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Abstract

Case Study: The Effect of the Implementation of Professional Learmimgr@nities on
Teacher Behaviors at Two Elementary Schools. Clarke, Rachel N., 2008: &iseert
Gardner-Webb University, Educational Improvement/Professional Learning
Communities/Staff Development/Collaboration/Supportive Conditions

This study examined the impact of the implementation of a Professionalrgarni
Community (PLC) model on teacher behaviors in two elementary schools. Themesea
guestions underlying and providing a research framework for the study wetlwas:

How does establishing a PLC change teacher instructional behavior? Howealoes t
implementation of a PLC encourage teacher professional growth? How do grade level
meetings affect the instructional behavior of classroom teachers?

Written documentation and perceptions of principals and teachers, solicitechthroug
interviews and focus groups, were used to provide data for the study, along wét sur

data and grade level meeting documentation. The approach that was used fotheding
gualitative data provided by the interviews and the grade level minutes waa Rena

Tesch’s interpretational analysis. This is defined as the process ahexgthe data

collected closely to find themes and patterns that can be used to describe the phenomena
(in this case, the effects of implementing the PLC) being studied (Gall &3adirg,

2003). Creswell's recommended six steps for organizing data, as explained incthe thi
chapter, was used to make an interpretation of the data.

The data collected demonstrated that School A did not experience a change in teache
behaviors as a result of the implementation of the PLC model. A lack of a clear visi
and a culture of trust along with a weak understanding of what a PLC is was avident
School A. School B did not show a change in teacher behaviors as a result of the
implementation of the PLC model, but the school clearly demonstrated a shared vision
and growth in the collective understanding of the PLC model. Recommendations for
future study include revisiting these schools after another year of impkstioant
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem Statement
Introduction

The No Child Left Behind Legislation (NCLB) of 2001 (Public Law 107-110)
was passed to ensure that all children, regardless of background, will succeed in our
nation’s public schools. This legislation not only took student achievement into
consideration through benchmark testing, but it also addressed teacher qumlii thr
licensure requirements and other criteria. Therefore, it addressed acddyrmalivo
levels: student achievement and teacher quality.

The importance of teacher quality is not a value simply held by those who create
policy, but also by parents, researchers, and even teachers themselves (Lagt,& M
2005). Darling-Hammond (1995) stated that teacher quality “is what makdsférence
in student performance” (p. 42). Other researchers concur with Darling-blagihm
saying that teacher quality is the most important educational input predicitdens
achievement (Annenberg, 2004; Finance, 2004; Goldhaber & Anthony, 2003; McRobbie,
2000; Mrozowski, 2002; Rice, 2006).

Teacher Quality

But what is teacher quality? The most basic definition of teacher qualkiy is t
ability the teacher has to help students reach high standards (Reichardt, 2001). The
National Research Council defined teacher quality as the “knowledge, skillges,
and dispositions of teachers” that enable them to “engage in rigorous, meaningful
activities that foster academic learning for all students” (citedduer & Dean, 2004, p.
1).

At times, teacher quality does not refer to attributes, but to behaviors. The

behaviors were the primary focus of this study. Teachers of high qualitiase



teachers who are willing to continuously learn and refine their skills andatistral
methods (U.S. Department of Education, 1999). This statement defined the key behavior
of quality teachers addressed in this research: the ability and the degioevt
professionally in a continuous effort to improve student achievement. It is this drehavi
that leads to the definition of teacher quality, as defined in the first pphagra

How can school leaders ensure high quality teachers and provide training that will
improve teacher quality? The focus of this study was to examine how theststednit
of Professional Learning Communities affected teacher qualityarvésy different
school settings.
Staff Development

Unfortunately, there is no magic formula that can improve teacher quality.
However, Reichardt (2001) listed four “areas of opportunity” to improve teaciadity;
in-service professional development was one of those areas. Profedsv@iapment,
referred to as “staff development” for the remainder of this paper, wasdléfjrtbe
National Staff Development Council (2007) as “the continuing education of school
employees” (p. 1)The importance of professional development was also realized by
policymakers, as the No Child Left Behind Act provided a list of charaetsrt high
guality professional development that should be provided to teachers. In addition, the
Educational Testing Service (2004) stated that “continuous professionabpleesit is
critical to developing and maintaining high quality teachers” (p. 9).

High quality staff development is an important component in improving teaching
and thus student achievement (Guskey & Sparks, 1996). The teaching practicesgresent
in such events are the most immediate outcome of staff development, and thése are “

primary factor influencing the relationship between staff development and impzot®



in student learning” (Guskey & Sparks, p. 4).

Guskey and Sparks (1996) made reference to high quality staff development.
However, not all staff development is of high quality. Despite the importancedodan
professional development by many researchers, the research showed thyatmeohen
professional development is often on topics that teachers neither want nor need€Fi
2004). Professional development is generally considered to be formal education
opportunities, such as workshops or courses (Corcoran, 1995; Huffman & Hipp, 2003;
Lieberman, 1995). These workshops and courses are hit-and-run sessions that do not help
teachers master a variety of instructional strategies that atedhemlay with the diverse
student population (Darling-Hammond, 1997; Dunne & Honts, 1998; Johnson, 2006;
Slick, 2002). Frequently, experts are brought in as presenters—makingctiersdhe
passive recipients of the materfhieberman).

The fact that most workshops are isolated opportunities, rather than provisions for
sustained growth, goes against one of the provisions of the No Child Left Behind
legislation. This legislation specifically stated that high quaglitgfessional development
does not consist of “one day or short term workshops or conferences” (cited byl auer
Dean, 2001, p. 20). Due to the lack of follow-up after these workshops and the lack of
sustainability, teachers themselves feel the disjunct betweeangbgance of
professional development and what they actually receive (Corcoran, 1995). \eya sur
conducted by Public Agenda, half of the teachers polled said that the professional
development they received made little difference to their practices aedsomal
growth (Finance, 2004).

Research is beginning to show that these isolated efforts are, in faeista ‘o

time” (Corcoran, 1995, p. 3). The rationale behind this thought is that not only are staff



development offerings isolated in nature, but they are distant from the clastselbm
Timperley’s (2006) research found that professional development programs need to be
integrated into teachers’ everyday working responsibilities ratiaerhe isolated

programs held off-site. Therefore, she recommended that the focus for jmdéssi
development should shift from using these external and isolated courses and workshops
towards developing strong Professional Learning Communities within sghdotre
professional learning is built into teachers’ everyday working respatiswil

(Timperley). Reichardt (2001) agreed with Timperley, saying thatteféestaff

development needs to include an opportunity for teachers to discuss their practices and
ways to improve (Timperley).

A Professional Learning Community

Research showed that student achievement is impacted by staff developme
opportunities (McRobbie, 2000; Mrozowski, 2002; TeachFirst, 2008). In order to
substantially improve student achievement, staff development opportunities need to be
provided in a supportive and collegial environment (Pfaff, 2000). One way to crehte su
an environment is to implement a Professional Learning Community (Thompsagug, Gre
& Niska, 2004; Timperley, 2006).

According to Slick (2002), “a learning community is a group of individuals who
establish group goals and values for working and learning collaborat{ygely). The
Professional Learning Community helps to support teachers and adminigtredagh
its emphasis on collegiality and collaboration (Morrissey, 2000). In thigyclidimate,
teachers use data and information to positively affect professional leagdunzational
change, and school reform (Mason, 2003). Through this collaboration and collegiality,

these student-centered, learning communities provide meaningful learning and suppor



for the individual (Slick, 2002).

This culture of collegiality and collaboration helps to build the “productive
relations that are required to collaborate, partner, reflect, and also suppbdrtewho
work with students requiring the most assistance” (Annenberg, 2004, p. 1). This process
of inquiry in such an environment “nurtures the growth and change necessary for
improving the effectiveness of teachers” (Morrissey, 2000, p. 20).

The Professional Learning Community approach is logical because the duem of t
parts, namely the individual contributions of each of the participants, is betteo able t
respond to items that concern the organization as a whole, than the organization itself
This collective learning and inquiry consists of an ongoing dialogue and excbing
ideas that result in a stronger commitment by the staff (Berliner, 1997).

The focus is always on student results, but the establishment of a Professional
Learning Community creates an emphasis on building the collective capattieygroup
rather than the knowledge and skills of individuals (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). The process
of building this collective capacity is, in essence, a method of providing effextaff
development. In these groups, individual teachers have access to the ideaalsmateri
strategies, and talents of the entire team and, therefore, the collepthoityaf the
group increases.

Definition of Terms

The No Child Left Behind Act of 20(MCLB). The education policies made into
law with the re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education SEAJEN
January, 2002. States that do not comply with this legislation lose federal funding
(Medford, 2007).

Professional Learning CommunifLC). “A place where people continually



expand their capacity to create the results they desire, and where peopleatiyrigarn

how to learn together” (Carver, 2005, p. 1). The PLC model actually provides the
structure for continual school improvement through continual learning (Morrissey, 2000).
Collaboration is the key piece, the cornerstone, of the PLC model (Thompson et al.,
2004).

Staff Development.he continuing education of school employees (National Staff
Development Council, 2007, p. 1).

Teacher QualityThe knowledge, skills, abilities, and dispositions of teachers that
create meaningful learning activities for all, along with the indetdesire to continually
learn and refine instructional skills and methods. It is the behaviors thaegyarary
focus of this study. Teachers of high quality are those teachers who ang tailli
continuously learn and refine their skills and instructional methods (U.S. Depadiment
Education, 1999).

Statement of the Problem

Schools struggle with supporting teachers in their efforts to become more
effective in their jobs. While staff development is thought of as a way to impraghkdr
quality, research has shown that traditional models of staff development proeetimeff
and isolated. For example, staff development is traditionally held in workshogs awa
from campus, and teachers generally see these as a waste of time dusotattbe of
the event, and the lack of follow-through (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Thompson et al., 2004;
U.S. Department of Education, 1999). Teachers have also stated that at these staf
development opportunities there is no relevance between the material presentedtand w
actually occurs in the classroom (EdSource, 2000; Johnson, 2006; U.S. Department of

Education, 1999).



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to describe the effect on teacher behaviors by the
establishment of Professional Learning Communities in two differemtesigary schools.
These two schools displayed varying needs, strengths, and histories, as desthibed i
data below. School A was a suburban elementary school that had been open for 3 years,
built in response to the high growth in the area. In contrast, School B served the
community for over 50 years. Table 1 shows the student population changes in both
schools.
Table 1

Student Population of Schools

School 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
School A 533 684 858 891
School B 711 729 762 776

The demographics of the two schools differed, as demonstrated in Tables 2 and 3.
School A had a more diverse population with regards to ethnicity as compared to School
B. The demographic percentages have remained stable at both schools over a 3-year

period.



Table 2

Ethnic Percentages at School A

Ethnicity 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
N=684 N=858 N=891
Black 14.61 14.05 12.01
White 67.81 66.39 68.91
Hispanic 13.11 15.01 15.38
Other 4.47 4.56 13.70
Table 3
Ethnic Percentages at School B
Ethnicity 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008
N=729 N=762 N=776
Black 3.9 2.85 2.96
White 89.37 89.64 88.02
Hispanic 6.19 6.22 7.22
Other .54 1.30 1.80

Another indicator of the continuity of a school community is the teacher turnover
rate. This, according to the North Carolina Report Card (n.d.), is the “percentage of
teachers employed in a school last year who are no longer employed in ¢hectaml
this year” and is represented in Table 4 and Table 5 (p. 1). Also included in this table

the school system’s average teacher turnover rate. The percentage ef tieeciver



was consistently higher in School A than in School B.
Table 4

Teacher Turnover Rate (stated in percent) in School A

School 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
N=36 N=45 N=56
School A N/A 31 13
System average 23 22 22
Table 5

Teacher Turnover Rate (stated in percent) in School B

School 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
N=44 N=45 N=48

School B 12 16 9

System average 23 22 22

In the state of North Carolina, students in Grades 3-8 must complete annual ABCs
End-of-Grade tests in reading and math. Table 6 shows the overall percentage of students
who passed reading in each school over a 3-year period. Table 7 shows the overall

percentage of students who passed math in each school over the same 3-year period.
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Table 6

Overall Student Performance (Percent Proficient) in Reading

School 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
School A 88.1 89.7 85.1
School B 88.5 89.5 89.8

Table 7

Overall Student Performance (Percent Proficient) in Math

School 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
School A 92.9 72.6 78.4
School B >95 82.3 87.1

Leadership at both schools remained relatively stable. The principal at $chool
was the principal since the opening of the building in the fall of 2004. At School B, the
principal was employed as the assistant principal in the fall of 2004 but was pildmote
the position of principal during the 2005-2006 school year.

This study is of interest due to the leadership and the cultural differencesehetw
the two schools. School B was in existence for over 80 years and received waaois a
and recognitions, including the “Triple S” Safe School Award, “School of Digtim¢t
and “School of High Growth.” In addition, a large amount of community support was
evident in the school’s primary fundraiser, which not only raised a substantiahtiof
money but utilized many volunteers from the community to make it succeed. loaddit
School B had low teacher turnover and a consistent student population. School A was a

new school in comparison, and did not establish a reputation through ABC designations
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on a consistent basis. It experienced higher teacher turnover than SchookB|lgspe
after the first year. School A’s free and reduced lunch population was 348&ttrast to
School B’s 18%.

The teacher turnover, the school histories, and the difference stated in the table
above, along with the difference in leadership experience of the principalfiavay
contributed to varying levels of PLC implementation. While both principals conthdte
implementing the PLC model, the researcher found out through use of the survey to what
extent the model had actually been implemented. In addition, any differenceshiertea
attitude towards PLC implementation were noted.

Brief Description of Procedures

In the fall of 2008, two elementary schools in western North Carolina (one
suburban, one rural) began their adoption of the Professional Learning Community
model. The Professional Learning Community Assessment (PLCA) wasiathred at
the beginning of the PLC implementation to create a picture of the curretyt oédlie
school, and to be used as a baseline. Group interviews were conducted by thearesearch
throughout the semester. These interviews took place at the beginning, midmbirida
of the fall semester. In addition, principals were interviewed at the samas. Grade
level minutes were also studied by the researcher to determine the contenPbC
group meetings. In addition to the hard data gathered, the interviews were rectinded w
the permission of the participants. All of the data were reviewed and then coded into
emerging themes.

Permission was obtained by the superintendent of this district to conduct this
study. In addition, the principals of the respective schools gave permission tihisave

study be conducted in their schools.
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Research Questions

The intended contribution of this study was to provide a dual case study that
described what occurs with teacher behaviors when a PLC is establisived in
elementary schools. The research questions underlying and providing alresear
framework for the study were as follows:

1. How does establishing a PLC change teacher instructional behavior?

2. How does the implementation of a PLC encourage teacher professional
growth?

3. How do grade level meetings affect the instructional behavior of classroom
teachers?
Summary

Teachers of high quality are those teachers who exhibit behaviors of continuous
learning. Although staff development is viewed as a means to improve teacligt qual
is reported that the traditional means of staff development are thin and isatakédva
little impact on the professional growth of a teacher. The Professioaalihg
Community model is a means of providing staff development to teachers. This study
demonstrates how the implementation of such a model in two North Carolina elementary

schools affected the behaviors of teachers.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Overview

This study was an effort to understand whether the implementation of a
Professional Learning Community model would improve teacher quality asnieter
by teacher behaviors and teacher dispositions. The research proposed herein
demonstrated the importance of teacher quality and how it can be improvedl. It als
provided information about the possible changes in teacher behavior as a result of
implementing a Professional Learning Community model.

The Importance of Teacher Quality and Behaviors

If all students are to have a chance for success, then each student needs to have a
teacher who can teach him/her, regardless of need, background, and diversityhto a hig
standard (Finance, 2004 he importance of teacher quality is a value held by many:
researchers, policymakers, and even teachers agree that teacher quiaditalis
importance in the academic growth of the student (Leigh & Mead, 2005). It is evident
that parents even share this opinion as they often desire for their children to have a
particular teacher they see as high quality (Haycock, 1998).

There is agreement in the research that teacher quality is the key to improving
schools (Annenberg, 2004; Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001). The importance of
teacher quality is emphasized in the research that stated no other imeriretite
classroom can make the difference that such a teacher makes, so theofjtraditeacher
is the single most influential factor in student achievement (Goldhaber & Anth083;
McRobbie, 2000; Rice, 2006). There have been a number of studies done to measure
teacher quality against student achievement. One study concluded that Haiginly a

effective teacher, versus one of just average quality, would result in a studegtdra
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additional 2 months of academic achievement over an academic year (T &4atters
2004). In Ohio, it was noted that teachers who rate the highest under the Cincinnati
Public Schools’ teacher evaluation system are also the teachers who shosatést gr
gains in student academic achievement (Mrozowski, 2002). In Texas, a value-added
analysis showed that teacher quality was responsible for up to 18% of test siemeeva
(Teachers Matter, 2004). Another Texas study found that the teacher’'ssperti
accounted for up to 40% of the test score variance in math and reading betwests stude
(McRobbie, 2000). Another study found that teacher quality constitutes 40% of the
variance with student achievement, more than any other factor (Te&ch6d8).

As stated in the research, the effects of teacher quality on student leaming
large and measurable. At this critical time in school reform, School Admioistrare
faced with the dilemma of how to improve teacher quality, so that high student success
can be ensured.
How to Improve Teacher Quality

The American Educational Research Association (2005) (AERA) stated that
research on teacher learning and student achievement is divided into two waves of tim
This first wave of teacher learning, beginning in the 1960’s, focused on teachiag skill
such as maintaining student attention, grouping students, management of daasdim
other structural and organizational aspects of teaching. The second wave, isténeng
1990s, placed an emphasis on student potential and learning, and suggested that
professional development can influence classroom practices significamthefdre, as a
result, student achievement would improve (AERA).
Effective Staff Development as a Method to Improve Teacher Quali§etbad Wave

Even though this second wave suggested that professional development can
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influence classroom practices, this in itself does not guarantee an incrézasehier
quality. Darling-Hammond (1997) stated that it appears that there is noveffegdtem
in place to ensure teachers get these skills.

Traditionally, teachers think of staff development as workshops. This suggests
that educators learn best when they leave their schools. This is becausaditastdl
staff development is in small attempts, with a narrow vision. These traditional
opportunities are thin in content, external of the classroom and isolated in nature. This
hit-and-run method, with all presentation and no opportunity for follow-up, does not help
teachers master a variety of strategies that are needed today witherse giopulation
(Darling-Hammond, 1997; Slick, 2001).

These attempts to provide staff development lack supportive cultures, continuity
of thought, and collegiality (Morrissey, 2000). While teachers are afforded the
opportunity as individuals to go to workshops away from the school campus, they do
consider these workshops a waste of time, due to the isolating nature of the workshop,
and because it is oftentimes the result of mandated change outside thest@éaehnests.
Teachers also question the value of such professional development experienugs, say
there is no relevance between the material presented and the classroomd& &R0,
Johnson, 2006; U.S. Department of Education, 1999).

Another reason why teachers see these workshops as a waste of time ksdhe lac
follow-through and support (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Thompson et al., 2004; U.S.
Department of Education, 1999). This lack of follow-up prevents teachers from
incorporating what was presented in the workshop, therefore also preventey sedee
of understanding of the material and, thus, it has no impact on teacher quality

(McRobbie, 2000). Researchers have argued that even when professional devebpment i
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successful at the individual level, its effects will not have long-termrggower if
teachers are not supported in ways that promote the application of new knowledge in
schools and classrooms and the sharing of knowledge between colleagues (Corcoran,
1995; Scribner, 1998).

However, despite the evidence that this collaboration is beneficial to students and
teachers, teachers in many schools continue to work in isolation with minimal
collaboration (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Johnson, 2006). On campus, teachers work in their
own isolated classroom, and without the support of their colleagues. They raretiidrave
opportunity to plan or collaborate with other teachers, to study good teaching, and even
talk together about curriculum, instructional strategies, and student neeliisgDar
Hammond, 1997). In today’s schools, most teachers have only 3-5 hours a week to
prepare lessons, and this is usually without the benefit of collaboration with peers
(Darling-Hammond). With regards to professional development time, over ralf of
nation’s teachers get a day’s worth annually — a stark contrast to otloersnathere
teachers have 10 to 20 hours a week to work on professional development (McRobbie,
2000).

Professional Learning Communities

Many schools are looking at a strategy—the implementation of a Poofalssi
Learning Community. This strategy is seen as a powerful staff developmeodetppnd
as a systematic approach for improving schools and addressing student needs (Hord,
1997; Carver, 2005). The PLC model actually provides the structure for continual school
improvement through continual learning (Morrissey, 2000).

Early research into this model, completed by Hord (1997), showed that attributes

of Professional Learning Communities are supportive and shared leadesbgiive
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creativity, shared values and vision, supportive conditions, physical conditions, people
capacities, and shared personal practice. Rebecca and Richard DuFourittewe wr
several books and many articles about Professional Learning Communiti¢se list
of characteristics were also prevalent in the research and oftenddteridese
characteristics of Professional Learning Communities are sharsgbmigision, values,
collective inquiry, collaborative teams, action orientation and experimentations
continuous improvement, and results orientation (DuFour & Eaker, 1998).

Rather than promoting individual and expert teachers working in isolation, the
PLC model has a more collaborative approach where teachers discuss student
achievement information, observe one another teaching, and modify their teaching
methods in the light of achievement information (Timperley, 2006). This collaboration
and reciprocity are the key pieces, the cornerstones, of the PLC modelp@droet al.,
2004).

The PLC concepts are supported by many education researchers, sucimds Rola
Barth, Doug Reeves, Sharon Kruse, Karen Seashore Louis, Dennis Sparks, Thomas
Sergiovanni, Linda Darling-Hammond, Richard Elmore, Richard Stiggins, Milbrey
McLaughlin, Carl Glickman, Joan Little, Jonathan Saphier, Fred Newmann, Jbant,Ta
Paul Byrk, Shirley Hord, Dylan Wiliam, Michael Fullan, Gary Wehlage, MikienSuker,
Andy Hargreaves, Robert Marzano, and Phil Schlecty (DuFour, 2007). In addition, man
education organizations endorse the PLC concepts. These include, but are notdimited t
the National Center for Teaching and America’s Future, the NationalCstaélopment
Council, the Center for Teaching Quality, and the National Education Assaciat
(DuFour, 2007).

It must be noted that while many effective schools incorporate Professional
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Learning Community concepts into their institutional culture, those actions may not
prove entirely successful over time. This model is a new way of workintherge
collaboratively, to pool the resources and knowledge, and to ensure teacher growth.
Failure to provide supportive conditions or any of the other vital parts to a PL@ietknt
by Hord (1997) and DuFour (2007) will result in an incomplete model. DuFour (2007)
stated, “you cannot find a study in which it says the way to improve a school is to have
teachers work in isolation”.

Shared Vision, Mission, and Values

Hord (1997) and DuFour and Eaker (1998), pioneers in the research and the
evolution of PLCs, shared the opinion that shared vision and values are a vital part of
PLCs. The traditional PLC has a shared vision, mission, and values on improved
practices and student outcomes (Annenberg, 2004). These shared vision, mission, and
values are crucial parts of establishing a Professional Lea@angnunity, as they
create consensus on the need for the teachers to grow as learners andmpatfessi
(Berliner, 1997; Inpraxis, 2006).

Sharing a vision is not just agreeing with a good idea, it is a particularimenta
image of what is important to an individual and to an organization, and is the guiding
force behind all decisions (Hord, 1997). This mental image creates aivellec
commitment in the organization, and becomes the integral driving force to the
community as a whole (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). The vision gives direction to all of the
people in the organization, and establishes goals for which the stakehaldégtmae.
DuFour and Eaker stated that the vision creates an agenda for action and sbeves as
guiding principle for the school. The vision also establishes the focus on studeimigear

in DuFour’s model, as the mission statement is given meaning by addressing thre
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corollary questions: “What do we expect students to learn? How will we know what
students have learned? How will we respond to students who aren’t learning?, (Eake
DuFour, & DuFour, 2002). This idea comes from the business world, as it was stated in
Kouzes and Posner’s (1995) tekhe Leadership Challengin which they stated “a

vision is an idea and unique image of the future...These visions give focus to the
employees” (p. 95).

One of the steps in Team Learning Wheel of collective inquiry explained$s, R
et al. (1994) is entitled shared meaning. This refers to the collective wisloralues of
the group (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Vision and values are of equal importance in the
Professional Learning Community. Shared vision and values create norms of behavior
that the staff shares towards the focus on student learning, and guide decisions about
teaching and learning (Morrissey, 2000). Therefore, the vision and values are ethbedd
in the day-to-day actions of the sta§ theyset the parameters and guidelines for the
decisions that are made daily (Kouzes & Posner, 1995). Louis, Kruse, and(1VE0&$
stated that clearly shared values and norms, collectively reinforced se¢hea
likelihood of teacher success (cited in DuFour & Eaker).

These shared values make a significant difference in work attitudes and
performance: they foster strong feelings of personal effectivemesspte high levels of
loyalty, promote strong norms about working hard, and foster teamwork (Kouzes &
Posner, 1995). As a result, the system itself becomes more effective (Zmuds, &ukli
Kline, 2004).

In the education world, DuFour and Eaker (1998) contended that the vision and
values collectively distinguish an adequate school from an outstanding schoolede stat

“what separates a learning community from an ordinary school is its calecti
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commitment to guiding principles that articulate what the people believe.athey
integral to a learning community” (DuFour & Eaker, 1998, p. 8). Other resesitake a
more basic approach: Timperley (2006) stated that these shared norms and galues ar
simply that all teachers share the belief that all students can learn
Shared and Supportive Leadership

As stated earlier, Hord (1997) considers Shared Leadership to be a component of
a Professional Learning Community. Supportive and shared leadership aliallsd
grow professionally: principals work with teachers as peers and catleagud treat
them as such (Eaker et al., 2002; Hord).

No longer can leaders be thinking in a top-down model-they have to be seen as
democratic, participatory leaders who lead by following, serving, and invitimegoto
share in the leadership. However, it is only with the support of the organization’sleader
that a school can move into a PLC model (SEDL, 1997). In a PLC, supportive leadership
means that administrators, along with teachers, question, investigate, and se@kssol
for school improvement. All staff members grow professionally, and adnaitoist
display a willingness to participate in collective dialogue, sharing amdikey, without
dominating the conversation (Morrissey, 2000). Teachers take on leadership roles in a
PLC to move schools forward.
Supportive Conditions

Although not recognized by DuFour and Eaker (1998) as one of the essential
characteristics of a PLC, Hord (1997) stated that supportive conditions@ssary for
the implementation of such a model. There are two components to supportive conditions.
One component refers to the physical and tangible conditions that allow the staffe

together—the when, where, and how (Hord). Researchers show agreement ad tangibl
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supportive conditions. Louis et al. (1996) said these are physical factors:itienef the
school, physical proximity of staff to one another, communication structuresimbis
for joint planning is another of the steps in the Team Learning Wheel defined by Ross,
Smith, and Roberts (1994) (DuFour, 1998). Supportive conditions also refer to the
intangibles: the human qualities and capacities of the people involved, as statedsby
et al. (cited in Hord, 1997).

These supportive conditions are vital to allowing for the collaboration and
collegiality of the team members, and fall under the responsibility of the deladielr.
They show a commitment on the part of the leader towards the implementation of a
Professional Learning Community. Creating supportive conditions is a key to
maintaining the growth and development of a community of professional learners
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Morrissey, 2000). Supportive conditions also refers to the
culture of a School And whether or not there is an atmosphere of trust, and a sense that
all staff members are unified towards a common vision. In order to succgbsivd this
reflection and action, it is necessary that teachers build a culture oftrasgdaust, and
an increased commitment (Morrissey, 2000). Mutual respect and understandingnbetwe
the team members are fundamental to success, along with having a stiarednal
shared values. Trust is at the heart of fostering collaboratidrdreadership
Challenge the authors stated that trust is the central issue in organizational effesgivene
(Kouzes & Posner, 1995).
Collective Learning and Application

Schmoker (2004) stated that collaboration “is imperative as we can no longer
ignore that teacher collaboration improves student performance” (Schmokat,) p.

There is a wealth of research supporting the benefits of collaboration, whehthtt
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teachers work more effectively when they are able to work collaborativiedy. T
Professional Learning Community helps to support teachers and adminigtredagh

its emphasis on collegiality and collaboration (Morrissey, 2000). The membidies of
collaborative teams, which are a keystone of the PLC model, work togethareweeaihe
common goals to support the common vision (Eaker et al., 2005). In this collaborative
climate, teachers can use data and information to positively affectpoofasiearning,
educational change, and school reform (Mason, 2003). This culture of cayemnal
collaboration helps to build the “productive relations that are required to collaborate,
partner, reflect, and also supports teachers who work with students requiring the most
assistance” (Annenberg, 2004, p. 1). This collaboration means that teachere ahder
react to one another’s teaching, curriculum, and assessment practice, aeliepgat
planning and curriculum development (Timperley, 2006). As a result, this collaboration
helps and motivates the teacher to evaluate and reflect upon his or her ownsyraiatice
look for ways to improve instruction so that he or she can reach all children (DuFour,
2003). This constant evaluation, reflection, and looking for ways to meet instruction
meets one of DuFour’s criteria for a PLC—continuous improvement.

In a PLC, everyone looks at all outcomes and asks themselves and their team
members how to improve their practices so that student achievement will improve
(Annenberg, 2004). The emphasis is on the School As a whole entity, not as a group of
individual teachers. In such a community, the common good takes priority and the
teachers work together in collaborative teams to achieve their cadigutrpose of
learning for all (DuFour, 2004b; Hord, 1997). This process of inquiry “nurtures the
growth and change necessary for improving the effectiveness of tea@fiergssey,

2000, p. 20).
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Teams are a central component of the PLCs. It is during the team meetings tha
teachers ask crucial questions about learning, analyze student achievememriatend cr
strategies for improving results (DuFour, 2004b). In this way, these tearastaally
learning teams for the teachers themselves. Through these teamsissapport each
other as they improve their practices (Richardson, 2001). In addition, the teachers
recognize the benefits of working collaboratively in teams: 63% of teaichaensNFIE
survey see this collegial assistance as of vital importance throughaowdatesrs (Renyi,
1996).

It is clear that having support systems in place for educators is alqudit of
student success (Morrissey, 2000). In Kouzes and Posner’s (1995) researchidibdy st
500 cases of achievement, and not one occurred without the active involvement and
support of many. These teams, functioning as support systems, work together toevards t
ultimate goal of the vision. People in a Professional Learning Communitycalty
seek new methods, they reflect on results, and they have a desire to groarand le
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). In a PLC school, the teachers and administratorsaely ac
involved in gathering information, making decisions, and implementing those decisions.

One reason that PLCs sometimes fail is the lack of agreement cogdéein
definition of collaboration. While the PLC model encourages collaboration in dealing
with student performance, assessment, and teacher growth, there are scheopgptra
lighter, less intense forms of collaboration. These can include simple cortgearal
having agreement on building operations and guidelines. This light collaboration does not
encourage teachers to grow, and does not affect professional practice (DuFour, 2003).
Shared Personal Practice and Collective Inquiry

Although recognized as separate components of PLCs by DuFour and Eaker
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(1998), Huffman and Hipp (2003) believed that there is “no line between shared personal
practice and collective inquiry, and that the elements cannot be separatt). Ghared
personal practice and collective inquiry are recognized as part of what happiens i
collaboration, as the collaboration allows for the shared personal practieetigell

inquiry, and action orientation: all components of what both Hord (1997) and DuFour and
Eaker (1998) have recognized as an attribute of a PLC.

Reference has previously been made to the Team Learning Wheel estiatjishe
Ross et al. (1994), with two of the steps being shared meaning and joint planning
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). The remaining two steps, public reflection and coordinated
action, are an integral part of what happens in the small groups as part oféae sha
personal practice and collective inquiry.

This collective inquiry moves the teacher from the role of a teacher to tHabof a
being a learner. The teacher is reflecting, pursuing, and experimentirgssence, the
teacher is working on learning to teach more effectively. This is signifibacause it
implies that “teacher development opportunities must become integral to thetrasig
of schools” (Lieberman, 1995, p. 3.)

These collaborative teams allow for the opportunity for shared personal @ractic
The teachers trust one another, and are comfortable in sharing successesnd
failures, all to help student achievement. This shared knowledge is criticdleastis
applied and reflected upon, the teachers get a “deeper level of understhatampbles
them to adapt new practices to their own setting” (DuFour, 2004a, p. 3). A Professional
Learning Community is peers helping peers. What are the teachersidigtaselp
each other? This could include “sharing information, seeking new knowledge, sidlls, a

strategies....peer observations to offer skills, knowledge and encouragementKdedba
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improve instructional practices, sharing of instructional outcomes, coaching, and
mentoring” (Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 20). In addition, they work together to solve
problems and improve the learning opportunities for students. As a result, this
collaborative process motivates the teachers to continually learn, gwarove
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Stiggins, 1999).The focus is always on student results but t
establishment of a Professional Learning Community creates the emphadmsiilding
the collective capacity of the group more than the knowledge and skills of individuals
(DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2006; DuFour & Eaker; Stiggins, 1999).
Staff Development in a Professional Learning Community Model

Having the shared vision and values, important cornerstones of the PLC model, is
an element to be considered when planning for successful staff development (Zmuda e
al., 2004). Zmuda stated, “for staff development to be effective, it must besgraimart
of a deliberately developed continuous improvement effort” (p. 5). High quality staff
development is an important component towards improving teaching and thus student
achievement (Guskey & Sparks, 1996). The teaching practices presented in st€h eve
are the most immediate outcome of staff development, and these are “theypaator
influencing the relationship between staff development and improvements in student
learning” (Guskey & Sparks, p. 4). If these teaching practices boost stutevesmsent,
how can we ensure that teachers implement these practices, and evewndesire t

Rather than having staff development presented in a string of isolated workshops,
the staff development in a PLC model is a “collective study of the teaching amitidea
process” (DuFour & Eaker, 1998, p. 266). The emphasis shifts towards “building the
capacity of collaborative teams of teachers to take responsibilitydmrown learning”

(DuFour, 2007). This strategy is seen as a powerful staff development approath (Hor
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1997). This PLC model is supported by researchers for effective professional
development (Annenberg, 2004). Research shows that when teachers are given a voice
and the opportunity to engage in meaningful collaboration and professional dialogue
rather than attending a fragmented event, a new energy and commitmentigedispl

the teacher (Slick, 2002). DuFour (2000) stated that “the best staff devekopithe
represent a focused, results-oriented, and sustained effort to build the cotlapacedy

of a faculty” (p. 3).

Therefore, the best professional development does not occur in the isolated
workshop, but in the workplace itself, because teachers work together to address the
issues and challenges relevant to them (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005). It veitbnly
the support and positive interaction with colleagues that teachers gain new iasgjhts
understandings about their practices (Morrissey, 2000). Hughes (2006) shovibisthat
support and interaction is important, because this professional collaboration gives
teachers a greater capacity to improve student learning. In addition, esaayahers
have concluded that teachers see themselves as continual learners, andhtlodtimsic
learning comes from interaction with their peers in professional discussiSo(Ece,

2000). DuFour and Eaker (1998) supported this conclusion by saying that the importance
of collaborative teams cannot be overstated and exaggerated, and that eti&ttive s
development is a collective study rather than a series of presentations.

The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future stated “poofalss
development can be embedded in teachers’ daily work through joint planning study
groups, peer coaching, and research” (Darling-Hammond, 1997, p. 4). In addition, one of
the principles of high quality professional development, as identified in the Goals 2000

(2001) legislation, stated that professional development “promotes continuoug inquir
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and improvement embedded in the daily life of schools” (p. 2). This belief is echoed in
Timperley’s (2006) research, as she said that “effective professioredbgment

professional development that improves student achievement—takes place withmg a s
Professional Learning Community” (p. 9). This concept of professional development
embedded in the daily work of teachers is also recommended as a workplace condition to
strive for (Johnson, 2006).

Many schools approach professional development by encouraging staff members
to earn degrees or attend a potpourri of workshops, but the flaw is that individual learning
does not ensure that the organization as a whole will learn, or that it will help the
organization achieve its vision (DuFour & Eaker, 1998 PLC model addresses the
sustained effort because in the PLC model, staff development is thoughteaifig in the
workplace, and is a regular, if not daily experience (DuFour & Eaker)sénes, it can
be considered job-embedded. The educators in a School are responsible for thegr ongoin
professional development (Morrissey, 2000). The process of staff developanadepr
the coaching critical to mastery of new skills, results in reflection atalgdie, sustained
over a considerable amount of time, and is evaluated at different levels (DuFour &
Eaker). This job-embedded method of staff development is the optimum proféssiona
development situation, because the teachers work together to address thengssues a
challenges that are relevant to their situations (DuFour et al., 2005). Tlsis @&a
optimum situation because of the long-lasting effects it provides, rather thsimottte
term effects of traditional staff development (Lewis et al., 1999).

This model also optimizes the time spent on professional development, as
teachers have the opportunity to learn, implement, and reflect upon new ideas tgether

a continual basis, with follow-up, and not in an external setting. (Louis & Marks, 1996;
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Oakley, 2000). It is a time to share strategies, success stories, and @diffi¢sliggins,
1999). The small, supportive groups found in the Professional Learning Communities
reduces the sense of isolation so prevalent among schoolteachers and giicasaindi
teachers an opportunity to call on team members for assistance (DuFour &8
In America, educators struggle with moving away from the tradition of exbktaff
development towards the collaborative model. In Asia and Europe teachersrare ofte
provided with more opportunities for job-embedded forms of staff development than their
American counterparts (Slick, 2002). Some reformers have even suggestedethstt a
20% of teachers’ work time should be given to professional study and collaborative wor
(Slick). A 1998 survey, conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics,
supported that peer collaboration is an integral part of teacher learnirsg. leataled
that this increased collaborative time was associated with improveméeéching
because 52% of the teachers who participated stated that it was the piniciptis
collaborative model that improved their teaching (Lewis et al., 1999). In addition, 63%
strongly agreed that the ideas shared during this time were helpful in ticBingea
(Lewis et al., 1999). Therefore, the new model for staff development should be a
collaborative, learning-centered model (Inpraxis, 2006).
How a Professional Learning Community Affects Teacher Quality

The importance of staff development in improving and maintaining teacher
quality is recognized by the Goals 2000 (2001) legislation. In this document, prirafiples
high quality staff development are listed. Two of these principles are thstefhe
development “promotes continuous inquiry and improvement embedded in the daily life
of schools” and “focuses on individual, collegial, and organizational improvement”

(Goals 2000, p. 2).
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The implementation of a PLC model has many benefits for the staff members,
which include a “reduction in isolation of teachers, increased commitmergdshar
responsibility, powerful learning, higher and higher morale” (Hord, 1997, p. 33). PLCs
work because they “produce teachers who constantly improve teaching anaglearni
throughout the school” and also encourage a shared set of beliefs and a focus on
academics (Saphier, King, & D’Auria, 2006). This collaboration is a powerful édrm
professional learning because when teachers work together to evaluab¢heashwork,
accept feedback, evaluate student work, and plan, they are engaged in feghilyeef
professional development (Huffman & Hipp, 2003; McTighe & Emberger, 2006ji,Ren
1996; Zmuda et al., 2004). In 2003, Marilyn Holhamm stated, “who knows more about
lessons than teachers? They are the experts. Having an opportunity foo thigeneach
other feedback is the highest form of professional development” (Holland, 2006, p. 1).
The implementation of a learning community leads to increased confidegleer hi
guality solutions, and the ability to support each other’s strengths and accommodate
weaknesses (Inpraxis, 2006; Schmoker, 2004). This learning community also émables
teachers to see each other as valuable learning resources, and theynwibieaach
other and capitalize on each other’s strengths and weaknesses (Richardson, 2001).

Establishing a learning community offers a means to help teachers remayn ha
with their chosen career paths. Sharing their insights and goals with a broader public
enables participants to grow professionally through collaboration (Slick, 20023ldbis
noted that many teachers and administrators find the opportunity to meet, disduss, a
reflect with colleagues, a welcome change from the traditional typsafbtievelopment
(Annenberg, 2004).

This dialogue between the teachers becomes an integral part of school change
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(DuFour & Eaker, 1998). This is because if teachers need to be reflective on their
teaching and learning, they need to understand what they are alreadyaddihgyve
opportunities to share and dialogue with their peers (Oakley, 2000). As Newmann (1999)
stated, “change in education comes about only when teachers are helped to change
themselves” (as cited by Huffman & Hipp, 2003, p. 4). Teachers are helped te chang
themselves when given a framework, such as the collaboration in a Profekeemmahg
Community, to succeed. The sharing of insights and goals with others enablestdo
grow professionally through collaboration (Slick, 2002).

Teachers also report the benefits they have received from participating
learning community framework. One example is a 1998 survey completed ByShe
Department of Education, which was the Teacher Survey on Professionabireeat
and Training. One result of this survey was that teachers stated thalidberation was
important for their ongoing learning, and believed that the increased collahdnate
resulted in a significant increase and improvement in their teaching (Uo8rtBent of
Education, 1999).

After a 2-year implementation period of the PLC model in Wisconsin, more than
half of the teachers involved said that they felt they each had gained “an euba,
and felt more confident in their abilities, along with being certain of thditsigp speak
with colleagues” (Slick, 2002, p. 3). Slick went on to say that through the expeofence
working in a Professional Learning Community, the teachers gained enathgecame
more enthusiastic about teaching (Slick). Hence, a cycle begins: artedtth& greater
sense of enthusiasm will have a strong return on the staff development acteatying
that there is a bigger chance that some of the new ideas presented and distussed w

implemented in the classroom (Pfaff, 2000).
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Teachers learn together, apply what is learned, reflect on the processcarsd d
the results. This creates a continuous circle of learAidglts also learn most effectively
when they share the lessons they have learned (Ingvarson, Meiers, & Beavis, 2005;
Stiggins, 1999). Lezotte (2005), a leader in the Effective Schools Movemengdadifer
list of six beliefs. One of these beliefs was that “the capacity toomeps School Already
resides in a school” (Lezotte, p. 187). Translated, this means that teachienprcave,
and the best way is to give them a chance to learn from eachlothestudy completed
by Ingvarson et al., the researchers concluded that there waa@@bsitive correlation
between a Professional Learning Community and the reported positive onpaetcher
knowledge and practice.

Other researchers have supported that the process of teacher learning is best
supported in these collaborative groups. The learning, reflecting, and therexation
of new ideas improve teacher quality because they allow the teachenéothedir skills
and strengthen their confidence and performance (Darling-Hammond & Barateden,
2007; U.S. Department of Education, 1999).

Summary

There is agreement in the research that teacher quality is the key to improving
schools (Annenberg, 2004). Although we know that the knowledge and skills the teacher
brings to a classroom are vital to student success, it appears that we have ngp ongoin
system in place to ensure teachers get, refine, and share these skillsasther t
professional development. Too often, professional development is presented in isolation,
in the form of workshops and courses, and it maintains a distance from the classroom.

The PLC model goes against tradition, having collaboration and reciproditg as t

key component of staff development. In this setting, teachers can learn bestifesm
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teachers as they form learning teams for the teachers themselv&.@nnaodel, staff

development is a daily experience in the workplace.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction

According to Creswell (2003), a case study is one in which “the researcher
explores in depth a program, event, an activity, a process, or one or more individuals. The
case is bounded by time and activity” (p. 15). For this study, the case stigly des
explored the two elementary schools as they moved into the PLC model. This study was
conducted through detailed, in-depth data collection with multiple sources of infommat
including principal interviews, survey, group interviews of teachers, and a ret/iew
grade level minutes.

The approach that was used for coding the qualitative data provided by the
interviews and grade level minutes is Renata Tesch'’s interpretatinalgbis. This was
defined as the process of examining the data collected closely to find thehyestterns
that can be used to describe the phenomena (in this case, the effects of impiethenti
PLC) being studied (Gall et.al., 2003). The intended contribution of this studpwas t
determine how the implementation of a PLC affected teacher instrudbemaviors.

This chapter describes the methodology used to acquire and analyze the dataninalete
any differences in teacher instructional behaviors following the implttien of the
Professional Learning Communities (PLC) model.

Research Questions

The research questions underlying and providing a research framework for the
study are as follows:

1. How does establishing a PLC change teacher instructional behavior?

2. How does the implementation of a PLC encourage teacher professional

growth?
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3. How do grade level meetings affect the instructional behavior of classroom
teachers?
Participants

The participants in this study included all full-time certified dlass teachers at
two North Carolina elementary schools. These schools were located in théregira
of the state. These teachers were assigned regular, full daypcotass The participants
in this study were employed at their respective schools for at least th08and
2008-2009 school years.

Additional demographic, performance, and other relevant data published in the
North Carolina School Report Card for each school were included in this study. Other
data, such as student demographic data, were provided from the SIMS office in each
school. This was done in an effort to show differences between the two schools, along
with providing a picture of the school’s culture and current reality. This ssuoly i
interest due to the leadership and the cultural differences between the two stiombs.
B was in existence for over 80 years and received various awards and reasgniti
including the “Triple S” Safe School Award, “School of Distinction,” and “School of
High Growth.” In addition, a large amount of community support was evident in the
school’s primary fundraiser, which not only raised a substantial amount of money but
utilized many volunteers from the community to make it succeed. In addition, &hool
had low teacher turnover and a consistent student population. School A was a new school
in comparison, and had not established a reputation through ABC designations on a
consistent basis. It experienced higher teacher turnover than School Balgspéer the
first year. School A’s free and reduced lunch population was 34%, in contrast to School

B’s 18%.
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The teacher turnover, the school histories, and the difference stated in the table
above, along with the difference in leadership experience of the principalfiavay
contributed to varying levels of PLC implementation. While both principals conthdte
implementing the PLC model, the researcher found out through use of the survey to what
extent the model was actually implemented. In addition, any diffesend¢eacher
attitude and behaviors towards PLC implementation were noted.

Overview of Instruments

This study design allowed the researcher to assess growth in teachgrusual
several instruments. The Professional Learning Community Asses$th€ia) was
given to the teachers at the beginning of the study to measure the depth of
implementation of the PLC model (see Appendix A). In addition, group interviews were
conducted by the researcher. These interviews took place with threeeyalddriom
each School. At the beginning, middle, and end of the semester using the researcher’
interview protocol (see Appendix B). Interviews with the principals took plattese
same times using the principal’s interview protocol (see Appendix C).

Grade level minutes from the three teams selected to participate indigenvsre
reviewed by the researcher. These were analyzed to identify commors thiewteat was
occurring in these grade level meetings following the implementation lo€arfedel.

In addition, a checklist form (Appendix D) was completed by the reseather
each site at the time of the first principal interview to collect infailematn the setting of
each school, the appearance, the atmosphere, along with the researcher’soimgiress
the schools. This checklist was used by Faris (1999) for the purpose of creatmagan i

of the school’s reality.
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Principal Interviews

Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006) stated a number of advantages with the interview
study. These advantages included the flexibility, the ability to gain infamttat may
not be gathered by a survey, and the ability to ask probing, follow-up questions (Gay et
al.). Another advantage, noted by Creswell (2003) was that participants cateprovi
historical information (p. 187). Therefore, this method was chosen by the resdarch
gain information from the school principals on the implementation of PLCs in their
schools, along with the changes they perceived, if any, in their buildings as atésealt
implementation.

The researcher created a structured interview protocol (Appendix C) to be
repeated for the three interviews for each principal. These questions wigreedde
encourage discussion and allow for the respondents to be reflective about the process.

The responses made were recorded with a recording device (with permission of
the principal and the participants), but were also recorded manually byehectes.

These data were then analyzed, and each comment was coded. By doing this, common
themes naturally appeared. This coding and natural appearance of themea is a dat
analysis activity used frequently by qualitative researchers (Galy 2006).

Group Interviews

Qualitative researchers are “finding that the interactions among tinggzarts
stimulate them to state feelings, perceptions, and beliefs that they would restseikpr
interviewed individually” (Gall et al., 2003, p. 238). With focus groups, the researcher
can observe the interaction within the group, and it is this interaction that can @ovide
rich amount of data on behaviors and attitudes towards PLCs. These data would not be

available in individual methods of research, such as an individual interview or survey
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For this study, three grade levels from each school participated in thase foc
groups. These three grade levels were chosen randomly, by flipping a cotose ©one
grade level of each pairing: kindergarten and first, second and third, fodrttth. In
this way, the researcher ensured that a range of grade levels wesenépd. These
grade levels met as individual grade levels during their planning time tmeduring
the semester (beginning, middle, end). The researcher established thgrdogus
protocol (Appendix B) and the same protocol was used each time. The size of the groups
varied according to the number of teachers assigned to that particukateyraldat that
site.

The responses made were recorded with a recording device (with permission of
the principal and the other interview participants), and were also recorded inagual
the researcher. These data were then analyzed, and each commenegdas cod
accordance with the steps in Tesch’s (1990) interpretational analysieirgythis,
common themes naturally appeared.

Survey

The PLCA (Professional Learning Community Assessment) was giveaduoets
at the beginning of the 2008 fall semester (see Appendix A).This survessaddrthe
five dimensions of a PLC. The reliability of this survey was tested using Cioebac
Coefficient Alpha. The span over the five coefficients was .83 to .93, giving iha hig
level of internal consistency. This survey was given via the Zarca ogbtens.
Respondents were asked to answer items 1-37 by selecting the responss that be
described their perceptions of their school. Responses were ranked as. follows

SA= Strongly Agree (4)

A= Agree (3)
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D= Disagree (2)
SD=Strongly Disagree (1)

By administering this survey, the researcher gained baseline daamagpto
what extent the five dimensions of the PLC are already present in the schoolseThe f
dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and mission, collective
learning and application, shared personal practice, and supportive conditions)chege ea
part of the survey itself. It also enabled the researcher to establish skadeobahe
perceptions of the teachers regarding the function of the organization.
Grade Level Minutes

Minutes of the various grade level meetings were also studied by theehesear
These minutes provided documentation and reflected what was being discussed and
decided upon at these meetings. The format used for these grade level masutes
established by the principal at each of these schools, as providing a set tampldte
limit the amount of information given in the minutes.
Triangulation of the Data

The data from the grade level meetings, the group interviews, and th@alrinci
interviews were used to validate the results of the survey. Each of the hepeastions
stated above can be answered by the triangulation of all of the data collected.

Qualitative data analysis consisted of starting with a large amodatafthen
breaking it down into smaller units. From there, the researcher reorganizeththeaa
themes (Gay et al., 200G)he researcher used Creswell’s (2003) recommended six
generic steps for organizing the data. These steps were preparing angimggheridata,
reading through the data, beginning detailed analysis with a coding prawes$ss(the

researcher will use Tesch’s (1990) process described below), usingoiteggto
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generate categories and themes, advancing how these themes will entegren the
analysis, and making an interpretation of the data (Creswell). This tiepa(tee
interpretation of the data) was the final outcome of the research and proledesirag
point for the reader.

The researcher used Renata Tesch’s (1990) process for coding the idata. Th
process consisted of eight steps to analyze the data. The eight step®adeaver the
transcriptions to get an overall picture, read over several documents andhaugbts
about the underlying meaning in the margins, make a list of all topics and cluster the
abbreviate the topics as codes and put the codes next to the data, find the most descriptive
wording for the topics and turn them into categories, alphabetize the final gategor
abbreviations, assemble the data material for each category, and recexistihg data
if necessary (Creswell, 2003). The researcher used this process fadbdeyel
minutes, the group interviews, and the principal interviews.

Assumptions of the Study

The following assumptions were considered in the study:

1. All teachers and principals were honest in their feedback.

2. Grade level minutes reflected the true contents of the meetings.

Limitations of the Study

This study took into account teachers’ perceptions of their individual professional
development and quality. Another limitation to this study is that it assumetttchiers
would accurately report their perceptions of planning and professional developnaent, a
the effectiveness of such.

One significant disadvantage, as stated by Gall et al. (2003) is that théte res

may not be generalized to other situations. While limited generalizationkeapléze,
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the results presented in this paper are individual to these schools.
Delimitations of the Study

Time was a delimitation as the researcher controlled the length of tlye Istud
addition, teachers gained a year’s experience along with all of the leappogunities
that took place within that time. Another delimitation was that only two schooés wer
used for the study.
Summary

The research showed that teacher quality is believed to be the most ferttical
in student achievement. By having teachers work together collegially dadaratively
in a PLC model, the teachers have the opportunity to learn from each other and, thus,
have the opportunity to improve their quality of teachiftge purpose of this study was
to determine if the implementation of a Professional Learning Community rimoichad
North Carolina elementary schools would impact teacher instructional behand,

thus, impact one aspect of teacher quality.
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Chapter 4: Results

The purpose of this study was to describe the effect on teacher behaviors by the
establishment of Professional Learning Communities in two differentegitary schools.
The participants in the study included full-time certified classroochtga in two North
Carolina elementary schools. Table 8 shows the number of teachers whpatadiait
each of the school sites. These schools were located in the central regiostatethe
These teachers were assigned regular, full day classrooms.
Table 8

Number of Participants in the Study

Data source School A School B
pre survey 23 25
post survey 21 19
interview 1 25 21
interview 2 25 21
interview 3 25 21

The models utilized to process the data were Creswell’s (2003) sixoysiees
for organizing the data, along with Tesch’s (1990) eight step process for toelidgta.
Data were collected through both qualitative and quantitative means. Qualitata
were collected through group interviews of grade levels, principal intervaawlsgrade
level minutes. In addition, pre and post surveys were administered to the staffiof e
school.

The research questions underlying and providing a research framework for the

study were as follows:
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1. How does establishing a PLC change teacher instructional behavior?

2. How does the implementation of a PLC encourage teacher professional
growth?

3. How do grade level meetings affect the instructional behavior of classroom
teachers?

Impressions of School A

A checklist form (Appendix D) was completed by the researcher at gact the
time of the first interviews to collect information on the setting of each sctieol
appearance, the atmosphere, along with the researcher’s impression hotis. Jtis
checklist was used by Faris (1999) for the same purpose.

The researcher arrived at School A for the first round of interviews and foend t
lobby to be clean. Clear signage was available directing visitors to the dtfiee
researcher was not greeted, but instead signed in and asked the receptionist sdtere t
up. The receptionist then contacted the assistant principal, who directed #rehesto
set up in the curriculum room. The curriculum room was a large planning room in which
the grade levels met with the curriculum coordinator and others to plan. The table wa
large enough for all participants to sit around comfortably, and the room was located at
the end of a hallway, which provided privacy and minimal disruption. The principal
introduced the researcher at the beginning of each of the first round of interviésyvs. Af
each of these introductions, the researcher asked the principal to leave thAtrtah
point, the researcher explained the process to the participants. She also distritailte
permission forms to each of the participants and told the teachers that wredtared in
the interviews would remain confidential.

Anecdotal notes were taken throughout the interview process. These notes
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documented the interaction of the participants. At School A, the grade levels were
noticeably hesitant to contribute to the conversation during the first inteforezach
grade level. At the time of the second interview, the researcher agaiachise
confidentiality of the participants, in hopes that there would be more participation.
During the third interview, the researcher had to state this again in one of théegedsle
in the middle of the interview due to the hesitation in participation. In all theske g
levels, one person dominated the conversation, while others indicated agreement or
remained silent. The grade level participants at this School Also vigeredliscussing
the question until redirecting themselves, or by having the researcher staatthe
guestion during a pause in the conversation.
Data Analysis of Grade Level Interviews in School A

In order to understand the depth of PLC implementation at both of these schools,
the researcher coded the qualitative data into themes, and matched thenttlerines
five dimensions of the PLC. The focus group interviews were audio taped andileshsc
by a secretary. The researcher read the script several times andozted the
manuscripts for themes. The transcripts were not returned to the patdgran
verification.
Dimension One in School A: Shared Vision, Mission, and Values

Hord (1997) and DuFour and Eaker (1998) shared the opinion that shared vision
and values are vital parts of PLCs. The vision gives direction to all of the people in the
organization, and establishes goals for which the stakeholders must strive. DudFour a
Eaker stated that the vision creates an agenda for action and serves asrige guidi
principle for the school. Table 9 shows the results of the PLCA survey given to the

teachers at School A with regards to shared vision, mission, and values.
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Table 9

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimension One in School A; Results Indicated
in Frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=23 N=21

Ssb D A S R D

lw)

A A N

Accessibility to

information o 2 14 7 0 0 3 16 1 1

Collaboration in
developing shared values ¢ 3 17 3 0 0 1 17 3 0

Shared values guide
decisions 0 3 17 3 0 0 1 19 1 0
Shared focus on student
learning 0 1 17 5 0 0 2 15 4 0
Decisions aligned with the 1 17 5 0 0 1 15 5 0
school’s values and vision

Collaboration in

developing shared vison 0 2 17 4 0 0 2 17 2 0

School goals focus on
student learning o 1 15 7 0 O 4 1 6 O

Policies aligned to vision 0 0 16 7 0 0 0 17 4 0

The responses to the majority of the questions remained the same, with respect to
overall agreement. The data show that on the pre survey 171 of 184 (93.0%) total
responses were in agreement and 153 of 167 (91.6%) total responses were in agreement
on the post survey. The tendencies in this dimension of the survey were decreases in the
percentages of participants in the pre survey answering stronglyfemre22.3% to
15.5% in the post survey and for the percentages of participants who disagreed to have

very little change. When asked about the school focusing on student learning 4 of 21
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(19.1%) disagreed with the statement on the post survey while 1 of 23 (4.3%) disagreed
on the pre survey.

The principal was inconsistent in describing her vision throughout the three
interviews. At the beginning of the year, the principal at School A statechéaision of
her school was to be a community, and that failure was not an option. By the time of the
second interview, the principal changed to say that her vision was to develop the
“Professional Learning Community way of thinking” so that all children woulabked
at as individuals (Anonymous, personal communication, October 14, 2008). The principal
stated this again at the time of the third interview, although she did statethmimary
focus was to ensure that everyone was focused and working together. Shéatdted t
“school was splitting up” due to discussion about a new school opening up and other
external issues, but that she wanted to keep the importance on learning, and to keep
everyone focused (Anonymous, personal communication, January 7, 2009).

Teacher interview data inconsistently supported the survey data regiéueling
school goals. The teacher interviews supported the data in the survey in thasteache
believed that the goal or vision of school was the implementation of the curriculum, and
this was never mentioned by the principal. However, the decline in the survegbibern
“school goals” was not supported because at the end of the study, there was strbng belie
in that “ensuring the success of each child” was the vision of the school. Table 10 shows

the frequency of themes regarding the vision of the school in the teacher interviews.
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Table 10

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension One in School A

Themes Interview
1St 2nd 3I’d
N=2E N=25 N=2E
Improving student
: . 2 1
achievement in two subgroups
Vision is implementation of 3 1 7

curriculum

Student environment
(promoting health, providing 0 4 0
a caring environment)

Improving communication

among all stakeholders 1 4 3

To_ ensure the success of each 5 0 10
child

Lifelong learners 2 1 0
Unknown 1 3 2

Although the survey results indicated that the teachers had an understanding of
the school vision and goals, the interview results suggested otherwise.|&rald
teachers had difficulty answering these questions, resulting in uncobhédegeaghter or
silence in most of the grade level interviews. In the fourth grade, one of ther®ac
recited the school system vision and no other input was given during the second and third
interviews. In Table 10, “unknown” refers to those occasions in which teachers, when
asked what the vision of the school was, would say they did not know.

The decline in frequency of “agree” with “school goals” was also not supported
by the grade level minutes. These show (see Table 19) an increase in thiadanée s

needs were discussed in grade level meetings. At the time of the pre sliseagsion of
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student needs made up 3.6% of the total meeting time, and this rose to 9% byrthe latte
half of the study.
Dimension Two in School A: Shared and Supportive Leadership

In a PLC, supportive leadership means that administrators, along with teachers,
guestion, investigate, and seek solutions for school improvement. All staff nsegnber
professionally, and administrators display a willingness to participatelectoé
dialogue, sharing and learning, without dominating the conversation (Morrissey, 2000).
Teachers, with the support of the School Administrators, take on leadership roles in a
PLC to move schools forward. Table 11 shows the results of the PLCA survey given to

the teachers at School A with regards to shared and supportive leadership.

Table 11

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimengiea in School A; results indicated in frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=23 N=21
SD D A SA NRSD D A SA NR
Opportunities for staff to observe peers o 1 18 4 0 1 1 18 1 0O
Leadership is promoted among staff o 3 16 4 0 o 1 16 4 0
Staff is involved in making decisions o 3 12 7 1 g 1 16 4 0

Principal uses staff input to make decisions o 4 15 4 0 o 1 14 6 0

Staff has access to information. 2 13 8 0 o 2 17 1 1

Principal is proactive o 1 16 6 0 o 2 16 3 O

Staff is enabled to initiate change o 3 18 2 0 o 2 16 3 0
Principal shares responsibility 01 16 5 1 o0 1 16 4 O
Principal shares authority 0° 183 4 1 o 3 14 4 0

Decision making takes place throughout school ¢ 12 8 0 o0 2 17 2 O
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Responses on the shared and supportive leadership dimension from a global view
indicated that the vast majority of the respondents on both the pre survey and post survey
were in agreement with the 10 statements. The data showed that on the pre survey 201 of
227 responses (88.5%) were in agreement. On the post survey, the percentage increased
slightly based on 192 of 209 positive responses (91.9%). Two statements that related to
the sharing of authority by the principal and using input from the staff to maistotsc
accounted for over half the reduction of negative responses.

The principal interviews supported these trends. When asked about how the
talents of teams and individuals were developed in her school, the principal at School A
said that individuals “have a way of rising” to leadership positions (Anonymousypérs
communication, October 14, 2008). She added “I think those teachers that want to lead
will, and there are those that just kind of stay in their classroom” (Anonymous, gersona
communication, October 14, 2008). At the time of the last interview, the principal took a
more assertive role to developing leadership and stated “I observe who is taking
responsible roles and | feed that — | took a team to a PLC workshop, and | had tliem teac
teachers” (Anonymous, personal communication, January 7, 2009). She also stated that
she had gotten feedback from teachers who said they felt more empowered and
responsible. The principal said that she had strong people doing great work, ahd that s
was “building leaders — empowering others to be leaders” (Anonymous, personal
communication, January 7, 2009). She also made reference at the time of the third
interview to having teachers provide staff development at the school level. As the
principal moved toward a more empowering and shared leadership model throughout the
semester, the teachers reflected that new understanding with the PhM@p No

mention was made by the principal of teachers observing each other.
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Teacher interviews also supported the decrease in the frequency of negative

responses. There was mention of increased communication between teachers and

administration by the time of the third interview. Growth in the area of adnaitits

being “approachable and helpful” was also noted. The teacher interviews @eosted

the increase in negative responses in the statement concerning peer ansgasthe

frequency dropped from a 4 at the time of the first interview to a 0 at the time of the

second and third interviews. Table 12 shows the frequency of themes regarding shared

and supportive leadership in the teacher interviews.

Table 12

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension Two in School A

Themes Interview
1St 2nd 3I’d

N=25 N=25 N=25
Leadership opportunities 3 3 2
available to staff
Good communication 4 4 6
Visible 4 4 0
Allowed to do peer 4 0 0
observations
Approachable/helpful 4 10 7

However, there was not a strong theme developed regarding stafslepder

Some said teachers had to be chosen by administration to be leaders, otheassaisl te

had to volunteer to become leaders. With regards to leadership opportunities, ths teache

only mentioned those who were already in positions of leadership, such as tia@t@assis

principal and the literacy facilitator. There was some mention of teagberg to PLC

workshops to present to the staff, but there was no other mention of teachers taking on



50

leadership responsibilities.

Grade level minutes did not support the growth reflected in the three statements of
dimension two of the PLCA survey that showed a decrease in the negative frequency
stated above. Grade level minutes reflected a minimum of shared leadership opg®rtuni
amongst the grade level. The shared leadership was demonstrated in gradenlees
with examples, such as a teacher offering to take responsibility foriaityaplanning a
field trip, or to gather and disseminate information to the other members in the grade
level. This shared leadership was reflected 13% of the time in the grade ieutdsior
the first half of the study, and went down to 3% for the second half (see Table 19).

Although not evident in the overall survey themes, the researcher noted that at the
time of the first interview, two of the grade levels asked for clatiben when asked to
describe the relationship between teachers and administration. Onefdlskedsearcher
was asking what the ideal situation would be; the other asked for claoificagyarding
which administrator. It must be noted that the characteristics teachers gave
(communication, visible, approachable) were all given in conjunction with the term
“assistant principals,” “assistant principal,” or the specific name ofsistast principal
throughout the three interviews. One grade level shared mixed feelingstabout t
administration as a whole, saying the support “depended on the administrator” and while
there was “an effort to increase communication,” there was a defirste dfdollow-
through” (Anonymous, personal communication, October 14, 2008). As the semester
progressed, all grade levels consistently emphasized the approachabitity affthe
assistant principals, along with her quick response and positive feedback.

Dimension Three in School A: Supportive Conditions

Supportive conditions, such as the physical factors and the “intangibles” stated in



51

Chapter 2, are vital to allowing for the collaboration and collegiality of ta te
members, and fall under the responsibility of the school leader. By providing these
conditions, the leader demonstrates commitment to implement a PLC. Creating
supportive conditions is a key to maintaining the growth and development of a
community of professional learners (Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Morrissey, 2000). T8ble
shows the results of the PLCA survey given to the teachers at School A wittisrega

shared and supportive leadership.



52

Table 13

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimensloee in School A; Results Indicated in Frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=23 N=21
SD D A SA NRSD D A SA NR

Staff have opportunity to apply learning and share 116 6 0 0 1 18 2 o0
Caring relationships exist 0O 1 15 7 0 O 0 14 6 1
A culture of trust exists for taking risks O 0 18 4 1 0 3 13 4 1
Achievement is recognized regularly 0 3 14 6 0 0 4 12 5 0
Staff and stakeholders are unified toembedchange o > 16 4 1 0 3 15 3 0

Time is provided for collaboration O 6 14 3 0 1 1 15 4 0

Schedule promotes collective learning and sharing

o
(61

15 2 1 1 1 15 4 O

Money is available for professional development 0O 2 15 6 0 O 2 16 3 0

Technology/instructional materials are available 1 115 6 0 0 1 17 3 0

Resource people provide support O 015 8 0 2 0 14 5 0

School is clean and inviting O 2 12 9 0 o0 2 14 5 0

Proximity of personnel allows for ease in collakimma 1 2 17 3 0 0 2 15 4 0

Communication system is in place in school 0 5 17 1 0 1 3 14 3 0

Communication system is in place across entireacho
community O 4 17 2 0 2 2 15 1 1

The supportive conditions dimension had the second highest negative response
percentage of all of the dimensions. The data showed that for the negatiaoirsig82
of 291 responses (11.0%) were either disagree or strongly disagree for testpdkese
results are similar to the pre survey data which was 36 of 319 responseqiteese
11.3%. The agreement on the two surveys was static at ~89%. Examining the statements

related to the Supportive Conditions Dimension the data indicated that twoesttgem



53

produced more than half the increase in the percentage of strongly disagree. Thes
increased levels of disagreement are related to support provided by the rpsopiee

and a school-wide communication system. It was also noted that the numbergl§/stron
agree responses decreased from 67 of 319 responses (21.0%) on the pre survey to 52 of
291 responses (17.9%) on the post survey. The items on the survey that decreased three
or more responses include staff members have an opportunity to apply learningrand sh
money is available for professional development, technology and instructioesiatsa

are available, resource people provide support, and the school is clean and inviting.
Disagreement dropped considerably for statements related to time provided for
collaboration and the schedule promoting collective learning and sharing. @he dat
showed -5 and -4, respectively, for the two statements. The drop in number of negative
responses from the pre survey to the post survey for these two questions showed
improvement with respect to agreement with the statements.

Evidence to support the decline in “a culture of trust” was minimal. Neither the
principal nor the teachers mentioned “taking risks.” The grade level minee3gble
18) indicated a decrease in the leadership among teachers, which could beedtaspre
supporting the decrease.

The principal interviews supported the increase in “time is provided for
collaboration” and “schedule promotes collective learning and sharingréatirng
supportive conditions for the implementation of a PLC, the principal at School A @porte
that each grade level had two planning times per week, along with a half playning
one time each semester. At the time of the second interview, the principdltbtt she
was also having groups of teachers attend various staff development opsrtffiti

campus. At the third interview, the principal shared she was going to providalertic
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cross-grade level planning after school, and that she was going to have a book study
about PLCs for those who were interested.

The teacher interviews did not support the increase of percentage agreement in the
two statements referenced above (see table 14). As a whole, teachers dikenot ma
reference to the planning time provided nor the external staff development oppestuniti
provided by the principal when asked questions about the supportive conditions available
for implementation of a PLC. They did express the importance of having resource
teachers come to their planning and that collaboration was encouraged by the
administration. One teacher stated that while she felt the teaetenes éncouraged to
attend meetings and workshops, and share,” there was no time provided to do such
(Anonymous, personal communication, October 14, 2008). The teacher’'s comment led to
an extensive discussion on the lack of time provided, and how much they “had to cram in
a short amount of time” (Anonymous, personal communication, October 14, 2008).
Throughout the grade level interviews, others mentioned the lack of time and how there
was not enough time to take care of the “administrative items” that yase@, much
less planning. However, it was noted by the researcher that the fourth grade otit
their meetings short in order to complete their personal Individual Growth Pldns a
hold parent conferences. Questions 1, 8, and 9 of the group interview protocol were
directly aligned with the dimension of “supportive conditions.” Table 14 shows the

frequency of themes regarding supportive conditions in the teacher interviews.
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Table 14

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension Three in School A

Themes Interview

1St 2nd 3I’d

N=25 N=25 N=25
Personnel resources available
) 3 4 2

to come to planning
Sharing and collaboration

5 9 4
encouraged
Not enough time is provided 3 6 10
All staff members are treated 5 5 0

professionally

Grade level minutes supported the increase in percentage of agreemeint in bot
“Time is provided for collaboration” and “Schedule promotes collective learmag a
sharing.” The grade level minutes reflected a decrease in the perceftiage spent on
procedural and administrative items, but an increase in instructional planning,idiscuss
of student needs, and staff development (see Table 19).

This dimension of the PLCA survey also showed areas with no change but a high
percentage of disagreement. These areas fall into two categoriesatbehend
communication. The survey reported an increase in disagreement for regolgmition
of achievement from 13% to 19%. In addition, the survey indicated that approximately
20% of the staff, at the times of both the pre and post surveys, did not see a
communication system within the school, or in place across the entire school community
Dimension Four in School A: Collective Learning and Application

Collective learning is evident in how teachers work together, along with the

resulting changes in instructional behavior teachers see among others affthe st
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Teachers ask crucial questions about learning, and support each other as tay impr
their individual and collective classroom instruction. People in a Professieaading
Community continually seek new methods, they reflect on results, and they haue a des
to grow and learn (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Table 15 shows the results of the PLCA
survey given to the teachers at School A with regards to collective leaming

application.

Table 15

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimension Four in School A; Results thdicate
in Frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=23 N=21

Sb D A SANRSD D A SA NR
Stakeholders are involved in creating
high expectations o 2 1r 3 1 o 316 2 O

Staff works together 0O 1 12 1 0 1 1 13 6 O

Collegial relationships exists, o 1 11 10 1 4 2 14 4 O
commitment to school improvement

Staff plans together to address student

O 1 9 13 0 1 3 11 6 O
needs

Oppo_rtunitiesexistforcollective o 1 12 10 0 o 3 15 3 0O
learning

Staff engages in dialogue that reflects
respect O 3 9 9 2 0 4 13 4 O
Profe_ssional develppmentfocuses on o 0 10 13 0 o 0 14 7 0O
teaching and learning

Staff learns together and applies new
knowledge o 1 15 6 1 o 3 16 2 O

The collective learning and application dimension had the greatestfra
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negative responses of all the dimensions. The number of negative responses more than
doubled from 10 of 179 (5.6%) on the pre survey to 22 of 168 responses (13.1%) on the
post survey. It is also noted that the strongly agree responses on the post3ofey (

168) were less than half of the strongly agree responses on the pre survey (74 of 179).
Several of the statements notably have a shift toward negativity eitherégsmg the
number of disagreement responses or a reduction in the number of strongly agree
responses. These statements include collegial relationships exist anfiotgstaflect
commitment to school improvement efforts, staff plans together to address stuatimnt ne
opportunities exist for collective learning, and staff learns togetherpplgésanew
knowledge.

All of the trends reflected in these statements are supported in the principal
interviews in that no mention of collective learning was offered by the pahacther
than having a group of teachers go to a PLC workshop together, along with providing one
session of staff development at the school level. The only example provided of a
“collegial relationship” was when a new third grade teacher was hiredadenonths
into the year, and the principal said she was impressed by how those teacheds work
together to make that transition smooth for the new staff member.

This decline was also supported in the teacher interviews. The importanat of st
development was addressed by the teachers in their first two interviewstatthe
development they referred to was that of in-house training provided by theiutwnric
coordinator, along with training provided by the county. However, by the end of the
semester, there was no mention of staff development, other than one teachahsaying
they had less professional development than years prior. In addition, “sharing of ideas

demonstrated a decline, showing that the teachers believed that less leadahgring
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was occurring. Table 16 shows the frequency of themes regarding colleatinig and
application in the teacher interviews.
Table 16

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension Four in School A

Themes Interview
1t 2" 3¢
N=25 N=25 N=25
Sharing ideas 9 13 4
Planning together 1 4 2

Utilizing common
assessments to discuss student 3 8 9
achievement

Staff Development provided
during grade level meeting 8 12 0
beneficial

However, grade level minutes reflected an increase in staff develgpheseby
not supporting the decrease noted in the survey (see Table 18). During the firsthalf of
semester, 8% of the planning time was used for staff development. This édcted8%
by the end of the semester. Grade level minutes reflected an inerélasaliscussion of
individual student instructional needs. At the beginning of the semester, only 3% of the
grade level planning time was used to do so, but this increased to 9% by the end of the
semester. One grade level did not have any discussion of individual student needs
reflected in their minutes.

Although not reflected in the survey, the researcher noted the inconsistency in
teacher response when asked about the experience of being in a PLC. When asked if this

experience was beneficial to their individual practice, responses changedeasdster
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progressed. At the beginning of the semester, all three grade levels sptkelpabdout
how being in a PLC affected their instruction, with answers ranging fromityaskes a
difference” to providing more specific examples about the professionabpeveht
given during planning, and the time given to “bounce ideas off of each other to help
students” (Anonymous, personal communication, October 14, 2008). As the semester
progressed, the teachers had more difficulty answering this question. At ¢hef tine
third interview, teachers were mixed in their positive and negative respandes,
demonstrated confusion about the timeline and implementation, saying thegdd¢hat/
the full implementation of the PLC model would not occur until the following year.
Fourth grade talked at length about the extra work that implementing a PL&dequi
until a staff member spoke up and stated that at that point, the grade level did not have an
understanding of what a PLC was, and did not have a picture in mind of what it should
look like.
Dimension Five in School A: Shared Personal Practice

Shared personal practice is the collaborative process that motivateadhers to
continually learn, grow, and improve (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Stiggins, 1999). The focus
is always on student results, but the establishment of a Professionahgegaommunity
creates the emphasis on building the collective capacity of the group mota¢ha
knowledge and skills of individuals (DuFour et al., 2006; DuFour & Eaker; Stiggins).
This shared knowledge is critical, as when it is applied and reflected upon, thextseach
get a “deeper level of understanding that enables them to adapt new prachiegsowrt
setting” (DuFour, 20044, p. 3). The teachers work together to solve problems and
improve the learning opportunities for students. As a result, this collaborativegproce

motivates the teachers to continually learn, grow, and improve (DuFour & Eaker;
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Stiggins). Table 17 shows the results of the PLCA survey given to the teacBehoal
A with regards to Shared Personal Practice.

Table 17

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimension Five in School A; Redigiésed
in Frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=23 N=21

DD A SAN DD A SAN

School staff is committed to improving

learning o 1 10 12 0 O O 17 4 O
Opportunities exist for staff to observe
each othe 0O 314 6 0 0 2 158 4 O

Staff provides feedback to peers 316 4 0 0 4 15 1 1

Staff informally shares ideas for

improving student learning 011 12 0 0 0 14 7 O

Staff reviews student work to improve

instructional practice 0 1139 0 0 1144 2

Opportunities exist for coaching and
mentoring 0O 113 9 0 0 1 15 5 O

The shared personal practices dimension did not increase in number ofésspons
that were in disagreement with the statements but did exhibit a shift morecentbe on
the strongly agree to agree responses between the pre survey and posesuligeyhe
data show that 9 of 138 negative responses (6.5%) on the pre survey went to 8 of 123
negative responses on the post survey. The data also show that the strongly agree
responses fell from 52 of 138 (37.7%) to only 25 of 123 (20.3%) on the post survey. This
tendency was consistent for all of the statements made in the shared perstical pra
dimension.

This decline was also supported by the teacher interviske time of the
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second interview the teachers reported that they did not know if teacher pedenwes

being affected, as they did not have the opportunity to observe each other. However,
some teachers did report an increase in reviewing individual student work and giving
each other feedback on assisting that child. First grade spoke about the new emphasis on
discussing individual students. One of the teachers said “We talk about the edrdtagi

may help a child — and that child may not even be in my class — where before, we didn’
have to do that” (Anonymous, personal communication, October 14, 2008). Fourth grade
did not move that far into discussing how to help a child. This was evidenced because
when asked about how they worked together on assessing and analyzing student work,
the teachers would report on sharing the assessment data, but not talk about using the
assessment to plan for instruction. Therefore, the teacher interviews showeslistent
support of the decline in “staff provides feedback to peers.” Table 18 shows the
frequency of themes regarding shared personal practice in the teachveswger

Table 18

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension Five in School A

Themes Interview
1St 2nd 3I’d

N=2E N=25 N=25
Don’t know if collaboration
has impact on teacher 3 2 0
performance
Reviewing individual student 6 5 10
work
Sharing and learning from 7 6 7

one another

Having resource support 1 5 2




62

Grade level minutes did not support the decline in “staff provides feedback to
peers.” The minutes, due to increase in discussion of student needs from 3.6% to 9%,
showed more collaboration and sharing of feedback to each other (see Table 19).
Breakdown of Grade Level Minutes in School A

The researcher had difficulty in obtaining all grade level minutes frdmo@ A,
only receiving 23 sets of minutes out of approximately 50 meetings that were held.
Therefore, these data could be interpreted as fully reflective oftilbelsbut only as one
small indicator. These minutes were split into two groups. Group one was made up of
August and September, and group two was made up of October-December. Each
comment in the grade level minutes was coded. “Procedural items” retieiaetivities
such as establishing deadline dates for paperwork, working on a field triptreques
revising lunch schedules, or revisiting other school procedures. “Instructionainga
referred to teachers talking about and creating lesson plans for instrticiadership
among teachers” was evident when teachers took responsibilities for repgetent
grade level or taking on duties. “Principal administrative items,” to usenact@ined by
educators, referred to the extra expectations, paperwork, and duties not related to
classroom instruction that were given to teachers. These included, but werdtedttiomn
PTO events, evening curriculum nights, and turning in paperwork. “Discussiardehst
needs” referred to the specific act of talking about an individual student, or group of
students, based on performance and sharing ideas on how to meet their needs. “Staff
development” was present in grade levels when the literacy facilitasemed literacy
strategies, or when other information for professional growth was shared.1Bable
indicates the percentage of the full account of grade level minutes eacly acivit

referred to, not the percentage of time spent on those activities, as thosaréimes
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specified in the minutes. These percentages were rounded off to the nedrest tent
Table 19

Breakdown of Grade Level Content at School A, in Percentages

Activity Group 1 Group 2
Procedural items 32.6 27
Instructional planning 214 25.8
Leadership among teachers 12.9 3.7
Principal “administrative items”  21.4 16.9
Discussion of student needs 3.6 9
Staff development 8.5 18

Impressions of School B

A checklist form (Appendix A) was completed by the researcher at gadt the
time of the first interviews to collect information on the setting of each sctieol
appearance, the atmosphere, along with the researcher’s impression bbtis. Sthis
checklist was used by Faris (1999) for the same purpose.

The researcher arrived at School B for the first round of interviews ascent
the building via a clean, bright, and colorful hallway with shiny floors. Clegragje was
available directing visitors to the office. The researcher was gregteahte and directed
to the conference room. The conference room provided a history of the school through its
displays of achievements, commendations, awards, and photographs.

As the first and second grade teams at School B entered for their intertiews, t
researcher noted that the participants came together and were engagéyl ipelisenal

conversation. The interviews were of the same relaxed, easygoing nature ofatoner
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This was in contrast to fifth grade, whose team members entered sporadicallg aat di
engage in personal conversation as they entered. The principal was present to introduce
the researcher at each of the grade levels for the first round of imteraed then left
prior to the start of the interviews. The only deviation from this procedure wadifivit
grade, when the literacy facilitator entered the conference room priog sart of the
interview. Upon introducing her, the principal asked if the researcher neededHeer in t
interview. The researcher replied that if this person functioned more ahartdzan an
administrator, she could participate. At that time, the principal responded “Nojuste
one of them,” gesturing to the other teachers (Anonymous, personal communication,
September 2, 2008). The researcher asked the participants if they were in agjraede
each of the teachers nodded her head. However, the researcher did note that throughout
the interviews in fifth grade, the teachers were hesitant to answer questidns
frequently the literacy facilitator answered questions to start conwersat

At the beginning of the first interview, the researcher explained the probess. S
also had the participants initial permission forms, and told the teachers thavagha
shared would remain confidential. The researcher did not need to revisit the issue of
confidentiality with the grade levels at School B as they were all jpetiicg.
Data Analysis of Grade Level Interviews in School B

In order to understand the depth of PLC implementation at both of these schools,
the researcher coded the data into themes, and matched the themes with the five
dimensions of the PLC. The focus group interviews were audio taped andiltreoh&gr
a secretary. The researcher read the script several times and cotbth@denuscripts

for themes. The transcripts were not returned to the participants focatsoih.
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Dimension One in School B: Shared Vision, Mission, and Values

Hord (1997) and DuFour and Eaker (1998) shared the opinion that shared vision
and values are a vital part of PLCs. The vision gives direction to all of the pedmpée in t
organization, and establishes goals for which the stakeholders must strive. DuFour and
Eaker (1998) stated that the vision creates an agenda for action and serves dstihe gui
principle for the school. Table 20 shows the results of the PLCA survey given to the
teachers at School B with regards to shared vision, mission, and values.
Table 20

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimension One in School B; Resultgthdicat
in Frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=25 N= 19

DD A SA NR SD D A SA N

Accessibility to

information o 1 2 2 0 0 1 15 3 O

Collaboration in

developing shared values 0 2 20 3 0 0 1 15 3 0

Shared values guide
decisions 0 0O 23 2 0 0 0O 15 4 0
Shared focus on student
learning

o
=

19 5 0 0 1 12 6 0

Decisions aligned with the
school’s values and vision

CoIIaboration in N 0 0 23 2 0
developing shared vision

School goals focus on
student learning o 3 17 5 0 0 3 14 2 O

Policies aligned to vision 0O 18 7 0 0 1 14 3 1
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The responses to the majority of the questions remained the same, with respect to
overall agreement. The data show that on the pre survey 193 of 200 (96.5%) total
responses were in agreement and 143 of 151 (94.7%) total responses were in agreement
on the post survey. The tendencies in this dimension of the survey were increases in the
percentages of participants answering strongly agree on the pre somel&.5% to
21.2% on the post survey and for the percentages of participants who disagreed to have a
minimal increase from 3.5% on the pre survey to 5.3% on the post survey.

Although the results of the surveys are consistent throughout the pre and post
surveys, the researcher noted that the highest amount of disagreement waes with t
statement “school goals focus on student learning.” In both the pre and post surseys, thi
statement had the highest frequency of disagreement (3 in each survey). Hdwever, t
disagreement, or lack of focus on student learning, is not supported with the principal
interviews. When asked about the vision of the school, the principal at School B was
consistent with her answers throughout the interviews. Although she did not offer a
concrete and verbatim vision statement, she emphasized the use of best practices, and
collaboratively problem solving to help the struggling students succeed in school. In
addition, the principal at School B supported her vision by saying that the goal was to
“target the kids who need the extra support” and to place emphasis on learning
(Anonymous, personal communication, October 16, 2008). She stated that this was a “big
shift” in the thinking of the teachers (Anonymous, personal communication, October 16,
2008).

The decrease in agreement on “school goals focus on student learning” was not
supported by teacher interviews. When first asked about the goals of the sclebelstea

responded with programs, such as PBIS, or the implementation of instructional programs.
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By the time of the second interview, the emphasis on such programs had disappeared in
favor of working together as a team, and the focus on learning. By the time ofdhe thir
interview, more staff development about PLC had taken place, and the principal had
shared her expectations regarding the implementation of PLC. The themeddvéfchi

are the central focus” and “whatever it takes” had a high frequencgpinses.

However, there were varied responses among the grade levels whentmskedsaon

and goals at the time of the third interview. First grade teachers sailgr@atvas more
accountability with student performance. Second grade teachers agiedoisMiut

shared their sense of panic, “feeling the weight of the goals” but not “knowing what
direction to go.” When asked about the vision and goals, fifth grade teachers did not
respond, with only one teacher saying what her individual personal goal was. Table 21
shows the frequency of themes regarding shared vision, mission, and values in the

teacher interviews.
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Table 21

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension One in School B

Themes Interview

1st 2nd 3rd

N=21 N=21 N=21

Children are the central focus 9 13 12
Vlspn is implementation of 11 2 0
curriculum
Vision is implementation of

4 2 2
technology
Staff development is provided 5 0 0
To create a PLC 2 0 8
Whatever it t_akes/not learning 1 0 12
is not an option
Collaboration/sharing talents 0 13 3

The percentage of grade level meeting time that was spent in instructional
planning rose from 10.5% to 12.5%. The time spent on the discussion of student needs
also rose from 5.3% to 8.3%. However, the amount of “administrative items” covered in
the meetings rose from 19.3% to 30.6% of the time (see Table 29).

Dimension Two in School B: Shared and Supportive Leadership

In a PLC, supportive leadership means that administrators, along with teachers,
guestion, investigate, and seek solutions for school improvement. All staff megntsrs
professionally, and administrators display a willingness to participat#lectve
dialogue, sharing and learning, without dominating the conversation (Morrissey, 2000).
Teachers, with the support of the School Administrators, take on leadership roles in a
PLC to move schools forward. Table 22 shows the results of the PLCA survey given to

the teachers at School B with regards to shared and supportive leadership.
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Table 22

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimen&wo in School B; Results Indicated in Frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=25 N=19

sb D A SA NR SD

o

A SA NR

Opportunities for staff to observe peers O 4 18 3 0 g 2 10 7 0
Leadership is promoted among staff
Staff is involved in making decisions
Principal uses staff input to make decisions
Staff has access to information 1 20 4 0 o 0 17 2 0

Principal is proactive

Staff is enabled to initiate change o 1 21 3 0 g 4 12 3 0
Principal shares responsibility 01 22 3 0 0 1 14 4 O
Principal shares authority 02 20 3 0 o 5 11 3 O

Decision making takes place throughout

0O 1 221 3 0 0 1 14 4 O
school

Responses on the shared and supportive leadership dimension from a global view
indicated that the vast majority of the respondents on both the pre survey and post survey
were in agreement with the 10 statements. The data showed that on the pre survey 236 of
249 responses (94.8%) were in agreement. On the post survey the percentage decreased
slightly based on 170 of 189 positive responses (90%). The statements “staff is involved

in making decisions,” “staff is enabled to initiate change,” and “principal share
authority” showed an increase in disagreement that accounted for thererBese in
negative responses between the pre survey and post survey, with all other areasgemai

the same or showing a decrease in negative responses.
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The statement “staff is involved in making decisions” went from zero negative
responses to four negative responses at the time of the post survey. ‘Gtaffled to
initiate change” had the same trend, with a negative response of one atste/pye
which increased to four at the time of the post survey. “Principal sharesittithad an
increase in negative response from two at the pre survey to five at theipest s

The principal interviews offer inconsistent support for the declines in these thr
statements. The principal at School B made no mention of opportunities for shared
leadership via committees, teacher input, and shared decision making. Rather, she
discussed capitalizing on the talents of teachers. In her first two intensbe stressed
the importance of finding teachers who do things really well, and allowingeesaith
observe them or having those teachers present at faculty meetings. Sinephlasiz=d
looking for the best in each person so that each individual could share his or her talents.

In the interviews, the teachers also discussed how their talents wereluEize
grade teachers said that they used their talents when differentiatmigtiost, because
they planned it so that the teacher who was most skilled in teaching a stvatddyhelp
the students who most needed instruction in that strategy. Second grade teaaters shar
their excitement about using their data in the future to decide what their strerege so
that they could share those strengths to help improve instruction and student aaftieveme
across the grade level. In fifth grade, none of the teachers responded uiétadbg
facilitator said that the teachers shared their expertise in gelmer@sponse to this, one
teacher stated “I know this is a talented team, but it is not obvious to me what each
teacher enjoys — it's not being put out there, and | would love to know who | could go to”
(Anonymous, personal communication, January 13, 2009).

Although there was discussion of talent, the teacher interviews supported the
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decline in percentage agreement of the three survey items stated above.Taata 23
showed no growth in teacher empowerment, and the administration being open to ideas
and suggestions declined to zero at the time of the second interview. Table 23 shows the
frequency of themes regarding shared and supportive leadership in the teachensite
Table 23

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension Two in School B

Themes Interview
1° 2 3¢

N=21 N=21 N=21
Draws on strengths/talents 6 6 2
Open to ideas/suggestions 3 0 0
“Open door” policy 4 2 0
Sets expectations 2 4 7
Empowering 2 3 2
Supportive/positive 4 3 7

This decline was also supported in the grade level minutes (see table 30).
Evidence of leadership among teachers went from 3.5% to 1%, yet the principal
“administrative items” showed an increase from 19.3% to 30.6%.

In addition to the survey, the researcher noted that the different grade lelels ha
varying opinions of the relationship between teachers and administration aarthe ye
progressed. First grade teachers consistently praised their prifiocipaing open.

Second grade teachers moved from a sense of expectation that everyone mhst carry
own weight towards seeing their principal as having clear expectatiofnsgFatte

teachers were hesitant to answer the question at the first intervigavg tate person
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answer the questions in detail while others repeated what she said. Byetiod tira
second interview, fifth grade was again hesitant to answer and then spokeshedéte
researcher noted that the literacy facilitator was in the interviewastehchers shared
their concerns, the facilitator took on the role of defending the principal bygsayin
“thinking about relationships — | just feel this is a huge school, and sometimiesrd’to
have that communication. | know administration is busy, but | think sometimes people
feel that their issues aren’t given attention” (Anonymous, personal conmationic
October 14, 2008). When she said that, the other teachers agreed.
Dimension Three in School B: Supportive Conditions

Supportive conditions, such as the physical factors and the “intangibles” stated in
Chapter 2, are vital to allowing for the collaboration and collegiality of ta te
members, and fall under the responsibility of the school leader. By providing these
conditions, the leader demonstrates commitment to implement a PLC. Creating
supportive conditions is a key to maintaining the growth and development of a
community of professional learners (Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Morrissey, 2000). Pdble
shows the results of the PLCA survey given to the teachers at School B \aittisrém

supportive conditions.
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Table 24

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimension Three in School B; Resoéitethdi
in Frequency

Themes Pre Survey Post Survey
N=25 N=19

SD D A SANRSDD A SA N

Staff have opportunity to apply learning 0O 1 18 6 0 O 2 13 4 0

and share
Caring relationships exist O 0 1510 0 O O 14 5 O

A culture of trust exists for taking risks

o
o

1 6 0 O 0 18 4 O

Achievement is recognized regularly

o
(@]

17 8 0 0 1 13 5 O
Staff and stakeholders are unified to
embed chang 0O 022 4 0 O 0 14 5 O

Time is provided for collaboration 1 120 3 0 0 6 9 4 0

Schedule promotes collective learning

and sharing 0O 219 4 0 0 6 8 5 O

Money is available for professional

development 0 017 8 0 0 1 13 5 O

Technology/Instructional materials are
available 1 0158 9 0 0 1 12 6 O

Resource people provide support 0 16 9 0 0 1 13 5 0

School is clean and inviting O 1 1C 14 0 0 O 8 10 1

Proximity of personnel allows for ease inO

collaboration 0205 0 0 3 9 7 0

Communication system is in place in
119 5 0 0 0 15 4 O

school
Communication system is in place across
entire school communi O 1 18 6 0 0 1 14 4 O

The supportive conditions dimension, which had the highest positive response at
the time of the pre survey for School B of all of the dimensions, showed a deorease

positive responses at the time of the post survey to where it was ranked.da thisd
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dimension, the positive responses decreased by 5.6% yet the negative ragpoeesssd

by 6.6%. The data showed that for the negative indicators 9 of 350 responses (1.7%) are
either disagree or strongly disagree for the pre survey, but this increds20dft265

(8.3%) at the time of the post survey. Examining the statements related upploetise
conditions dimension, the data indicated that three statements produced lheathea
increase in the percentage of negative responses. These statemeftisnesgorovided

for collaboration,” “schedule promotes collective learning and sharing,” @oditnity

of personnel allows for ease in collaboration.” It was also noted that the nafnber

strongly agree responses remained nearly stagnant, with a 27.7% resporidaedima

of the pre survey and a 27.5% at the time of the post survey.

The principal interviews do not support nor contradict these declines, as the
principal made no mention of time, other than saying during the first interviewhthat s
was giving each grade level two planning times per week. The organizatiocalisr
was that one time was for planning, and one time was for PLC. No mention was made
during any of the three interviews concerning proximity of personnel.

Grade level interview data did not support the survey results. There was an
increase noted in “time allowed for collaboration” and “staff developmentitahle.”

No mention was made of the proximity of personnel. In addition, the interviewseeflec
a change in focus on the interviews. In the first interview, second grade safitalhec
that grade level meetings had no impact on their professional growth. Té®re w
conversation about the “administrative items” covered. One teacher stated

There is not enough time. By the time you drop off your class, get to your grade

level meeting, go to the bathroom, take care of the business, there isn’t much time

to talk. Anything curriculum wise, that’s after school. (Anonymous, personal
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communication, September 2, 2008).
By the time of the second interview, one second grade teacher reported that
| feel like it is changing. Before our grade level meetings were
informative...here’s a list we have to do...it was information, it was business.
Now | feel like we have more time to take about kids and do planning, which is
really what we should be doing at grade level instead of talking business.
(Anonymous, personal communication, October 14, 2008)
Table 25 shows the frequency of themes regarding supportive conditions in the
teacher interviews.
Table 25

Frequency of Themes Aligned with Dimension Three in School B

Themes Interview
1° 2" 3¢
N=21 N=21 N=21
Caring relationships 9 9 5
New ideas encouraged 3 1 0

Time allowed for

collaboration 2 0 °
PLC provldlng a “common 0 0 3
language
Technology/Instructional

: ) 8 0 1
materials are available
Staff Development is 3 3 5
available
Expectations clearly 5 3 7

communicated

Grade level minutes supported the data from the survey. These minutes (see Tabl
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30) showed an increase in time spent on procedures and administrative items, up from
63% of the time to 70%. Even though the minutes indicated a small increase in the
amount of time spent on instructional planning (10.5% to 12%) and in the discussion of
student needs (5.3% to 8.3%), the bulk of the grade level meeting time was spent on
administrative and procedural items rather than on items related dicectbtruction. In
addition, staff development dropped from 17.5% to 8.3%. Again, no mention was made
of proximity to personnel.
Dimension Four in School B: Collective Learning and Application

Collective learning is evident in how teachers work together, along with the
resulting changes in instructional behavior teachers see among others affthe st
Teachers ask crucial questions about learning, and support each other as tay impr
their individual and collective classroom instruction. People in a Professieaading
Community continually seek new methods, reflect on results, and have a desi to gr
and learn (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Table 26 shows the results of the PLCA survey given

to the teachers at School B with regards to collective learning and déipplica
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Table 26

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimension Four in School B; Results Indicated
in Frequency

Pre Survey Post Survey

Themes -
N=25 N=19

SD D A SANRSDD A SA N

S_takeholders_are involved in creating 0 221 2 0 0 0 14 5 0
high expectations

1 20 4 O 0 15 4 O
Staff works together 0 0

Collegial relationships exists, 0O 023 2 0 O O 14 5 0O
commitment to school improvement

Staff plans together to address student
needs

Opportunities exist for collective
learning

Staff engages in dialogue that reflects

20 3 0 o 0 15 4 O
respect

o
N

Profe_ssional develppmentfocuses on 5 017 8 0 o 0 10 9 O
teaching and learning

Staff learns together and applies new
knowledge o 1 20 4 0 o 1 13 5 O

The collective learning and application dimension had the greatestfjabsitive
responses at the time of the post survey. At the time of the pre survey, 192 out of the 200
responses (94%) were “agree” or “strongly agree,” and this increased to 151168t of
responses (99.3%) at the time of the post survey. The overall trend in this dimension was
one of improvement, with alesponses changing to positive at the time of the post survey

with the exception of one in the statement “staff learns together and applies new
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knowledge.” In addition, the percentage of “strongly agree” increased from 183%% (
responses) to 26.3% (40 responses).

The increase noted in “staff learns together and applies new knowledge” was
supported in the principal interviews. The principal noted that there was a visfbia s
thinking as evidenced in that the teachers were discussing students and aleaiggesti
each other. The principal also reported a more positive and uplifting School Atmosphere

The increase in overall positive response in this dimension was supported by the
teacher interviews. Three of the themes presented in the interviews showeaceease
by the time of the third interview. The only decrease was in “discussingistude
achievement,” but this was minimal as the frequency of this theme changed fromo6 to 7 t
5. Table 27 shows the frequency of themes regarding collective learning andtapplic
in the teacher interviews.

Table 27

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension Four in School B

Themes Interview
1° 2n 3¢
N=21 N=21 N=21
Utilizing other’s talents 5 3 7
Planning together 7 12 11

Discussing student
achievement

Staff Development/learning
together

Grade level minutes also supported this positive shift shown in the survey, as

demonstrated by the increase of time spent in discussing student needs. Ar inageas
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also evident in the percentage of time spent in instructional planning (see Table 30).
Dimension Five in School B: Shared Personal Practice

Shared personal practice is the collaborative process that motivateadhers to
continually learn, grow, and improve (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Stiggins, 1999).The focus
is always on student results, but the establishment of a Professionahgegaommunity
creates the emphasis on building the collective capacity of the grouphaoréné
knowledge and skills of individuals (DuFour et al., 2006; DuFour & Eaker; Stiggins).
This shared knowledge is critical, as when it is applied and reflected upon, thertseach
get a “deeper level of understanding that enables them to adapt new prachtiegsowri
setting” (DuFour, 20044, p. 3). The teachers work together to solve problems and
improve the learning opportunities for students. As a result, this collaborativegproce
motivates the teachers to continually learn, grow, and improve (DuFour & Eaker;
Stiggins). Table 28 shows the results of the PLCA survey given to the teacBehoal

A with regards to shared personal practice.
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Table 28

Results of Survey Questions Aligned with Dimension Five in School B; Resuliselthdic
in Frequency

Pre Survey Post Survey

Themes N=25 N= 19

SD D A SANRSD D A SA NR

School staff is committed to improving 0 0 18 7 0 O 0 12 7 O
learning

Opportunities exist for staff to observe
each other

Staff provides feedback to peers

Staff informally shares ideas for
improving student learning

o
o

20 5 0 0 1 11 7 O

Staff reviews student work to improve

; ) . 18 4 0 0 3 13 3 O
instructional practice

o
w

Opportunities exist for coaching and
mentoring

The shared personal practices dimension had only a slight inaneasabber of
responses that were in disagreement with the statements. The data showed that 7 of 150
negative responses (4.7%) on the pre survey went to 10 of 119 negative responses (8.8%)
on the post survey. The data also showed that the participant stronglyesp@aeses
rose from 21 of 150 (14%) to 28 of 119 (24.6%) on the post survey. The two statements
“opportunities exist for staff to observe each other” and “staff provides feletiba
peers” accounted for nearly all of the percentage increase in “strajrgly’ @etween the
two surveys. However, these two statements also showed an increase in thiageiake

disagreement (8% to 15.8%, and 4% to 10.5%, respectively).
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In her interviews, the principal made no mention of staff members observing each
other. There was also no mention of peer observations specifically in the teacher
interviews. Table 29 shows the frequency of themes regarding collesdiverig and
application in the teacher interviews. It is important to note that although thnetsalid
not report observing each other, the “sharing and learning from one another” ags not
through all three interviews as being of importance.

Table 29

Frequency of Themes for Questions Aligned with Dimension Five in School B

Themes Interview

1st 2nd 3rd

N=21 N=21 N=21

Collaboration has no impact

4 0 1
on teacher performance
Staff development is shared 3 0 2
Discussing student work 5 8 4
Sharing and learning from one 9 11 11
anothe
Support 0 2 0
Not enough time is given to 0 0 9
plan and collaborate
Commitment 1 4 0

Grade level minutes also supported the survey data, as there was no mention of
peer observation. The grade level minutes did support the sharing and learning reported
in the teacher interviews with a slight increase in the areas of instrugilanaing and
discussion of student needs (see table 30).

Breakdown of Grade Level Minutes in School B

The researcher had difficulty in obtaining all grade level minutes §onool B,
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only receiving minutes from 27 meetings out of approximately 50. One grade leyel onl
submitted 2 weeks worth of minutes but did send the researcher all of the batails t
were sent between teachers for the purpose of planning. Therefore, thesadatde
interpreted as fully reflective of the school, but only as one small indicator.

These minutes were split into two groups. Group one was made up of August and
September, and group two was made up of October-December. Each comment in the
grade level minutes was coded with themes nearly identical to those of School A
“Procedural items” referred to activities not directly related agssrloom instruction, such
working on a field trip request, revising lunch schedules, or revisiting other school
procedures. “Instructional planning” referred to teachers talking about ealthgrlesson
plans for instruction. “Leadership among teachers” was evident when tetatlers
responsibilities for representing the grade level or taking on duties. ‘{painci
administrative items,” referred to the extra expectations, paperwork, aad dot
related to classroom instruction that were given to teachers. In School Betifscally
included large school-wide events such as Grandparents’ Day, and fundraiser
information. “Discussion of student needs” referred to the specific act aigadkiout an
individual student, or group of students, based on performance and sharing ideas on how
to meet their needs. “Staff development” was present in grade levels wHitertoy
facilitator presented literacy strategies, or when other information déegsional growth
was shared. Table 30 indicates the percentage of the full account of graaehenes
each activity was referred to, not the percentage of time spent on thoseeactagtihose
times are not specified in the minutes. These percentages are rounded off toetbte near

tenth.



Table 30

Breakdown of Grade Level Content at School B, in Percentages

Activity Group 1 Group 2
Procedural items 43.9 38.9
Instructional planning 10.5 12.5
Leadership among teachers 3.5 1
Principal “administrative items”  19.3 30.6
Discussion of student needs 5.3 8.3

Staff development 17.5 8.3
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Chapter 5: Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations

Introduction of the Dissertation

The purpose of this study was to describe the effect on teacher behaviors by the
establishment of Professional Learning Communities in two differemtegigary schools.
The intended contribution of this study was to provide a dual case study that describe
what occurs with teacher behaviors when a PLC is established in two elgnsehtzols.
The research questions underlying and providing a research framework fiudthare
as follows:

1. How does establishing a PLC change teacher instructional behavior?

2. How does the implementation of a PLC encourage teacher professional
growth?

3. How do grade level meetings affect the instructional behavior of classroom
teachers?

Data collected in this study were acquired from a variety of sources including
principal interviews three times during the semester, group intervievestthres during
the semester, PLCA survey data from the beginning and end of the semesteaidand g
level minutes.
Implications of the Findings

According to group interviews, teachers in both schools did not fully grasp the
concept of the PLC model. Even though both principals stated in the summer of 2008 that
they were going to implement the PLC model in their schools, the January group
interviews showed that the model had not been fully implemented in both schools and

demonstrated that there were barriers to program implementatioffféicéed the study.
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Implications of the Findings in School A

In the five dimensions of the PLCA, School A declined in percentage agreement
in “shared vision, mission, and values,” “collective learning and agit,” and
“shared personal practice.” The declines in percentage agreement notesd ipdti®ns
of the PLCA were supported by principal interviews, teacher interviews, add vel
minutes. School A showed growth in the dimensions of “shared and supportive
leadership” and “supportive conditions,” although a decline was noted in the lifter w
“a culture of trust exists for taking risks” declining in percentage agreefrom 94% to
82%.

The first research question was “how does establishing a PLC change teacher
behavior?” Dimension one, “shared vision, mission and values” demonstratecktbé lac
understanding and implementation of the PLC model. The principal’s vision throughout
the three interviews changed from “having no child to fail and becoming a $loofals
Learning Community” (Anonymous, personal communication, September 4, 008
“making sure we look at children as individual&honymous, personal communication,
October 14, 2008) to “trying to keep the staff focused and working together”
(Anonymous, personal communication, January 7, 2009). This lack of communicated
vision also created anxiety in the staff regarding a PLC, because inemtgythe
teachers shared that being in a PLC was an expectation, but that they didn’t knaw what
was. The fourth grade teachers, representing the highest grade lavatwed, said that
the PLC model gave them too much to do, then later admitted that they did not
understand what the model was. Teachers also expressed difficulty in $tatingjon of
the school, as noted in Table 2. This lack of a unified vision among the staff was

evidenced by the fact that what the teachers said in their interviews did rebdteowith
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what the principal said the vision of the school was at the time of each interview.

Because of the lack of staff development about PLC, the staff did not have an
understanding of the model. According to the principal, the staff development provided
was to have a few teachers who attended various PLC conferences and workshops.
Participants in these workshops included the administration and a group of teachers. No
mention was made of sharing the PLC knowledge gained in these workshops with the
remainder of the staff. This was supported in teacher interviews. Teatdtersthat they
were encouraged to attend workshops, but did not have a chance to share what was
learned in those workshops. The only mention of PLC training for the whole school was
when one teacher presented “Total Quality Education” to the staff. In her evtetiie
principal said she had this done so teachers could see how “Total Quality Education” (a
initiative of the school district) was integrated with PLC. However, the jpahesaid she
was planning a book study, for those who wanted to participate, on PLC for the following
year. In School A, there was no evidence that a global change took place widr teac
behaviors and the data showed that the PLC understanding was weak, therebydeading
minimal implementation of the PLC model.

However, it is interesting to note some changed behavior, although the data did
not show if these changes were with the principal or the teachers. Dimensi(shased
and supportive leadership) showed the greatest improvement between the yramstrve
the post survey. At the time of the pre survey, it had the highest percentage afenegati
responses among the five dimensions. It improved to having the second highest
percentage of positive responses at the time of the post survey. The positive movement
with the dimension itself went from an 88.6% positive response at the time of the pre

survey to 91.8 at the time of the post survey. Within this dimension, specific arfeas tha
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improved were “principal shares authority” and “decision making takes fhlemeghout

the school.” The data did not show if this improvement was due to the principal making
more opportunities available, if teachers were taking more advantage of Huyalre
present opportunities, or other issues.

The second research question was “how does the implementation of a PLC
encourage teacher professional growth?” Part of encouraging professiovidl igro
providing the structure to allow it to occur, as demonstrated in the PLCA sumélys. |
dimension “supportive conditions,” the data showed that the principal provided
supportive conditions by providing time for collaboration (74% agreement to 90%
agreement), and that the schedule at School A supported collective learning argl shari
(77% agreement to 90% agreement). However, while the principal provided thertime f
the collective learning sharing, dimension four showed a decline in thenstdte
“opportunities exist for collective learning.” The percentage agreeametttis statement
declined from 96% agreement to 85% agreement. In dimension four, the stateafént “st
learns together and applies new knowledge” went from 95% agreement to 86%
agreement.

This was supported by teachers who said there was less sharing of ideas
occurring, and that the principal made minimal mention of opportunities for teachers t
grow collectively. Teacher interviews also demonstrated a declingsiffi Gevelopment
provided during grade level meeting beneficial.” This was evidenced kygaeincy of
eight at the time of the first interview to a frequency of zero at the tirtleedést
interview. The data did not indicate whether that was because of a Isteifof
development, a lack of leadership from the literacy facilitator, the lackpafcgations on

the part of the administration, or that the staff development provided was not seen as
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worthwhile. In addition, even though grade level minutes showed a decrease in the
amount of administrative items and procedural items being covered in grade level
meetings, the areas that would include professional growth (discussion ot stedds,
and staff development) accounted for only 27% of the time spent in grade levelgseeti
Therefore, even though the time was provided, there were no data that shovlad that
increase in time was to provide, encourage, and expect staff development anideollec
learning. The evidence, showing the lack of collaboration and staff developroenqt, al
with the lack of PLC implementation stated above in the first question, showeubthat
major change took place within School A with regards to teacher profesgrondh.

The third research question was “How do grade level meetings affect the
instructional behavior of classroom teachers?” In order to study how thectistal
behavior is affected, it is necessary to study the grade level minutes and seania
transferred to classroom practice. At the beginning of the year, non-irmtalgtems
(principal “administrative items,” procedural items) took up 54% of the gradk leve
meeting time, then dropped to 43.9% of the grade level meeting time, freeingjmere
for staff development and instructional planning. The amount of staff development
provided increased from 8.5% of the grade level time to 18%. Despite the increase of
time spent in staff development, there was a decline in how teachers sde&neésial.
Teacher interviews demonstrated a decline in “staff development provided gradey
level meeting beneficial” (a frequency of eight at the time of theifitstview to a
frequency of zero at the time of the last interview).

In addition, even though grade level minutes showed a decrease in the amount of
administrative items and procedural items being covered in grade levaigsedie

areas that would include professional growth (discussion of student needs, and staff
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development) only accounted for 27% of the time spent in grade level meetings. While
teachers did say that they were utilizing common assessments to discuss stude
achievement, no mention was made of using those results to plan for instruction.

Dimension five (shared personal practice), is the process that mothates t
teachers to continually learn, grow, and improve (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Stiggins,

1999). This dimension had the second highest positive response percentage at the time of
the pre survey, but this changed to the highest positive response percentage at the time of
the post survey. In the PLCA survey, the statement “staff provides feedbacksb pee
showed a increase in negative responses between the two surveys, moving from 13%
negative responses to 20% negative responses. However, the teacher interviews showed
inconsistent support of the decline.

Because of the lack of meaningful staff development provided during gratle leve
meetings, not using assessments to plan for instruction, and having inconsistency in how
staff provides feedback to others, there was no evidence to support that any change in
teacher instructional behavior had taken place that could be detected by the da& sour
Implications of the Findings in School B

In the five dimensions of the PLCA, School B showed a decline in percentage of
agreement on “shared vision, mission and values,” “shared and supportive leddership
and “supportive conditions.” In addition, “shared personal practice” remained rbimsta
the results except for “opportunities exist for teachers to observe eachwvetihen”
dropped from 92% agreement to 83% agreement. However, School B showed growth in
dimension four “collective learning and Application” in that all respomgs® positive
at the post survey and supported by interviews and grade level minutes.

The first research question was “how does establishing a PLC change teache
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behavior?” In order to answer this question, it had to be established that a PLC was, in
fact, established at School B. In her interviews, the principal shared thatesited

several PLC workshops with her literacy facilitator, and that she had atdaachers
attending PLC training workshops offered by the county throughout that year and the
spring prior. These teachers shared various activities with the remamsihat staff
meetings. One activity that was mentioned often in grade level intervias/a ¥color
activity” that took place prior to the second interview. In this activity, thehtxa
discovered their own talents and the talents of others. It was not until the thivekimter
that teachers demonstrated an understanding of PLC. In this interview,eyreldeshid

that the implementation of PLC gave them a common language, and that the principal’s
expectations were clear about the implementation of a PLC.

Hord (1997) and DuFour and Eaker (1998) shared the opinion that the shared
vision and values are a vital part of PLCs. DuFour and Eaker (1998) stated thabthe vis
creates the plan for action, and serves to guide the school. Therefore, haviregla shar
vision is a necessary component of PLCs. The principal was consistent in iagdness
vision throughout the interviews, as she emphasized collaborative problem solving to
help struggling students and to be sure that all students would succeed. However, the
teachers did see this same consistency. At the time of the first interviestrahgest
theme present was “vision is the implementation of curriculum.” This changed to
“collaboration” and “children are the central focus” at the time of the seccemdisw.
Alignment with the principal’s vision was present at the time of the third ieteras the
strongest themes were “children are the central focus” and “whateéakes/not learning
is not an option.” However, while this was evident in the teacher interviews, the PLCA

survey moved from 12% disagreement in the statement “school goals focus on student
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learning” to 16% at the time of the post survey.

The teachers as a whole did not understand that the implementation of a PLC was
an expectation until the third interview, and also were not given training as @ erhol
what a PLC was until between the second and third interview. In addition, the teachers
did not know what the shared vision was, a key part of a PLC. Because of the lack of data
showing that a PLC was implemented, there was no evidence to show that teacher
behavior at School B occurred as a result of PLC implementation.

The second research question was “how does the implementation of a PLC
encourage teacher professional growth?” In the dimension of “collective ledmalinye
survey responses that were negative changed to positive at the time of the post survey
Teachers referred to using other’s talents to help them, as provided by thé “color
training. One teacher in a grade level spoke of a desire to have the othesteabber
grade level help her with her students. The two other grade levels inteiviaked
about the benefits of planning and learning together. One of the grade levels Isbiared t
excitement about using their data to decide what their instructional streregéhsavthat
they could capitalize on those instructionally. One grade level mentioned kg hig
accountability for the teachers and stressed the importance of workinigetopehelp
the students. It was evident to the researcher that two of the three grdsle leve
interviewed placed a high priority on working together and learning from each other, as
they talked about the importance of doing this but expressed frustration over the lack of
time.

This lack of time was reflected in dimension three (“supportive conditions”) of
the PLCA. The statements “schedule promotes collective learning and Slaaangime

is provided for collaboration” both showed a change between the two surveys from 92%
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agreement to 68% agreement. In this same dimension, 100% of the responses were
positive in both surveys for the statement “a culture of trust exists for takksg'ris
However, it can be stated that the staff at School B understood the importance of
professional growth and needed the time to do so. With the evident culture of thest in t
school, along with the desire for professional growth exhibited in two of thegtade
levels interviewed, it is this researcher’s opinion that once the full impletizentd the
PLC is in place at School B, professional growth will be a priority. Howev#énjsapoint
in time, there is not sufficient evidence to show the implementation of a PLC at 8¢hool
and there is no evidence to show a change in teacher professional growth at School B.
The third research question was “how do grade level meetings affect the
instructional behavior of classroom teachers?” In dimension five (‘simmesonal
practice”), the researcher noted some decline in agreement in the PLCAwiihvthe
statement “staff reviews student work to improve instructional prac8% (agreement
to 84% agreement). There was also an overall decline in the frequency of tke them
“discussing student work” in the teacher interviews. A decline was also mateel i
statement “staff provides feedback to peers” (96% agreement to 89% agteem
The breakdown of grade level minutes showed the content of the meetings. At the
beginning of the year, non-instructional items (principal “administrataras,”
procedural items) took up 63.2% of the grade level meeting time, then rose to 69.5% of
the grade level meeting time, taking more time away from staff develatpand
instructional planning. Staff development dropped from 17.5% of the time to 8.3%, and
the other areas that would directly impact instruction (instructional planning and
discussion of student needs) rose two and three percentage points to 12.5% and 8.3%,

respectively. Therefore, due to the having nearly 70% of the grade levehgaee
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spent with administrative items and procedural items, along with the teacterg st
there was not enough time to get things done, the data showed that the grade level
meetings did not affect the instructional behavior of classroom teacheisaal &c
Limitations

A primary limitation to the study was that the study took place in two locations,
over a brief period of time. Therefore, the generalizability of the studyimvaed. This
study was of interest due to the leadership and the cultural differencezbdhe two
schools. School B was in existence for over 80 years and has received variousaadards
recognitions, including the “Triple S” Safe School Award, “School of Distomgtiand
“School of High Growth.” School A was a new school in comparison, and did not
establish a reputation through ABC designations on a consistent basis. Itreogukrie
higher teacher turnover than School B, especially after the first§elaool A’s free and
reduced lunch population was 34%, in contrast to School B’s 18%.

Care had to be taken by the researcher to protect the identities of the individual
participants during focus group interviews. The researcher did have toreeass
participants that confidentiality would be maintained.

Since the researcher was a professional acquaintance to the prinbipid of
schools, there was a threat to the internal validity of the study. Teachehaweagot
been completely candid during the focus group interview for fear of their rcsnioeing
shared with their principals. Confidentiality was protected by having ttieipants sign
the permission forms only with initials so that the researcher would not know their
names. In addition, the researcher assured all participants that confijentald be
maintained.

In School A, lack of administrative follow-through was a limitation. There were
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several occasions in which grade levels were told at the last minute thehesevas
coming to do interviews, or not told at all. This may have contributed to teacimeesde
the interviews, as the interviews had not been placed in the meeting agendas.

In School B, the presence of the literacy facilitator in the fifth gradeviete was
a limitation. The principal had her participate in these interviews, sagirgjs'one of the
teachers.” However, the principal brought the literacy facilitatdn tvér to various PLC
workshops. In addition, the researcher noted that the teachers in that gehoete
hesitant to answer questions, and often the literacy facilitator would answieeror

In both schools, the use of grade level minutes was a limitation for several
reasons. Not all grade level minutes were turned in, and responsibility wad plathe
recorder to document the conversation and actions of the grade level accurately.
Conclusions and Recommendations for School A

Because of the inconsistent implementation of the PLC model in both schools, it
was difficult to formulate answers to the research questions. Even though homatssc
agreed to implement this during the first semester, the data showed that rtbednlyg
schools themselves, but that grade levels within those schools demonstratedamgede r
of variance in understanding and implementing the PLC model.

In School A, the school principal must address the vision of the school (shared
vision and values). Without the vision, the school staff cannot identify what the c@lecti
goal is, and as a result, feel they are working individually, or trying toxhin&nown
target. In the interviews, the teachers guessed at the school vision,stadeddol
system vision, or stated what they perceived as goals for the school. The psincipal
vision also changed throughout the interviews. This lack of communicated vision also

created anxiety in the staff regarding a PLC. This anxiety was evidenoedrviews, as
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the teachers shared that implementing a PLC was an expectation, but thad tiaty di
know what a PLC was.

In addition to providing a consistent vision, the principal at School A must
provide training on PLC for her entire staff. At the time of the third intervidhgrade
levels expressed confusion about this model and said they didn’t know what it was.
However, because it had been mentioned, it created anxiety with the teachdss and a
feeling of “something else added to the plate.”

In School A, the principal must also work towards creating a culture of trust. This
lack of trust was noted in several ways by the researcher. In the PLCA,starcalture
of trust exists for taking risks” declined from 100% agreement to 85%. In additon, t
of the grade levels had to be reassured by the researcher that their commeadt
remain confidential, and it was only after that reassurance that teaohi@d participate.
Thirdly, when asked about the relationship between teachers and administnation, t
grade levels asked for clarity either regarding which administratavhat the ideal was.
All grade levels spoke of individual administrators when answering this question,
consistently speaking highly of one of the assistant principals but sayieglittut the
principal. This trust can be addressed by working on areas noted as weakn#sses i
PLCA in dimension three. In this dimension, “achievement is recognized Hgjular
declined from 87% agreement to 81% agreement, and “communication systemdegin pla
in the school” remained in both surveys as having 20% disagreement. This lack of
celebration along with a lack of communication can make teachers feel asaf¢néy
important, or are not trusted.

The communication between the various levels of the school needs to be

addressed. Not only did the PLCA show the 20% disagreement on the communication
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system, but the researcher noted this lack of communication when the grade lezels we
not informed of the interviews in a timely manner. The principal will need to rehiew
communication system within the School and improve upon it.

The principal recognized the need for sufficient time in grade level pignAt
the time of the third interview, she had moved the grade level chair meetings from
Wednesday afternoons to Tuesday mornings, thus providing additional planning time on
Wednesday afternoons for grade levels. In addition, there was a decline in aidtiiais
and procedural items taking place during grade level planning, providing moritime
instructional planning, staff development, and discussion of student needs. Even though
the principal is making adjustments to provide this time to the grade levelsaghesed
to review the expectations for the grade level planning, as grade lewgkesifor one
grade level showed that they cut their meeting short at least twotbrtedse care of
items of a personal nature.

The data showed that growth was made in dimension two, specifically in the
survey areas of “principal shares authority” and “decision making fa&es throughout
the school.” While this dimension was the weakest of the five at the time of the pre
survey, it showed the greatest gains so that at the time of the post survey, thsatime
had the second highest percentage of positive responses. The principal should continue
promoting this shared leadership and allow teachers to observe each other and have
ownership in decisions.
Conclusions and Recommendations for School B

In School B, the group interviews indicated that from the beginning of the study,
there was a consistent focus on the children and planning together. By the end of the

study, there was also strong evidence that PLC was providing a “common lehgndg
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that the expectations given by the administration regarding PLC prasticeslear. The
vision of the school was understood by all staff, as were the expectations.

The principal at School B should review the data under dimension two, “shared
and supportive leadership.” Statements in this dimension showed a strong dettiae i
areas of “staff is involved in making decisions,” “staff is involved in initgithange,”
and “the principal shares authority.” All three of these statementseshowre than a
20% decline in agreement between the PLCA pre and post surveys. Teacher interviews
supported this as there was a decline in “the principal is open to new ideaalsdt is
evident in grade level minutes as the amount of procedural and administrative items
covered in meetings rose throughout the semester. The structures that pharezte s
leadership are in place, but the principal needs to utilize her grade levslather
site-based team to encourage this shared leadership and ownership of the school.

In addition to shared leadership, the principal at School B needs to utilize the
leadership structures in place to improve communication of non-instructianal ite
While the teachers were provided the time of two grade level meetingskative
teachers showed in the PLCA survey that this was not enough, dropping from 92%
agreement to 68% agreement. The amount of time may not be the issue due to the content
of the grade level meetings. In these meetings, the non-instructional fmeicsdural
items and administrative items) rose from 63.2% of the grade level magtangttthe
beginning of the year to 69.5% of the time at the end of the semester. The poanipal
study this and make plans to have these non-instructional items communicated in some
other manner rather than during grade level planning. The principal and tedchers a
School B made reference to their grade level planning times as “gratfealeyéPLC

meeting.” This made the teachers look at PLC as something external tnatha way of
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doing things. Should the principal want these meetings to each have a differenti@cus, t
second meeting needs to be renamed so that the teachers do not see PLC as an “extra
thing.”

The principal at School B had a staff that values collective learninghdstes
by the 100% of positive responses in the post survey. Because of this, the principal can
capitalize on these common values by providing them more opportunities to grow
professionally, giving them the time to share, protecting their grade leeefriom non-
instructional items, and celebrating the growth and risks the teachers make
Recommendations for Future Study

Because of the inconsistent implementation of the PLC model in both schools, it
is difficult to formulate answers to the research questions. Even though both schools
agreed to implement the PLC model during the first semester, the data shatvsat t
only the two schools themselves, but grade levels within those schools demonstrated a
wide range of variance in understanding and implementing the PLC model. A
recommendation for future study would be to go back to these schools aftereafudfy
PLC implementation to study the changes in teacher behaviors.

Another recommendation for future study would be to specifically study the upper
grade levels in these elementary schools after a full year of PLCrikerathe above-
stated research questions. The researcher noted that in both schools, the highest gra
level interviewed exhibited the most resistance or difficulty in adoptied’t.C model.

In School B, the grade level said they had too much to do. It was in this group that one
teacher said she wanted to know the talents of the teachers in the grade leatesise t
could learn from them, and this plea was met with silence from the other teachers. Thi

grade level could not state any benefit to their teaching as a result ofplleenentation
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of the PLC model as they “had too much to do.” This was also the grade level that the
principal referred to as being the hardest to move forward, and being set imai&iin
School A, the oldest grade level said that the PLC model gave them too much to do, then
the teachers admitted that they did not understand what the model was.

At both of these elementary schools, it was evident that the younger the grade
level, the easier it was for them to implement the PLC model. These ®agrermore
willing to pursue the implementation of the model. The younger grades at both schools
exhibited a higher understanding than the upper grades. This may be due to the nature of
differentiated instruction in the younger grades, departmentalizing indeegrades, or
the issue of state accountability and testing in the higher grades thtt regiNing the
higher grade level teachers a higher sense of stress, individual accoyntaiulia

feeling of overload.
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Professional Learning Community Assessment Questionnaire

This questionnaire assesses your perceptions about your staff based oroféveral
dimensions of a Professional Learning Community (PLC) and relatézlietr
There are no right or wrong responses. This questionnaire contains a number of
statements about practices that occur in some schools. Read each statement and
then use the scale below to select the scale below that best reflegtersmnal
degree of agreement with the statement. Put in an “x” in the appropriate box
provided to the right of each statement. Be certain to select only one resmponse f
each statement.

Scale: 1= Strongly Disagree (SD)
2= Disagree (D)
3= Agree (A)
4 = Strongly Agree (SA)

Shared and Supportive Leadership SD D |A |SA

1. The staff are consistently involved in discussing and
making decisions about most school issues.

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

The staff have accessibility to key information.

B w

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

Opportunities are provided for staff to initiate change

oo

The principal shares responsibility and rewards for
innovative actions.

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

Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff.

©|©

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

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

Shared Values and Vision

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

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

13. The staff share visions for school improvement that have
an undeviating focus on student learning.

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

15. A collaborative process exists for developing a shared

vision among staff.
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16. School goals focus on student learning beyond test scores
and grades.

17. Policies and programs are aligned to the school’s visjon.

18. Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high
expectations that serve to increase student achievement.
Collective Learning and Application

19. The staff work together to seek knowledge, skills, and
strategies and apply this new learning to their work.

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

21. The staff plan and work together to search for solutions
to address diverse student needs.

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

23. The staff engage in dialogue that reflects a respect for
diverse ideas that lead to continued inquiry.

24. Professional Development focuses on teaching and
learning.

25. School staff and stakeholders learn together and apply
new knowledge to solve their problems.

26. School staff is committed to programs that enhance
learning.

Shared Personal Practice

27. Opportunities exist for staff to observe peers and offer
encouragement.

28. The staff provides feedback to peers related to
instructional practices.

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

30. The staff collaboratively review student work to share
and improve instructional practices.

31. Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring.

32. Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply
learning and share the results of their practices.
Supportive Conditions- Relationships

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

34. A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks.

35. Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebratgd
regularly in our school.

36. School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and
unified effort to embed change into the culture of the
school.

Supportive Conditions — Structures
37. Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work.
38. The school schedule promotes collective learning and

shared practice.
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39. Fiscal resources are available for professional
development.

40. Appropriate technology and instructional materials arge
available to staff.

41. Resource people provide expertise and support for
continuous learning.

42. The school facility is clean, attractive, and inviting.

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

44. Communication systems promote a flow of informatign
among staff.

45. Communication systems promote a flow of informatign

across the entire school community including central

office personnel, parents, and community members.
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Appendix B

Group Interview Protocol
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Group Interview Protocol

1. Describe the relationship between teachers and administration. (Shared and
Supportive Leadership, Supportive Conditions)

2. How are the talents of teams and individuals developed in your school? (Shared
and Supportive Leadership, Collective Learning and Application, Shared Personal
Practice and Collective Inquiry).

3. What are your main goals this year, and what are the strategies ussmhtplet

these goals? (Shared Values and Vision).

4. Do you feel your skills as a teacher are being improved upon by the experience of
being in a PLC? How? (Collective Learning and Application)

5. Elaborate on how teachers routinely work together in planning, assessing, and
analyzing student learning. (Shared and Supportive Leadership, Collecienge

and Application, Shared Personal Practice and Collective Inquiry)

6. What role do grade level meetings have in impacting your professional growth?

7. What is the vision for the school? (Shared Values and Vision)

8. What changes have been made to make you believe you are in a PLC? (Supportive
Conditions)

9. What visible changes in instructional behavior are you seeing in members of the
faculty? (Shared and Supportive Leadership, Collective Learning and Amglicat

Supportive Conditions)
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Appendix C

Principal Interview Protocol
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Principal Interview Protocol

1. What is your vision for the school? (Shared Values and Vision)

2. How have you implemented changes in order to create a PLC? (Supportive Conditions)
3. How do you develop the talents of teams and individuals in your school? (Shared and
Supportive Leadership, Collective Learning and Application, Shared Persanat®r

and Collective Inquiry)

4. Do you feel your skills as a leader are being improved upon by this expettmne@?
(Shared and Supportive Leadership)

5. What visible changes in behavior are you seeing with your staff? (Shared and

Supportive Leadership, Collective Learning and Application, Supportive Conditions)
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Appendix D

Observation Data Form
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Name of | General | Reception| Reception| Principal | Overall Other
School | Impression of Visitors | of Teacher| Interviews| “Feel of | comments
of School | on Campus to the
Building Researche School”
an
Grounds
School
#1
School

#2
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