult staff directly associated with curriculum, insiargtand
assessment of students

# Stakeholders = Parents and community members

Scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)
2 = Disagree (D)

3 =Agree (A)

4 = Strongly Agree (SA)

Shared and Supportive Leadership
9. The staff are consistently involved in discussing and making decisions about
most school issues.
lo 20 30 40

10.The principal incorporates advices from staff to make decisions.
lo 20 30 40

11.The staff have accessibility to key information.
lo 20 30 40

12.The principal is proactive and addresses areas where support is needed.
lo 20 30 40

13. Opportunities are provided for staff to initiate change.
lo 20 30 40

14.The principal shares responsibility and rewards for innovative actions.
lo 20 30 40

15.The principal participates democratically with staff sharing power araiyt
lo 20 30 40
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16. Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff.
lo 20 30 40

17.Decision-making takes place through committees and communication across
grade and subject areas.
lo 20 30 40

18. Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for studenglearnin
without evidence of imposed power and authority.
lo 20 30 40

Shared Values and Vision
19. A collaboration process exists for developing a shared sense of values among
staff.
lo 20 30 40

20. Shared values support norms of behavior that guide decisions about teaching and
learning.
lo 20 30 40

21.The staff share visions for school improvement that have an undeviating focus on
student learning.
lo 20 30 40

22.Decisions are made in alignment with the school’s values and vision.
lo 20 30 40

23. A collaborative process exists for developing a shared vision among staff.
lo 20 30 40

24.School goals focus on student learning beyond test scores and grades.
lo 20 30 40

25.Policies and programs are aligned to the school’s vision.
lo 20 30 40

26. Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high expectations that serve to
increase student achievement.
lo 20 30 40

Collective Learning and Application
27.The staff work together to seek knowledge, skills, and strategies and apply this
new learning to their work.
lo 20 30 40
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28.Collegial relationships exist among staff that reflect commitmerditocd
improvement efforts.

lo 20 30 40

29.The staff plan and work together to search for solutions to address diverse student
need.
lo 20 30 40

30. A variety of opportunities and structures exist for collective learning thropgn
dialogue.
lo 20 30 40

31.The staff engage in dialogue that reflects a respect for diversetivddead to
continued inquiry.
lo 20 30 40

32.Professional development focuses on teaching and learning.

lo 20 30 40

33.School staff and stakeholders learn together and apply new knowledge to solve
problems.
lo 20 30 40

34. School staff is committed to programs that enhance learning.
lo 20 30 40

Shared Personal Practice
35. Opportunities exist for staff to observe peers and offer encouragement.
lo 20 30 40

36. The staff provide feedback to peers related to instructional practices.
lo 20 30 40

37.The staff informally share ideas and suggestions for improving student learning.

lo 20 30 40

38. The staff collaboratively review student work to share and improve instruictiona
practices.
lo 20 30 40

39. Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring
lo 20 30 40

40. Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply learning and share the results
of their practices.
lo 20 30 40
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Supportive Conditions — Relationships
41.Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are built on trust and
respect.
lo 20 30 40

42. A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks.
lo 20 30 40

43. Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularly in our school.
lo 20 30 40

44.School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified effort to embed
change into the culture of the school.
lo 20 30 40

Supportive Conditions — Structures
45.Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work.
lo 20 30 40

46.The school schedule promotes collective learning and shared practice.
lo 20 30 40

47.Fiscal resources are available for professional development.
lo 20 30 40

48. Appropriate technology and instructional materials are available to staff.
lo 20 30 40

49.Resource people provide expertise and support for continuous learning.
lo 20 30 40

50.The school facility is clean, attractive, and inviting.
lo 20 30 40

51.The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows for ease in
collaborating with colleagues.
lo 20 30 40

52. Communication systems promote a flow of information among staff.
lo 20 30 40

53.Communication systems promote a flow of information across the entire school
community including: central office personnel, parents, and community members.
lo 20 30 40
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Collective Teacher Efficacy Instrument (CTE)
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This survey is designed to gather information regarding the collectica®ffbeliefs of
teachers — a staff's belief in their abilities to affect student outcontesre &re no
correct or incorrect answers.

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each
statement below by circling the appropriate numeral to the right of eaemstatthat

most accurately reflects your belief or that most closely matghasfeeling about the
statement.

KEY: 1= Strongly Disagree 2= Moderately Disagree 3= Disagree I$lidbte Than
Agree

4= Agree Slightly More Than Disagree 5= Moderately Agree 6= Syrong|
Agree

54. Teachers in this school are able to get through to the 123456
most difficult students.
55. Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate | 1 2 3 4 5 6
their students.
56. If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here give up. 123456
57. Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce 123456
meaningful learning.
58. Teachers in this school believe that every child canlearn. | 1 2 3 4 5 6
59. These students come to school ready to learn. 123456
60. Home life provides so many advantages that students 123456
here are bound to learn.

61. Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. 123456

62. Teachers in this school do not have the skillstodealwith | 1 2 3 4 5 6

student disciplinary problems.
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63. The opportunities in this community help ensure that
these students will learn.

64. Learning is more difficult at this school because students
are worried about their safety.

65. Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning

difficult for students here.

123456

123456

123456
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Permission Letter for CTE Instrument
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Dear Ms. Robi nson:

You may use the instrunment. You nay wish to use the 12 item
short form which contains a subset of just 12 itens. Both
are available at the web site of Wayne K Hoy.

The rel ati onship you espouse between collective and the
strength of PLCs nakes sone sense. It is partly a matter of
how you design the study and specify the hypot heses.

For future reference ny email address is rgoddard@ anu. edu
as | have noved from M chigan to Texas A&M where | now
direct a research center and serve as a professor.

Good | uck with your work.
Roger

Quoting Ms Danielle Shaw Robertson <droberts@ardner -
webb. edu>:

> Dr. CGoddard,

>
> | ama doctoral candidate enroll ed at Gardner-Wbb
University in North Carolina. For ny dissertation, | am

working to identify the relationship between collective
teacher efficacy and professional |earning conmunities
(PLCs). | amspecifically |looking at the relationship at
the different stages of devel opnment of a PLC and coll ective
teacher efficacy for elenmentary and secondary school s.

> As a part of this research, | would like to use the

Col l ective Teacher Efficacy Instrunment that was published
in your article in 2000 along wth Hoy and Wol fol k Hoy.

If I may have permission to use this instrument, | would be
extrenely grateful. Also, | amopen to any suggestions or
advi ce you may have regardi ng ny study.

Si ncerely,

Ms. Danielle S. Robertson
I nstructor El ementary Education
Gar dner - Webb Uni versity

>
>
>
>
>
> (704) 406-4407 droberts@ardner-webb. edu
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Cover Letter to Participants



129

January 3, 2011
Dear Colleagues,

In this email you are being asked to participate in a survey dealing withgpooias
learning communities (PLCs) and collective teacher efficacy (@F)h deals directly
with the perceptions of teachers in a school that the faculty as a whole camenpthe
courses of action necessary to have positive effects on students and their aaftievem

As a doctoral candidate at Gardner-Webb University, | am writing aréiiea on the
relationship between professional learning communities and collectivestegfticacy. |
would like to ask for your help in this process. By completing the survey, | would be
able to apply that data to my study in order to complete my dissertation and supply the
county with valuable information regarding the development of PLCs. You are under no
obligation at all to participate in this survey, but your input would be a valuable
contribution to this study.

You will be no means be identified through this process to administrators or oéfteal
personnel. | hope that you will complete this survey honestly and accuxately s
information collected will be relevant to your district and future plans reyasiaff
development that will be aligned to your school system.

Please follow the directions given upon opening your email document. | truly appreciat
and value your professional contribution to this study.

Thank you,
Danielle S. Robertson

Doctoral Student
Gardner-Webb University
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Cover Letter to Principals
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February 8, 2011

Ms. )

| want to take this time to thank you in advance for helping with the distribution and
collection of these surveys. All of your surveys are in the collection envelopatairer

for your school, and only certified teachers should participate. The surveys have the
directions for each section printed on them. Originally, on the online survey, your school
had 4 teachers that participated. This/these teacher(s) do not need tpagpaiiticihis

survey. You can just ask that they write across the top “Already Participated”.

| am requesting, if at all possible, that you would distribute and collect sheseys

during your faculty meeting within the next two weeks — February 9 through February
23. 1 will come by each school on February' 26 pick up the collection envelopes or
containers.

Again, thank you for your help in this endeavor. | hope to obtain adequate information so
that | may complete my dissertation, and more importantly provide youctisitin
valuable information on the progress of PLCs.

Sincerely,

Danielle S. Robertson
GWU Doctoral Student
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