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Power Within Distributive Leadership:
A Consideration of Teacher and Administrator Relaghips
as Constructed and Deconstructed through Discourse

by

Jerry Douglas Merica-Jones
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University of California, San Diego, 2014
California State University, San Marcos, 2014

Janet Chrispeels, Chair

Reform is constant but there is little or no chamgihe achievement gap. As
the nation begins yet another reform effort, then@mn Core State Standards, the
guestion proposed in this study is ever more pngs#ire we seeing real reform or is
it that underlying these many reform efforts arehallenged and unchanged
epistemological assumptions that nurture existirepties-in-use despite whatever the
current flavor of espoused theory.

The primary purpose of this study is to identifyshi@adership practice is
distributed at the school site. Current literatomedistributed leadership has identified
that for distributed leadership theory to be exatary it will need to account for not
only that leadership practice is being distributeti how it is being distributed. Since
distributed leadership is the espoused leadershigipe in education today a method

to uncover the theory-in-practice of leadershiperguired. The study used discourse
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analysis and Micropolitical theory to analyze tlo@ersations of teachers and
administrators during 18 team meetings at two efgarg schools over the course of a
year. The research questions of the study focusedhply on how conversations
revealed the power and position of specific dissesr

This study has observed that standards-basedatistiiand the high-stakes
testing that drives it have changed the paradigtearhing. This paradigm is that
learning is quantifiable and represented by theltesf high-stakes testing. Raising
test scores is not only the indicator of closing élchievement gap but discursively
substitutes for closing the achievement gap. Theaystound that the discourse of
high-stakes testing was the most powerful discoatske two schools and established
the context for conversations around learning. @ssourse was more powerful at
the school where scores were more important anchveas influential on the
approach teachers at that site had toward insbructihe discourse of high-stakes
testing served as a substitute for leadership,wtaduced teacher and principal
autonomy. The study also found that the discourskstributed leadership provided
spaces where participative discourse occurredh&yrit found that leadership was
largely hierarchically distributed at the two sipestly due to macro-discourses from
beyond the school site. Distributed leadershipnditinecessarily reduce and may have
increased the hierarchical power of the principaifon.

These findings lead to a conclusion that the mastmt version of standards-
based instruction, the Common Core state standarifigontinue to have the

discourse of high-stakes testing set the contextdaversations around learning since

XVili



it continues the same discourse. Another implicatibthe study is that how the
Common Core affects authentically engaging insioacill be more around the
construction and implementation of the assessnoeig than around the
accompanying rhetoric.

Adding to research on distributed leadership théloeystudy demonstrated
that research on how leadership practice is digehbmust incorporate some
mechanism to consider how power and position imibeethe distribution.

Studies using discourse analysis participate irstiegal construction of reality
where meaning is never fixed and all analysis sndjp alternate interpretations. The
findings that seemed emerge from the many conversatonsidered have other
alternative interpretations that are accessibtbgéaeader through the extensive

presentation of text in chapter four.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Context of Problem and Rationale

My research interest stems from my experiencetaacher for 6 years, an
administrator for 10, and then back to a teacher‘icommunity school” for 16 more
years. The school where | now teach has no admatess. However, many of my
acquaintances and classmates are school admioisteatd | notice that current
discourse patterns in education have establishgustaif” as the term commonly
used by administrators to refer to the people witlom they work. This term
produced a dissonance when | compared it to tledise of a friend who works at
Hewlett Packard as a “supervisor.” He alludes ®tdam he directs as “our team” or
“my colleagues,” but never as “my staff.” | menyatlompared it to calling an African
American man “boy” and then wondered if | wasn’eostating the issue. However,
current educational reform efforts stress distelutypes of leadership that should
work to reduce hierarchical power relationshipse®the use of the phrase “my staff”
situate the people the administrator is talkingualdo a specific power position vis-a-
vis the administrator using the phrase? What doesliscourse of administrators
reveal about distributed leadership practicesastinool site?

My experience as a teacher began in 1974 shotdy die release of the
Coleman ReporfThis report framed much of the conversation abeathing and
learning that took place in my credential progrdrBan Jose State. After | moved to a
principal positionA Nation at Riskvas released ushering in the era of reform. While
the discourses have changed since the releas&ation atRisk there are still

daunting issues of equity and social justice fatigU.S. education system. Reforms



abound but the inequity of student achievementwlaat noted in th€oleman Report
and echoed i Nation at Riskcontinues. One aspect of school reform involves
modified power relations between teachers and $adinistrators. Like many other
conceptualized reform efforts the implementatiothig reform is problematic. Henze
and Arriaza (2006) examined the connection betvi@eguage and reforming schools
in their article by that title and commented thany serious effort to reform schools
to be more equitable and socially just, therefbess to consider carefully the role of
language in constructing the social identitiesholse who make up the school
community and the power relations among them” (leeZArriaza, 2006, p. 164).
Background of the Problem

The Coleman Repon the 60sA Nation at Riskn the 80s, and in the new
millenniumNo Child Left Behindhave all highlighted patterns of inequity in stude
academic achievement that continues to this dafprRes constant but there is little
or no change in the achievement gap. The probleynbmahat underlying many
reform efforts are unchallenged and unchangedesp@bgical assumptions that
nurture existing theories-in-use despite whatevéne current flavor of espoused
theory. There is a general predisposition of hun@ansinstitutions to assimilate new
things in terms of existing categories (Mannhei84@, March & Simon, 1958).
Changing epistemologies requires cultural and unsttgtructural change. Sergiovanni
(2005) states, “Deep change, in other words, requre reconstructing of existing
individual and collective mindscapes of practicenfiscapes are implicit mental
frames through which the reality of schooling amnd place in it are envisioned”

(p- 297). The cultural changes in schools must oacthin both the mindscape of



teaching and learning and the mindscape of the wagple work together. One small
but significant aspect of this much larger issughéscontinuing affect on reform
efforts of the traditional leader-follower mindsedpased on a constrained view of
human nature. Hierarchical and bureaucratic forheamership are expressions of
this mindscape.

Anderson (1998) records “In the last decades oR@ik century, a pervasive
discourse of participation entered professionallagdliscussions of education in the
United States” (p. 572). The discourses of parditgn include site-based
management, participatory research, consensusateamaking, teacher
empowerment through participatory decision makarg] its 21st century form,
distributed leadership.

Fairclough (1989) notes that in organizations skhools, there is “the
tendency of the discourse of social control towaidsulated egalitarianism and the
removal of surface markers of authority and powpr'37). Fairclough goes on to
explain that this does not necessarily mean tteattmtrol of power through consent
and coercion has been forsaken. Rather the undgrtyiltural assumptions become
opaque and work to naturalize the existing hienarthile the discourse of
participation has become hegemonic in educatiamrmegfforts, without a change in
the culture, the mindscape of the educational conmtyyuassimilation of this
discourse into existing categories is to be expkditaleed, a wide range of
researchers and theorists document just such anika$®n occurring (Henze &
Arriaza, 2006; Keith, 1996; Scribner, Sawyer, Watsh Meyers, 2007; Sergiovanni,

2005).



Argyris and Schon (1974) in their seminal work spa&used theory and
theory-in-use postulated that people have troubfgementing new theories,
distributed leadership for example, not becaugbaefifficulty of the new theory but
rather due the pervasiveness of their existingrihgsuse. They write, “Blindness to
incongruity between espoused theory and theorysewrnay be culturally as well as
individually caused and maintained. In such casegjucation has to begin with an
attempt to specify the patterns of existing thesimreuse” (p. viii). The theory-in-use
of the discourse of participation as enacted ircatanal reform is clearly
problematic due to the cultural pervasiveness etithditional leader-follower
mindscape. The need “to specify existing theonegge” as it applies to leadership
practice today is clear given the juxtapositiorihaf cultural practice of leadership in
the educational community in the 20th century wihil discourse of participation
championed by reform efforts.

Chris Argyris (1987) used research to demonstrealifference between the
two theories of action. Argyris interviewed manag@tconsultants on how they
would handle a disagreement with a client. The glbasts generally answered that
they would state their understanding of the disaxgrent and then determine what
facts could be agreed upon to produce a resolufiois. answer reflected the best
practice for conflict resolution taught in busingskools. This is the espoused theory
voiced by the consultants interviewed by Argyribe there were tape recordings of
meetings between the consultants and their cleamdsArgryis found that the
consultants on tape consistently argued for their point of view and dismissed the

client’s. The theory-in-use by the consultant wesydifferent from the consultant’s



espoused theory. The interview documented the ssplaiheory while the analysis of
the discourse of the recorded meetings revealethdwey-in-use.

Scribner et al. (2007) in their research on Pradesd Leaning Teams find:

Both teams provide examples of how distributed éeslaip is a

complex phenomenon, and can just as easily beiasswevith the

negative qualities of organizations as it can kb #ie positive.

Oppressive and controlling structures can take forencontext of

collaboration and apparent shared governance. aieegot limited to

traditional hierarchical models of organizationsli@boration does not
necessarily equate with workers becoming more igeand

innovative. In fact the opposite can occur (pp9%4-

This makes it clear that the term participatiorteéasl of having a common
sense meaning may be seen as a “floating signifiggoststructuralist definition.
Participative discourses can be discourses thatrdithetical to participation as easily
as being participative. Anderson (1998) writes,tHahless we unravel the ways the
current discourse of participation has been coottd) we cannot effectively analyze
the success or failure of current participatorpnefs” (p. 597). The challenge then is
to find a research method that will access therirgause of the discourses of
participation.

Research on Site Based Management has produced rests on how
participation is affected. Most studies to dateehfound no significant increase in
participation in decision-making (Barker, 1993; A&nsbn & Grinberg, 1998;
Hargreaves, 1994; Lipman, 1997; Malen & Ogawa, )988wever, one significant
study titled, “When Shared Decision Making Workg’Johnson and Pajares (1996),

provides a perspective on how a cultural shift@ecur. The researchers note that

research on reform efforts that are changing ticatht theories of school leadership



must adopt new theoretical frames in order to wstdad and interpret the changes.
They write, “A theoretical approach more applicaiolstudying schools
implementing a democratic reform is a critical maafeschool leadership that is
concerned with those persons who have been tradilyosubordinated in schools” (p.
601). Thus it appears that the research methodei@rmining the theory-in-use of
distributed leadership should be linked to thebat is applicable to schools
implementing democratic reform and includes persams have traditionally not been
participants in school leadership.

Purpose of the Study

My proposed study will use discourse analysis dB tieeory and method to
look at the discursive practices of two elementavgl Instructional Leadership
Teams of teachers and administrators in Califomistributed Leadership Theory and
Micropolitics Theory will be used to provide altative perspective for the analysis of
discourse. The participation of both administraeord other staff on Instructional
Leadership Teams demonstrate that the schookisipting to implement some form
of distributed leadership. Discourse analysis balused to examine how discursive
practices construct the power relations betweerheya and administrators.

The proposed study is situated in a context, loftnal Leadership Teams,
where there is the expectation that there is therpial for significant transformative
changes in power relations between teachers anchstiators. The study will use
discourse analysis for two purposes. The firshésttaditional use of discourse
analysis to provide a critique of discourse pradithat do not establish changes in

power and position between teachers and admirosstathe second purpose is to



produce an appreciative discourse analysis (ADAUgh the use of theoretical lenses
and the identification of emancipatory discourseske (2002) envisions a “normative
CDA” (Critical Discourse Analysis) that not onlyadtifies what is “problematic with
text and discourse in the world” but also what ‘iddde” in the world (p. 105). Luke
argues “that to move beyond a strong focus on atgotritique, Critical Discourse
Analysis would need to begin to develop a strongjitp@ thesis about discourse and
the productive uses of power . . . we would nedaketgin to capture an affirmative
character of culture where discourse is used aisthg, productively, and for
emancipator purposes” (p.106). This strength-baseldappreciative approach to the
use of the analysis of discourse in research isated in recent studies (Cook, 2005.
Luke, 2002. Macgilchrist, 2007). It is for this that the study is situated in a
district that has Instructional Leadership Teantg presence of these teams
demonstrates that the district has at least theussgl theory of distributed leadership.
A secondary purpose of the study is to demonstha@pplication of the
analysis of discourse to discourses of power asttipo within the educational
context. While teachers can be identified as ooegthat has been traditionally
subordinated in schools, parents with their chitdrecertain communities have an
even clearer subordinate position. As a teacharange urban school district teaching
in an area where 4 out of 10 students never gradt@n high school | see firsthand
the discourses between the educational commuratgngs, and children. While there
is one groundbreaking study, Rogers (2003), thatdat a mother and child’s
discourses in a special education referral protese is no other work | am aware of

that addresses these types of discourses. A pugbdisis study is to model how the



analysis of discourse can be used to address ie§pesver and position at the school
site. It is hoped that such an approach can beinsszhsidering the discourses of
parents and children with the educational communltgre large inequities of
achievement exist.

The purpose, in summary, is to locate an analysitsscourse within the social
constructs of Instructional Leadership Teams thaeapressly purposed for
distributed leadership. The analysis of the didearpractices of these teams will be
both appreciative and critical.

Research Questions

1. What are the individual discourses of power andtjposvis-a-vis other

members of the Instructional Leadership Team?

2. What does discourse reveal about the distributfdeaalership at the site?

3. What are the marginal discourses and how do thteyaat with the

dominant discourses?

4. Do discourses of power and position vary betwedoaicsites?

5. Does Micropolitical theory (Blasé & Anderson, 199kist in

understanding leadership distribution?
Significance of the Study

Social Constructivism, as first elucidated by Berged Luckmann (1966),
stresses the social nature of human reality thatnstructed primarily through
linguistic interaction. As such discourse analysigniquely suited to expose the
epistemological assumptions regarding power andipo®perative in discourse

practices. The use of discourse analysis to aseeha nature of theories-in-action of



site administrators and teachers is critical toeta@uation of reform implementation.
Perhaps research that intends to study distridetetership is not studying distributed
leadership at all. Distributed leadership may b#oating signifier” by
poststructuralist definition and research that assithe operation of distributed
leadership and then attempts to measure the efflisady will have mixed results.
Since the discourse of participation has becomeregic in education the claim that
such participation exists is as reliable as anviddal claiming not to be a racist. In
the area of administrative power and positionhése actual change or only
assimilation by existing paternalistic patterngralitional hierarchal leadership? If
power and position changes have actually occumeal school site is this evidenced
in new varieties of discourse? Laclau and Mouffé8&) note in reference to feminism
that “the ensemble of discourses which construttteth as subjects” (p. 154) had to
change in order to change the condition of inetyalihus it is to be expected that
changes in administrative power and position weltessarily be reflected in changes
in discourse. Since language works to both reflackt affect human reality it is
important to identify these new discourses thaehanth produced and exhibited the
change in power and position between site admat@is and other staff members.
Leithwood et al. (2009) note that their researchlistributed leadership
“merely attempts to show whether the discourseithased in the organization helps
or hinders the distributed leadership plan’s sugt@s 224). The significance of this
study is that it attempts to show the discoursekiwan organization that help and
hinder a distributed leadership plan’s succesghEuthe study will demonstrate that

discourse analysis is a theory and practice thatdentify the discourses that help
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and hinder full participation of all those perseviso have been traditionally
subordinated in schools.
Overview of a Set of Practices for Research

All the leading writers in the analysis of discairecognize the imperative for
researchers to align method to theory. Howevery#nmus theoretical approaches to
the analysis of discourse have resisted the dewetapof a prescriptive
methodological approach recognizing that such gmcgeh would become a “regime
of truth” (Foucault, 1980). Instead of a methodglogets of practices that are
accepted by researchers are proposed (Grant & H208¢). While the distinction
between methodology and practice is subtle, ibisetheless important and reflects an
emerging field of accepted research practices.

This study will use both the theory and practic&lofman Fairclough (Critical
Discourse Analysis), James Paul Gee (d/Discouas) Ernesto Laclau and Chantal
Mouffe (Discourse Analysis) as the foundational keoior establishing the practices
of the analysis of discourse. While the term “digse analysis” may be identified
with a particular theory or method, the use of tairsn in the study refers to all types
of the analysis of discourse unless specificalyest otherwise. In addition the study
has established a 16-point rubric for discourséyarsaderived from the rubrics of
other studies using discourse analysis. The agjdicaf Critical Discourse Analysis
to education by Rebecca Rogers is specificallyrmttdive to the discourse analysis of
this study.

Beyond traditional critical approaches to discowsalysis this study will also

take an appreciative approach to discourse analyske (2002) has titled this
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approach, “normative Critical Discourse Analysiglartin (2007) has called it

Positive Discourse Analysis, and Anderson (1998)gdravided a framework for
evaluating “authentic” discourses of participatioucault (1988) went beyond
critique and encouraged an appreciative mode obdise analysis when he wrote,
“all my analyses are against the idea of univansakssities in human existence. They
show the arbitrariness of institutions and showchlsgpaces of freedom we can still
enjoy and how many changes can still be made”{p.Ror this study | identify the
discourses that generate “spaces of freedom” as@padory discourse.

While discourse analysis provides a strong themakhase for looking at
power and position within the school it does nefottetically address the social
construction of the school community. SilvermanQ@0writes,

Theory provides both:

e a framework for critically understanding phenomena

e abasis for considering how what is unknown might b
organized. (p. 14)

To provide a framework and to help in organizing fimdings of this study the
theories of Micropolitics and Distributed Leadegshiill be used. The value of
Micropolitics is that it provides a framework fonderstanding the dynamics of power
and position at the school site. The value of isted Leadership is that it is the
theory identified by the two school sites as belregymodel for their enactment of

leadership.



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Discourse Analysis

The initial focus of the section is on the themadtfoundations of the analysis
of discourse as a research paradigm. After conagléneory the paper moves on to a
discussion of discourse analysis methodology aedgmts a rubric of practices found
in discourse analysis research. Finally the imghes of the research to my topic, the
role of language in constructing the power relaibetween teachers and
administrators, are examined.

Construction of literature review. The analysis of discourse as a research
paradigm is relatively recent in the social scienaed is usually employed in the
examination of power relationships. In a reviewoné specific variety of discourse
analysis in education, Critical Discourse Analy§&i®A), 46 empirical studies were
identified using CDA in educational settings thrb@903 (Rogers, Malancharuvil-
Berkes, Mosley, Hui, & Joseph, 2005). The authéithis study note “the analysis
that we reviewed provided a detailed investigatibthe subtleties of power and
privilege, the ways in which power is linked totbises of participation in various
contexts, and how power is internalized rather tie@mforced from above” (p. 383).
Addressing equity and social justice issues in atlo requires changes in “power
and privilege.” Fairclough (2001b) identified sdahange as being “discourse
driven” making discourse analysis an important apph to understanding social

change.
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A review of organizational discourse studies usedsiearch terndiscourse,
organization andmanagemenn the I1SI's Web of Science database (social seien
citation index) and found 444 articles through 20@6chard, 2006, p. 220). This
study found that the first article identified bye#e search terms was published in 1988
and that there had been a steady rise in yearlpauof articles from then to 2005.
Using Prichard’s same search strategy | foundttieae has been an additional 128
articles from 2006 to November 2007.

Four different techniques are used to locate theles and books: data-base
searches to locate articles, reference sectioagiofes, MELVYL catalog (UC)
searches, reference section of books searchedir3thgearch | conducted used three
different databases, ERIC, ISI World Web of Sciermeel Goggle Scholar. On all
three sites the term discourse was linked singulaith administration, principal,
education, organization, leadership, and managenibetdatabase searches provided
recent pertinent articles and books that were agaltheir reference sections mined
for more related studies. The entire search prodielssot find any empirical research
using discourse analysis to examine whether impheimg distributed leadership,
shared and collaborative decision-making modified/gr relations between teachers
and administrators. What was found was an extemsiggus of theories and methods
that researchers are using to analyze a wide yarfgiower/knowledge relationships.

Introduction to discourse analysis. Any consideration of the analysis of
discourse must begin with an overview of the theoaEbasis for the research use of
discourse. Gee (2005) stresses that “Method amytliannot be separated . . . any

method of research is a way to investigate som@cpkar domain. In this case, the
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domain is language-in-use. There can be no sensiélleod to study a domain unless
one also has a theory of what that domain is” YpH&torically, the publication of
Berger and Luckmann’s bodkhe Social Construction of Reality 1966 was the
seminal work that put positivism on notice thatés no longer the dominate
theoretical position in the social sciences. Beayat Luckmann proposed in the book
that “the sociology of knowledge understands huneatity as socially constructed
reality” (1966, p. 172). Although they were not firet to consider this proposition,
their carefully constructed argument considered knawledge is based in discourse
in all its various texts—oral, written, and actiofitiis argument impacted both the
ontology and epistemology of current research énsibcial sciences.

The research uses of an analysis of discoursearglfin all areas of the social
sciences. However, there is no established sirglegophic premise regarding the
social construction of reality. Because of thissmstudy should attempt to be
transparent in its theoretical basis. Every consatiten of discourse in research should
be comprised of both a theory and a methodologigpfoach to discourse that should
seamlessly flow together and be transparently als/io the audience. The
researchers in the field are clear that it is restirdble; in fact it may be contradictory
to a constructivist approach, to establish a singi¢hod to an analysis of discourse in
research. The value of a multiperspective appro@athe consideration of discourse is
based on the theory that since perspective is ggsenmeaning, the more
perspectives; the more complete the understanditigedopic of the research.

One of the key critiques of the considerationistdurse in research is its

almost exclusionary use by Euro-centric or firstioesearchers. By the nature of an
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analysis of discourse it is understood that re$eancdiscourse from other
perspectives would yield additional understandihthe social construction of reality.
While an analysis of discourse has been signifisabbth gender and sexual identity
studies it is interesting to note that there hasenfar fewer studies of discourse in
racial and ethnic areas.

In the field today, there are a variety of prevaléavors of discourse analysis.
This next section will present their common theisedtfoundations. Two major
reviews of current research in discourse, one fitoerorganizational perspective
(Prichard, 2006) and the other from the educatipeatpective (Rogers et al., 2005),
show that much the research done today in disc@lnaes similar theoretical
foundations. This next section will present thes@mon theoretical foundations.

Theoretical foundations of discourse analysisThe work of Foucault is the
central theoretical starting point for all latemtking on discourse as the vehicle for
the social construction of reality beginning wiik hookThe Archaeology of
Knowledge and the Discourse on Languag&972. To put Foucault’'s work in
context it is important to begin at the start af 20th century with the structural
linguist Ferdinand de Saussure’s conception ofdagg as form and content.
Saussure (Phillips, Lawrence, & Hardy, 2004) prepahat the form of the word is
not connected to its meaning. Today this seemsesealent but the second part, the
content part, is still debated. Saussure heldttigatvords took their meaning from the
structure in which they were embedded. This stracivas fixed and so even if the
form was arbitrary the content was concrete. Tusilate this we can say that Saussure

(1974) believed that the concept of dog (signifisd)xed but the word dog (signifier)
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“has no natural connection with the signified” §9). Saussure realized that the
signified existed only in relation to the rulescisd construction, for that society. For
example, growing up in Jamaica the word bat (cticikethe context of playing a
game signified something other than the word basé¢ball) does for a U.S. child.

How words/signs derive their meaning from theidetiical interaction with
their context is called structuralism. Rogers e{2005) notes “Structuralism assumed
that relationships existed between structures stesiys and that examining those
relationships could help us to understand the egtof a system. The theory of
structuralism permeated across disciplines andddoeilseen in studies of the
economy (Marx), language (Saussure). Psychologu(Hr and anthropology—
specifically, culture and kinship relations (Leuwr&iss)” (2005, p. 368). Foucault
started as a structualist but concluded that bmtin fand content were socially
constructed. The word “dog” (signifier) and the tont (signified), in the Euro-centric
sense “man’s best friend,” can be different if pudifferent contexts. My son in
northeast China tells me that dog is a frozen codityan the grocery section at the
Wal-Mart in his town. This theory that both formdacontent of language is socially
constructed is termed post-structuralism and iaildet by Berger and Luckmann in
The Social Construction of Reali¥/966).

The central premise of Foucault’s first work oncdigrse has been called
“radical ontological constructivism” (Boje, Oswic&,Jeffrey, 2004, p. 252). This is
the position where reality is entirely socially stmicted by discourse. To understand
these ontological positions consider reading Jdhfrbm the gospel of John, “In the

beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, the Word was God.”
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Continuing with a strict constructivist understarglthis might mean that, “All things
are created through the word and nothing existsaha not socially constructed by
the word.” The “God” of Foucault was his theorypaiwer that is the constituting
agency of the social world.

How these two aspects of Foucault's thought, kndgae(the social
construction of reality) and power, are integrated the analysis of discourse is
shown by Sharp and Richardson (2001), “In this ephgalization, the continuous
power struggles between competing discourses cifeatsonditions that shape the
social and physical world, and construct the irdlinal” (p. 196). Foucault
acknowledges that there are a variety of discolyaebelieved that there was one
monolithic discourse that overrode all the othbtest current theorists discount the
notion of a monolithic discourse perhaps due toctienge in discourse between
Foucault’s era and the postmodern era of today.a&3pect of discourse constructing
the individual identity is shown in this excerpbiin Discipline and Punish*The
judges of normality are present everywhere. Waratiee society of the teacher-judge,
the doctor-judge, the educator-judge, the ‘socalker’-judge; it is on them that the
universal reign of the normative is based; and @adividual, wherever he may find
himself [sic], subjects to it his body, his gesfyreis behavior, his aptitudes, his
achievement” (Foucault, 1977, p. 304). Another eplenof the normative role of the
discourse of society in individual developmentésaded in Foucault’s booK,he
History of Sexuality1978), where he records that the homosexualiigemhs
constructed by 19th century discourse. These diseswconstructed not only the

social identity but also constructed the individsiaentity. Only by changing
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discourses could the normative identity, both irdiral and social, be changed.
Foucault believed that no matter how pervasiventivenative discourses might be
there were always power struggles where compeisapdrse could potential displace
the normative thereby constructing a new sociditye&oucault’s initial writing on
discourse drew from his work in the French penateay and “insane asylums” where
he believed the prevailing discourses had creattes of social justice. At least in
the area of mental illness new discourses have teestructed due to Foucault’'s
pioneering work in the field. An analysis of disceelbecame a significant research
tool for social scientists addressing issues ofasqastice in the later twentieth
century. Laclau and Mouffe (1985), leading researsin the analysis of discourse,
write

If, as was the case with women until the seventeeantury, the

ensemble of discourses which constructed themlgeds fixed them

purely and simply in a subordinated position, fasrmas a movement

of struggle against women’s subordination couldemerge. Our

thesis is that it is only from the moment whendlkeenocratic discourse

becomes available to articulate the different foohsesistance to

subordination that the conditions will exist to reghossible the

struggle against different types of inequality. Xp4)

It is important to note here that issues of sqgaistice are culturally only
retrospectively recognized. | give as an exampleseourse pattern that | participated
in as a boy growing up in Jamaica, West Indiesh&1950s. One of my close friend’s
nickname was “Mongrel” and we addressed him asithedl sorts of different social
situations. | know adults heard us address hinMangrel” and | recall no reprimand.

His name was Keith but since he had a mother dt&frdescent and a father who

was of English descent the nickname “Mongrel” caraturally in the social reality in
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which we lived. Keith was fine with the nicknamedahere never was an issue. Does
this mean that there wasn’t a type of inequaligated by his nickname? No. That
nickname reflected a social reality that now makescringe and certainly negatively
affected Keith’s personal identity at the time. Hmwesr, at the time there was no
problem! Perhaps, because of participating in eadisse of inequity that | later
realized, | understand well that aspects of theasaonstruction of reality | currently
participate in will later be recognized as collaiorg with issues of social injustice.

Jacobs (2006), a researcher in urban policy, $etdbucauldian discourse
analysts advance

a view that language plays an instrumental rokesiiablishing “regimes

of truth” (Foucault, 1980) by which social probleare formulated and

addressed . . . [they] claim that power is not cdale to individual

agency but is instead constituent of a networlet#tions. In other

words, the exercise of power is contingent on éhationships formed

between individuals within and beyond organizationslanguage

practices both shape and are shaped by powenreda(p. 41)

The dialectic between language practices and poslaions framed
by Foucault is the foundational theory of the as@lpf discourse at the school
site that is the focus of this study. Given thatréhis an espoused theory of
distributed leadership in school governance, wbasdhe discourse at the
school site reveal as to the theory-in-action atikrship?

Discourse analysis presupposes an understandpaaedr and dominance
based upon Foucault’s initial theorizing. Van Oif©93) identifies as a “crucial
presupposition” an understanding of social power @mminance. Power is manifested

as control over others and through others. Cortinlbe seen in certain actions such

as administrators meeting at district offices aadiding on specific educational
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policies. Power here is demonstrated by definimggitoup that makes decisions.
Control can also be cognitive and Van Dijk says thahe modern world power is
“enacted by persuasion, dissimulation or manipothgtamong other strategic ways to
change the mind of others in one’s own interest’2f31). He goes on to note
“dominance may be enacted and reproduced by subtigne, everyday forms of text
and talk that appear ‘natural’ and quite ‘accemdlfp. 254). Control can also be
moral (Foucault, 1978) as individuals internalize horms laid down by society and
monitor themselves in an effort to conform to theeans. Thus, they are controlled
not only as objects of disciplines but also as-seiltitinizing and self-forming
subjects. Since this power is exercised througtodise, discourse analysis provides
a method to access the dynamics of power.

While Foucault’s ideas defined the discipline, silds time much work has
been done that modifies his conclusions. Recedtegwsing an analysis of discourse
are—in regards to theory—based on Foucault’s diseoon power and language.
However, the majority of studies in education theg an analysis of discourse vary
from Foucault on the key theoretical issues of gy and epistemology (Rogers et
al., 2005). Building on the work of the founderanitical realism, Roy Bhaskar, much
of the research using an analysis of discoursassdbon the belief that there is an
independent world (the intransitive world) thaha socially constructed. This
dramatically modifies Foucault and is referred sdCaitical Realism. “Critical realism
argues that this transitive knowledge is sociatigl historically located and

engendered. However, unlike postmodernism . ticatirealism maintains that there
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is also an intransitive world ‘outside the text'tecspeak” (Joseph & Roberts, 2004,
p. 2).

Fairclough identifies himself as a “critical re&liand his work has been the
basis for what is identified Critical Discourse Ayss (CDA). Ontologically
Fairclough (2006) believes that such things as@ctystems have a “materiality
which is not conditional upon the fact or the nataf human knowledge of them, but
that they are nevertheless socially constructed,gbicial objects and social subjects
are co-constructed, and that discourse contritotdseir construction” (p. 12). This
emphasis on co-construction is also seen in hienstahding that discourses are both
relational and dialectical. By relational he metret ideas such as distributed
leadership can affect changes in elements of sapition that in turn affect
changes in discourses. He notes that sometimes thasiges “take place first in
discourse, with changes in discourse then beingatipaalized in more general
change” (p. 11). To illustrate the dialectic natafeliscourse Fairclough (2006) gives
the example of the design for a new automobilerenghe discourse, then being
made into an engine, a material construction (p. @Qiganizations are fluid and new
discourses affect organizational structures thext thange discourses.

The strength, and perhaps from a critical analysdiscourse, the weakness of
CDA is a defined theory and method for Critical @igrse Analysis. This makes
CDA patrticularly accessible by researchers and C&ah be said to have been the
main force in establishing the new paradigm (ostepne, to use Foucault’s term) of
Critical Discourse Analysis” (Widdowson, 1996, 7)5The weakness of CDA, that

Widdowson identifies, is that “This (CDA) can beeseas a new ideological
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orthodoxy and as such, paradoxically; it exerts flus kind of discursive domination
which it seeks to expose in other uses of langugné7).

Laclau and Mouffe capture the tension between titiea realist approach
and Foucault’s original approach. Together theyyaeadiscourse in an important,
although less common way that has been identiBediscourse Analysis (DA).
Laclau and Bhaskar debated each other in 2002 antante titled “Critical Realism
and Discourse Theory” (Bhaskar & Laclau, 2002)this discussion Laclau identifies
the theoretical basis of Discourse Analysis (DApasg squarely in the
poststructuralist tradition.” Laclau argues that way in which science “is able to
constitute its objects on the basis of regulartiegends on sedimented social
practices and a variety of discourses” (p. 92) timitsrequiring the “intransitive
world” for science to “constitute its objects.” laa questions the transitive and
intransitive categories of critical realism becattbe distinction between
intransitivity and transitivity is itself transi@’ (p. 93). Similar to all the other
approaches to the analysis of discourse, DiscaAmsgysis (DA) has been identified
as a discourse theory that “has as its center antionent to challenging relations of
subordination” (Willmott, 2005, p. 772).

From theory to method in discourse analysisAs Berger and Luckmann
(1966) pointed out, discourse is foundational #oghcial construction of reality.
Because of this research using discourse is aldramine all aspects of the human
condition from a qualitative perspective. As dedikarlier, discourse analysis is
particularly suited to deconstructing power andwdealge relationships and many of

the studies are in this general area. Most resefiesks from theories and methods
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previously mentioned but there are a wider ranghedries and methods looking at
how language works to construct social reality themcovered in this paper.
Distributed Leadership

A Macbeth (2009) point out Distributed Leadersti@s old as Moses’ father-
in-law’s counsel: “This is too heavy for thou cahbear it alone” (Exodus 18:17-18
KJV) or as a modern translation puts it, “This is reoywo go about it. You'll burn out,
and the people right along with you. This is way touch for you—you can’t do this
alone” (Exodus 18:17-1Blessagg So over three thousand years ago it was
understood that complex tasks require a distrilnyoo as Macbeth specifies, a
dispersion of leadership. School leadership deadls is clearly a complex task and
Alma Harris (2009b) identifies distributed leadepsas “the leadership idea of the
moment” (p. 11). She goes on to note the “leadprstdustry” is in the continuous
process of rolling out new flavors of leadershifenfwithout any empirical evidence
or testing. In the case of distributed leadersHigryris writes, that “the empirical
evidence about distributed leadership and organizatdevelopment is encouraging”
but then includes the caveat, “but far from conelels (p. 18). Leithwood, Mascall,
and Strauss’s (2009d) final paragraph in their bo#ributed Leadership According
to the Evidencecomes “to the grudging conclusion that reseanchigsed on outcomes
(of distributed leadership) would have been premeatat least until quite recently”
(p. 80). Premature because until recently Leithwetoal. believed that “it is not at all
clear how one would have conceptualized and medslis&ributed leadership in order

to assess its effects; whatever they might hava’pe 281).
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This conclusion is especially striking in a bookttbontains the writing of
many of the leading distributed leadership reseaschnd theoreticians such as
Spillane, Gronn, and Harris. The advice of Helemg@erley (2009) is especially
important before launching into a review of disiitéd leadership theory and research.
Like Macbeth she reminds us “leadership has ahbagn distributed within
organizations,” and the enthusiasm for recogni#iagd developing conceptual
frameworks should not “mean we become blinkerathédimitations of the concept
itself, and our ability to think about it and owlsiof it” (p. 221). For example, she
notes that the micro-politics of the school oftemfounds the theoretical assumptions
of how leadership is distributed.

In keeping with Timperley’s caution | begin my rewi of distributed
leadership theory with the work of Gronn. Grona isey theoretician on distributed
leadership but believes that the current emphasdisiributed leadership is a reaction
to the emphasis on the individual leader that wasglent in the latter part of the 20th
century. Gronn is currently writing about hybric¢ership (2009) as a more complete
way to understand the variety of ways leadershgnected. He writes, “l have also
articulated a need to move beyond distributed ledgie and have argued a case for
hybridity as a more accurate representation ofrdas@atterns of practice which fuse
or coalesce hierarchical and heterarchical elenwrgmergent activities” (p. 208).
Gronn uses Kontopoulus’s (1993) definition of hatehy where “various levels exert
a determinate influence on each other in someqpéati respect” (p. 55).
Organizations have always had, and continue to,Hmotl hierarchical and

heterarchical leadership patterns. This sectidgh@paper will look at how key
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theoreticians in distributed leadership present genceptual frameworks of
distributed leadership.

Peter Gronn. The conceptual framework of distributed leadgrgitesented in
this section is based largely on the writings abi@r at the beginning of the decade
(2000, 2002a, 2002h, 2003). Gronn (2009) identifisscurrent position on leadership
as “post’-distributed leadership. Bennett, Harwd§se, and Woods’s (2003) review
of distributed leadership literature identifies @ncas presenting the most
conceptually well-developed model of distributeddership to that point. Leithwood
et al.’s (2009c¢) use of Gronn’s model of distrilslteadership in their research into
patterns of leadership distribution shows his maglstill robust and central to the
current understanding and study of distributed desiuip.

Gronn defines leadership as the status of influascebed to an individual or
aggregate of individuals by organizational membéfsen an aggregate of individuals
are imbued with this status of influence thereissrdbuted leadership. Distributed
leadership operates on the principle of conjoiray (Gronn, 2000). Conjoint
agency can be understood as heterarchical leageiskiructional Leadership Teams
would be an area where conjoint agency is fourttierrelationships of influence
between the members of the team and the largeniaegeon.

Gronn (2000b, p. 318) uses activity theory to aralgrganizational work.
Activity theory can be understood as a conceptystesn that analyses organizational
conditions, contexts, and discourses (Engestromidéttivien, 1999) based on an
analysis of the interactions. Activity theory usles collectively performed activity as

its unit of analysis. Spillane (2006) takes this@&pt and uses it in his triangular
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image of distributed leadership. This is similatie approach of discourse analysis
since both theories understand that the sociatyedlthe organization is constructed
through the dialectic of relationships. Gronn (20@0ks at the activity within its
context, which “permits an understanding of agdvstiaictural relations through the
process of structuring” (p. 317). Structuring isshagency affects structure. These
structuring activities will either transform or repluce existing power and position
relations.

This concept o€onjoint agencysronn identifies as the operational principle of
distributed leadership. Against this he juxtapdkesndividual agency of hierarchical
leadership that is based on position and functivstributed leadership processes are
understood by looking at the interactional relasiembedded in activities. There are
two types of distributive actionaumerical actioror concertive actiof{Gronn 2002a,
2002b). Gronn (2003) later identified numericai@tias aradditivetype of
distributed leadership where leadership is disteun an uncoordinated pattern.
Concertive action Gronn identifies abdalistic typeof distributed leadership that is
consciously managed and individuals experiencensesef synergy as the whole
becomes more than the sum of its p&eciprocal influences the defining attribute
of holistic distributed leadership. Additive andistic leadership can operate
conjointly or by themselves. It is to be expecteat holistic leadership patterns will
over time and a variety of situations transformitade leadership patterns from
numerical activities to concertive activities.

Numerical action is where the leadership in an wigion is broadly

dispersed. This type of distribution of leadergkiprthere there are multiple leaders.
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Schools where individual teachers go into theisetaom and make the leadership
decisions for their students independent of thgelacommunity are an example of
numerical actions. Gronn differentiates numericica from delegation based on the
locus of power. Delegation is hierarchal where wisréssigned with no increase in
autonomy. Discourse analysis looks at power relah@s and will assist in
differentiating numerical action from delegationtie discourse of the leadership
teams.

Concertive action specifically involves groups sasheadership teams and
Gronn (2002b) defines three types of concertiveoastSpontaneous collaboration
has “brief bursts of synergy which may be the ex¢énhe engagement or the trigger
for ongoing collaboration” (p. 430ntuitive working relationglevelop over time “as
two or more organizational members come to relpo@& another and develop close
working relations” and leadership is distributetbtigh “the shared role space
encompassed by their relationship” (Gronn, 2002&5).Institutionalized practices
are formal structures such as leadership teamatbaxpressly designed as an
alternative to traditional hierarchical structures.

Leithwood et al. (2009) write “Our conception ostlibuted leadership
patterns builds on and extends Gronn’s three hofigtms” (p. 225). In their study
they look at the performance of leadership in fitferent types of concertive action.
They define these actions planful alignmentspontaneous alignmergpontaneous
misalignmentandanarchic misalignmenfThey found that to a large extent planful
alignment was the most effective at producing potiete forms of distributed

leadership. However, for planful alignment to opereffective it required the
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monitoring of the principal even when there weigcteer teams that were formed to
accomplish planed alignment. The inclusion of thie types of misalignment
recognizes that concertive action does not alwaye o be productive in operation.
This is important to recognize when looking at dncourse of Instructional
Leadership Teams.

Gronn further distinguishes these forms of disteluleadership based on
where the leadership activities are located. Mesb@rking in close proximity are
engaged irco-performed workvhile those not in close proximity are engaged in
collectively performed worlVith the advent of instant real time communigatio
proximity is no longer defined by physical locatibat by frequency and regularity of
communication and relationship.

Distributed leadership also has the propertiesoofdinationand
interdependencéGronn, 2002a, 2002b). Coordination is where ati¢iziare planned
and executed in parallel. The difference betweemndination and interdependence is
that coordination produces activities that do renteha reciprocal relationship with the
activities of others. Interdependence is the mutleglendence of multiple
organizational members. There are two types ofdefgendencedverlapping
interdependenceesults when team members share the same informagisources,
and supportComplementary interdependensevhen members bring different
resources and skills to accomplish tasks toge@wordination and overlapping and
complementary interdependence are expected tounel fwithin Instructional
Leadership Teams. The extent a team has movedddaitive to holistic patterns of

leadership will largely determine the incidencehadse properties. Coordination is
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largely an additive type of distributed leadershifle complementary
interdependence is an example of mature holistiddeship patterns. Sometimes
information and resources are not equally availabkdl team members and that will
affect overlapping interdependence. At other timtesnbers lacking resources and
skills that are required for accomplishing a tasknembers unwilling to share what
resources and skills they do posses will affectglementary interdependence. These
are some of the areas that micro-politics becomemportant lens in understanding
the dynamics of distributed leadership practice.

Gronn also classified four types of synergies aased with holistic
distributed leadership. These aress-hierarchytrusteeshipparity of relations and
separation of powerCross-hierarchical synergies concern the negmiatf role
boundaries. Gronn (2002b) notes “boundary expansiquires the preparedness of
organizational superiors to include junior colleagwithin the locus of their
authority” (p. 438). This idea is supported by baibod et al. (2009a, 2009b) where
they recognize the paradox that site administrdtave a key role in constraining or
developing distributed leadership at the site. Appty without the “permission” of
formal leaders to allow “boundary expansion” distited leadership is constrained at
the school site. This is one of the areas wheradbteader discourse will reveal the
level of cross-hierarchical synergy within the tostional Leadership Team.

Trusteeship synergies are one of oversight wherenttmbers, individual, or
levels of the organization, work to prevent theusesof power. Since power at the

school site is most often positionally determineaise without the position most likely
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would be participants in this synergy. However, possession of power by any
individual or group will usually produce a reacttvasteeship synergy.

Parity of relations synergies are rare. While itlddoe expected that in
teacher groups there would be a parity of relatiamisropolitics indicate that there are
usually power differentials in almost all relatibiss with some of the differentials
due to knowledge and not position. Gronn (2002b¢gthe example of a musical
guartet where there is the synergy of parity cdtiehs but then goes on to
acknowledge that while there may be a parity dcdtrehs the first violin holds a power
position different from other members of the quarte

Separation of powers synergies are when there ie than one group or
individual that is pursuing different objectiveshilé there are always a variety of
different objectives by the participants of anyasrigation what is important here is
that those with the differing objectives also hpesver. An example of separation of
powers is the union and board synergy within SagbiCity School District. For this
synergy to manifest in an Instructional Leaderdfeam there would have to be more
than one “power” base functioning within at theaalsite. It is possible that the
Instructional Leadership Team might itself be wdra pluralism of powers. Since
Instructional Leadership Teams are mandate byidtaat it does not necessarily hold
that they work holistically in the distributed sengith positional leaders but
potentially form a type of separation of powersesgy. The separation of powers
synergy is not holistic in attribute and more agdit It would be expected here that

actions would be more numerical and less concertive
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Gronn has grounded his conceptual framework ofidiged leadership on
conjoint agency and understood this on the base€tfity theory. Discourse analysis
is also grounded on conjoint agency since a cestngbosition is that reality is
socially constructed. Activity theory recognizeatth key activity is discourse. Thus
Gronn's approach to understanding distributed lshdis propositionally similar to
that of discourse analysis. This makes Gronn’s énaork, and its development by
other researchers and theoreticians, particuladjul as a lens to focus an analysis of
discourse.

James Spillane Conjoint agency also forms the basis of Spillanééw of
distributed leadership. Spillane (2004) emphasiabstributed leadership is first and
foremost about leadership practice rather tharelsadeadership roles, leadership
functions or leadership structures” (p. 2). Practgnot singularly about what leaders
do but rather the interaction, the conjoint agewtyhe school leader, the follower,
and the situation over time. Spillane’s first atpgrat visually portraying the practice
of leadership had only one triangle. The triangées\selected because he wanted to
emphasize that the situation was critical in theraction between leader and
follower. He later added the multiple triangleslliestrate how leadership practice was
socially constructed over time and event. Spillsinews his understanding of the

interaction of the three elements of distributestlership in Figure 2.1.
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Distributed Perspective

o

yERSH

Figure 2.1: Leadership practice from a distributed perspectivemDistributed
Leadership(p.3) by J. Spillane, 2006, San Francisco: Jo&sss. Copyright 2006
by John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Reprinted with permissio

Spillane’s use of the metaphor of distributed leskig practice as a dance
helps in appreciating his visual of the trianglesraime. Spillane picked dancing as
his metaphor because the interaction cannot beaiddrom the context. The
context, dancing, in turn moves the participanteugh the interaction. The music, the
situation, structures the interaction between gastrFinally, while there is a leader in
dancing the more those involved in the dance asrewf the structures and moves of
the dance the better the dancing, the more efiethig distributed leadership practice.
While Spillane’s metaphor uses a two-step dancengrpartners the metaphor could
be expanded to a line dance perhaps even ones® group dances at a wedding.

It is interesting to remark here how the transaei@pproach to distributed
leadership of Gronn and Spillane mirrors the transaal understanding of the nature

of discourse. Merely by changing the labels leafidigwer, and situation to the labels
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of producer, receiver, text would make Spillanéisstration an excellent one for
discourse practice. The interaction over time ekththree is what constructs
discourse. The different situations, dances, aa¢ogous to the different genres in
discourse analysis. This similarity leads Currieckett, and Suhomlinova (2009) to
conclude in their study of distributed leadersiigchools that leadership is socially
constructed. They add, “Although we did not expljcemploy discourse analysis, we
suggest that a discourse approach will prove filiftr our understanding of the ways
in which leadership is enacted” (p. 20).

Melavel Robertson (2008) in her dissertation otriisted leadership practice
in a district level math council, a grouping notike an Instructional
Leadership Team, adds to Spillane’s initial modealistributed leadership

practice as shown in Figure 2.2.

Figure 2.2: Refinement of Spillane’s model of distributed |eesthep:
A district level perspective (Robertson, 2008, 1)1
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Leadership practice within the math council oftewl the same individual in
different situations in leader roles and in otherations in follower roles. The
individual in the formal leader position situatidigdilled both leader and follower
positions. Based on this data she acknowledgediltiabty of roles by changing the
label of the top corner to leader/follower and &da corner to follower/leader.
Robertson also found that there were three critioatexts for distributed leadership
in district math councils. Collaboration, organiaatl learning, and trust were
required for distributed leadership to emerge addeship practice. Going back to
Spillane’s metaphor of dance we might infer thatwut collaboration, a time for
learning, and trust there could still be dancingibwould be more the leader
dragging the participant along across the danae.flo

Alma Harris. Alma Harris (2009a) presents an alternative ithtgtn of
distributed leadership in Figure 2.3. Here she $eswn “the structural alignment,
composition and patterns of distributed leadergpingztice. This model provides
another lens to look at the discourse of Instructid.eadership Teams. Discourse can
reveal the underlying structure of discursive iatéions. One way to view these
interactions will be through the use of the twosaMeed by the model producing four
distinct patterns of distributed leadership. Winilest leadership practices will not
neatly fit exactly into one clear pattern the uktheory is to help structure analysis
into accessible forms. While the model is dividetbifour different forms of
distributed leadership the two axes allow for flelty in the analysis of specific

discursive events. The axis of tight to lose couphknd the axis of diffusely
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(uncoordinated) too deeply (coordinated) distridueadership allows for a significant

degree of flexibility in the analysis of a singutaxt.

Distributed Leadership Practice

Flexible structure but Flexible structure and deep
Uncoordinated practice Coordinated practice

Autocratic distribution Additive distribution

Rigid structure and Rigid structure with limited
Random practice but coordinated forms
of practice
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Diffusly —Beeply distributed leadership

Figure 2.3: A model of distributed leadership practice. Fromtiibuted leadership
and knowledge creation (p. 263) by A. Harris, 208%K. Leithwood, B. Mascall, &
T. Strauss (Eds.pistributed leadership according to the evidefjep. 253-266).
New York: Routledge Taylor & Francis Group. Repethiwith permission.

Like the Spillane model of distributed leadersks tmodel is descriptive of
leadership practice without reference to the pawkationships that facilitate the
practice. Leadership practice can be loosely calgplat produces flexible structures
or tightly coupled that produces rigid structuddsre the focus is on how leadership
practice is structured within the school. Leadgrgiractice can also be diffuse leading

to random and uncoordinated practice or deeplyibiiged leading to coordinated

practice. Here the focus is on practice and whathgerandom or coordinated. To use
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this model there needs to be a measure of howngaigepractice is structured (tight
to lose) and how implementation is carried out (dowted to uncoordinated).

Gronn and Leithwood provide a rich vocabulary te ursanalyzing distributed
leadership practice, which they identify as beiagdal on conjoint agency. Since a
basic premise of discourse analysis is that worelate worlds employing this
vocabulary provides a very specific lens in underding leadership. Spillane and
Robertson look at leadership practice as whereliséd leadership is found. Since
discourse analysis looks at practice, the discarsient, this should mean that
discourse analysis is an appropriate tool for ustdading distributed leadership. A
limitation of these theories is that their use destaucts the discourse of leadership in
a linear and sequential manner. Later in the paphods to abate this limitation will
be suggested.
Micropolitics as a Theoretical Lens for Discourse Aalysis

Johnson and Pajares (1996) attribute their sugcedsntifying positive
changes in school practice to their adoption of aed appropriate theoretical frames.
While the analysis of discourse and the practicgistfibuted leadership are the
essential theoretical and methodological approachdss study the discursive
practices of the Instructional Leadership Teamsalslo be considered by using the
Micropolitical theory developed by Blasé and Ander$1995).

Maxcy and Nguyen (2006) in their article on theited of distributed
leadership state, “Our aim was to expose how Oisted leadership frames, in
particular Firestone and Heller, and Spillane, ldedon, and Diamond, may be

problematic in their depoliticized, administratisfearacterization of leadership
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distribution” (p. 189). As they looked at two catadies in Texas schools they found
that “the cases reveal political dynamics of leatgr distribution (and redistribution)
obscured by the depoliticized, administrative laaggiin which the frameworks are
couched (p. 167).” So while distributed leadersiigmeworks offer useful lenses
and helpful language in reconceptualizing leadershi the characterizations of
leadership distribution offered also reflect a dejeezed rhetoric that masks an
antidemocratic, managerial bias” (p.180).

Flessa (2009) notes that distributed leadershipnaintbpolitics literature both
“focus on individuals’ work within school sites atitht investigates the different ways
schools are managed” (p. 332). Why then, he asles distributed leadership
literature make little or no reference to micropo$? To support this he references the
fact that two of the leading scholars in distriltlkeadership, Leithwood and Spillane,
have authored collections of work on distributestiership, (Leithwood, Mascall, &
Strauss, 2009c; Spillane & Diamond, 2007) whereopiclitics is mentioned twice in
almost 500 pages (p. 332). Flessa (2009) proptEes,split between the
micropolitics and distributed leadership literatig@n artifact of the new politics of
educational leadership. When policy directionssidnools are set far away and further
up the hierarchical chain of command, local miclijs can be seen solely as
managerial obstacles to be overcome” (p. 346).

David Hartley (2007) notes that both Gronn (200@B18) and Spillane,
Halverson, and Diamond (2004) image distributedéeship practice as not what
leaders do but rather the interaction, the conjag&ncy, of the school leader, the

follower, and the situation over time. This imagédased on activity theory that aims
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to identify “surface contradictions within an adtyvsystem” (Hartley, 2007, p.205).
Advocates of distributed leadership hold that tregéace contradictions identify the
power relations within the activity. Hartley goesto note, “Nevertheless these
contradictions are largely about means, not efusjteoperations, not strategy”

(p- 205). Hartley holds that distributed leaderdiaged on activity theory is able to
identify the tensions in how leadership is disttdzlbut is unable to place the locus of
power within the distribution.

Malen and Cochran (2008) in their article on mi@ids in schools comment
on “how actions taken at higher levels of the systare permeating, if not
dominating the micropolitics of schools” (p. 16B)essa (2009), and Maxcy and
Nguyen (2006) attribute the “depoliticizing” of thibuted leadership theory as
partially due to the fact of high-stakes testing anhool accountability which frames
the macropolitical reality of educational practiées. discourse analysis must consider
the context of the discourse, any study of leadprstactice at the school site
necessarily requires the consideration of the npatitccal and micropolitical
dynamics at that site. The careful consideratioBlaé’s leadership matrix merits
lengthy consideration here because it will helpvmte the language for the
consideration of the political aspects of leadgrgnactice that is not currently
accounted for in the literature of distributed lewsthip.

While discourse analysis is both theory and methedaddition of the
terminology and structure of the micropolitics oheol leadership will provide
another frame understanding the distribution ofiégahip through the use of discourse

analysis. The problem as Foucault foresaw is titegrient in all theory and
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methodology is the potential for the establishnwéritegimes of truth.” This is where
the methodology of the study must account for hoth laliscourse analysis and
Micropolitical theory shape the analysis of thecdigrses. It is not a question of
whether analysis constructs a new reality but ratlgv transparent are the processes
that work to construct that reality.

Flessa (2009) defines micropolitics “as the stufdlyaw things really work,
not how an organizational chart or a principal's@cplan would like them to work”
(p. 331). As this study is looking at power relaships using discourse analysis it is
trying to get beyond organizational charts or gpats claims to how things really
work. Blasé and Anderson (1995) in their bddie Micropolitics of Educational
Leadershipdeveloped a useful tool for characterizing theireabf a leader’'s
micropolitics. At a school with distributed leadeifstheir explication of leadership
interactions extend beyond administrative positioingadership to other individuals
at the site involved in leadership activities. Toel that Blasé and Anderson
developed is a theoretical framework based on tharopolitical analysis of their
own educational leadership research. Given themgugharacteristics of the many
leaders that they observed, a pattern became ¢vitles pattern allowed them to
develop a framework by which to view any individledder. In this framework, there
are two main aspects of leadership that are impbrEach leader simultaneously
practices each aspect of leadership and each aspgeeatticed in one of two ways. In
this way there are a number of combinations thatoczur and each is associated with
certain leadership traits. Ultimately Blasé and &rsdn present this micropolitical

framework in a visual matrix for as seen in FigRr.



40

MICROPOLITICAL LEADERSHIP MATRIX

Adversarial Leadership

Promotes leader’s moral vision

*power over and power through

—

Democratic, Empowering
Leadership

Promotes democracy and social
empowerment

*power with

Authoritarian

Promotes maintenance of status quo

*power over

|

Facilitative Leadership

Promotes more humane organizational
climate and individual empowerment.

*power through and power over

Blasé, 1995

Figure 2.4: Micropolitical leadership matrix. Froffihe micropolitics of
educational leadershifp.65) by J. Blasé and G. Anderson, 1995,
New York: Teachers College Press. Reprinted witingssion.
*Dominant form of power.

To explain the general micropolitical framework 8taand Anderson (1995

begin with a description of two main aspects otiezahip. The first aspect of

leadership recognized to be important by BlaséAsmderson is referred to as

“leadership style.” Leadership style concernsgiraeess of leading. Leadership style

is the means by which some predetermined endschrevad. Said in yet another

way, leadership style is the prevailing strategt tihleader takes to accomplish given

goals. The second aspect of leadership that Bladdaderson consider important is

what they describe as the leader’s “approach.”|&adership approach determines

what organizational goals the leader espousedirigfavith these two aspects of
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educational leadership, leadership style and lshgeapproach, a comprehensive
understanding of the politics of educational leabgr can be developed.

Blasé and Anderson (1995) observe leadership asyleing characterized in
two ways. The first way is what they term an “op&ddership style. The second is a
“closed” leadership style. An open leadership siylacilitative. This leadership style
is “characterized by a willingness to share pow&eachers tend to describe leaders
of this sort as more “honest, communicative, pgrditory and collegial” than leaders
that have a closed leadership style. (Blasé & Asmier1995, p. xiii) On the other
hand, a closed leadership style is authoritari&is Teadership style is “characterized
by an unwillingness to share power.” These leattard to be described as “less
accessible, less supportive, more defensive, ngweeatric and more insecure” than
leaders that have an open leadership style. (Blasederson, 1995, p. xiii)

Leadership approach, on the other hand, concetrth@style that a leader
uses to attain goals, but the goals themselveséBlad Anderson (1995) observe that
the nature of the goals that leaders have for thrgianizations can usually be
characterized in two ways. These two ways are tétime “transformative” leadership
approach and the “transactional” leadership approBdach approach refers to the type
of goals that an educational leader has for thgamization. The transformative
approach toward leadership incorporates creatsiei Creative vision in this regard
aims to beneficially change the status quo. Thagwi of progress concerns not just
tangible results, but intangible goals that falbimoral, ethical and social realms as
well (Blasé & Blasé, 2003). Leaders that approacilérship in this way set goals that

have the collateral affect of transforming bothdieaand follower. The peripheral
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byproduct of such leadership results in a situatbere the intrinsic well being of
everyone is elevated.

The transactional leadership approach, on the dided, aims to maintain the
status quo. Although the possibility of modifyingnor aspects of the situation is not
out of the question, in this approach leaders wworkvoid significant change. As
Blasé and Anderson (1995) point out, “Transactideadlers tend to view everything
in terms of explicit and implicit contractual retatships. This type of leader relies
heavily on contractual conditions of employmensciplinary codes and reward
structures” (p. 16). From a transactional approaaly,deviation from the status quo
merely involves micro-scale ideas. In such an agpghradeas that undergird entire
paradigms are strictly off limits. Any change taturs under a transactional
approach is more likely to involve modifying thejistics of accomplishing
unchanged goals. These goals are taken as giveth@ulgscussion is only on how to
achieve them.

In viewing the various aspects of leadership saylé leadership approach,
Blasé and Anderson (1995) point out that the atteb of each aspect run on a
continuum. For example, as described above, Bladéaderson define two
characteristics of leadership style: open and dodewever the open and closed
characteristics of leadership style are not digdesslership states but instead opposite
ends of a stylistic spectrum. An individual leadestyle will usually fall somewhere
along the spectrum. This allows a leader with aidantly closed leadership style to
still have some stylistically open characteristidhile most leaders will indeed be a

mix of the open and the closed styles, accordirglasé and Anderson it is the
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general rule that each leader’s style is dominbiedne end of the spectrum or the
other. (1995, p. 17) Likewise, leadership apprdacictions on a continuum. One end
of the continuum is a transactional leadership @@t whereas the other end of the
continuum is transformational. Most leaders funtsomewhere in between the two
extremes but most also have a dominant leadergipiach, either transactional or
transformational. It is important to point out hénat the following discussion of the
matrix contains implicit value judgments that Blas@ Anderson base on their own
research.

The most desirable style/approach combination &ha@nd transformative.
This style/approach combination falls into the uppght quadrant of the leadership
matrix where the leadership style is open anddhddrship approach is
transformative. Blasé and Anderson (1995) refehédeadership described in this
guadrant as democratic and empowering (p. 21). dpes and therefore facilitative
leadership style is “characterized by a willingnesshare power” (p. xiii). Here,
“goals are achieved through the collaboration aflexs and followers. Leadership and
followership may shift depending on the issue[and] power is exercised with
followers” (p. xiv). This non-hierarchical structuwhere leadership is focused on the
social distribution of a task puts this quadratiyfwithin the definition of distributed
leadership by Leithwood et al. (2009b), Sergiovda@B3), and Spillane (2006). As
described, this state is one in which leader’ssiostie empowerment which in its best
forms, “does not simply leave teachers alone tautenomous professionals within
their own classrooms, but engages them in a langgsion of student and community

empowerment” (Blasé & Anderson, 1995, p. 21).
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The least desirable combination is closed and actieal. This
style/approach combination falls into the lowet tpiadrant of the leadership matrix
where the leadership style is closed and the Ishdeapproach is transactional. Blasé
and Anderson (1995) refer to the leadership desdrib this quadrant as authoritarian
(p- 17). Closed leadership style is one in whighl#ader is disinclined to share
power, the opposite of a facilitative leader. Thieselers tend to be described as “less
accessible, less supportive, more defensive, ngweeatric and more insecure” than
leaders that have an open leadership style (. kiithis fully negative combination,
the transactional approach is equally counterpripeeiCT he leader lacks creative
vision and aims to maintain the status quo. Thedeship approach merely looks for
“better” ways to achieve them.

The authoritarian nature of this most undesirablkgdgant results in the power
over dynamic. Here, “Leaders achieve goals thrabgh control of resources,
persuasiveness, and hierarchical position ovepdals. The power-over approach is
strongly influenced by the bureaucratic traditiBower is exercised over followers”
(Blasé & Anderson, 1995, p. xiv). Furthermore, ém@ironment in such schools is
usually “characterized by fear, distrust and avea#a Principals in these in these
schools attempt to avoid, disable or ignore teagsippress dialogue, and exercise
control through formal structures” (p. 17). It msportant to note here that the power-
over approach may use the form of distributed lestdp Harris (2009a) identifies as
“autocratic distribution” (p. 258). Autocratic digtution maintains structures but
participation and involvement is encouraged. Howesiace both the ends and the

means are established the participation is meralyipulative.
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The final two quadrants contain style and appraashbinations that include
one positive characteristic and one negative chexiatic. The matrix’s upper left
guadrant is titled “Adversarial Leadership” andresponds to a closed leadership
style and a transformative leadership approachh Wit leadership combination a
leader promotes their moral vision resulting inoavpr over and power through
dynamic that is dominated by power over. Many &maatic and visionary leaders fall
into this quadrant. They desire change but onlyctienge that they see fit. In order to
accomplish their goals they depend on the enthissigpport from the people they
lead. Unlike the transactional leadership apprdhahinfluences people through
enforcing rigid institutional rules, the transfortiva approach of leaders in this
guadrant requires that everyone is “on board” wiktat the leader has planned.

The second in-between style/approach combinatisees in the matrix’s
lower right quadrant. Here “Facilitative Leaderspipmotes more humane
organizational climate and individual empowermergsulting in a power over and
power through dynamic that is dominated by powssugh. Leadership within this
guadrant runs the risk of manipulating others edhganization. Because the open
leadership style encourages dialogue and the \pafimdividual’s own goals and
desires, a positive environment may seem to eki.reality of the situation however
does not respond to the dialogue that’s been fedtdihe transactional leadership
approach strives to maintain the status quo, emeawraging open dialogue. As Blasé
and Anderson (1995) point out, leaders in this gamaigl “often employ a discourse of

change while maintaining the status quo” (p. 20).



CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS

There are three reasons for the selection of diseaanalysis as the method of
research. The first reason is that it is a methatipprovides very little disruption to the
natural functioning of individuals at the schodesi‘Our methods of research should
therefore preserve the natural world which is rdgdras taken for granted by the
people we research, not distort it by placing peapla distinct context, like that of an
interviewer with a questionnaire, or in an expentaélaboratory” (Holdaway, 2000,
p. 165). The recording of natural speech over aarsbed period of time in as
nonintrusive manner provides as minimal an intetie@nas possible while still
conducting research. While the data is naturalguaing it is not pure data, it is still
an artifact of the dialectic between the partictigathe theoretical lenses, and the
researcher.

The second reason is based on the desire to eveapitfalls of qualitative
research where “the phenomenon escapes” (Silver20@, p. 389). There is the
explanatory trap where the study places peopledetarministic reality. Here the
study focuses on explaining the discourse pattdims.type of study might conclude
that administrative discourse is determined byetatexpectations of principals. The
other trap Silverman terms “divine orthodoxy” wheliscourse is measured “by some
idealized normative standards” (p. 390) and thdystitoncludes with some sort of
value judgment. Silverman says that qualitativeaesh should bring “us closer to the

local organization of the phenomena” (p. 390).
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The third reason is that discourse analysis isualigsuited to identify the
distributive dimensions of leadership since thethlare focused on the social
interactions of organizations. From a distributeaidership perspective, leadership
practice takes shape in the interactions of peeftetheir situation and these
interactions are discursively conducted. As Spdl&2006) points out about
distributed leadership that is “what is likely te most salient is not the fact that
leadership is distributed but how leadership isritisted” (p. 102). By looking at
power relationships in dialogue discourse analgarsstart to answer the question of
how leadership is distributed.

The phenomenon for this study is the social contrn of leadership at the
school site. The constructive agent of leadershilpnguage, the discourse that occurs
at the site. Through the use of discourse analggsstudy will look at naturally
occurring discourses at the school site that wortistribute leadership.

In The Sage Handbook of Organizational Discoy2@04) Dennis Mumby
writes “one of the things that most surprised meeinewing research for this chapter
was the relative dearth of data-rich studies. €Gxitresearchers spend a lot of time
theorizing about organizational discourse and nergage in ethnographic work, but
relatively little time is spent in close analysidlze dynamics of discursive processes”
(p- 251.) This study is focused on the “close asialgf the dynamics of discursive
processes.” It follows Mumby’s manifesto that sasdusing discourse analysis spend
time “actually examining the micro practices of lsuiiscourse and its relation to

larger macro processes of organizational powerCrtitical research, then, needs to
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make a significant shift towards more richly texianalyses of actual discourse
processes” (p. 252).
Text and Context: Instructional Leadership Teams

The texts that construct the leadership of schaxdsas diverse as
conversations at the White House to conversationtt® playground. The question
then is why were the conversations of Instructidregldership Teams taken as the
central text for this study? The context of Instimigal Leadership Teams brings
together individuals who are on a leadership teAfmle some members of the team
may not self-identify as leaders the context ofdbeversations at these meetings is
one of school leadership. The genesis of thesesté&apredicated on some notion of
the administrators, the positional leaders, hattregneed (practically or politically)
for a team to perform leadership tasks. For thegaes of this study the conversations
of Instructional Leadership Teams would appeareta lsite where there will be
conversations that construct leadership and thghiison of leadership at the school.
Very clearly the context of ILTs is determining tiext that will be analyzed by this
study. In the private conversations in the prinkgpaffice or the staff lounge texts that
construct leadership and the distribution of lealdgr occur that might be similar or
very different than the texts used by this studye €onversations from teacher
meetings independent of ILT meetings will be usebédlp clarify how the context of
ILT meetings works to constrain the dialogue. Asideration of the significance of

context will be an essential part of the analysidiscourse.
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Research Context: District Setting

The setting of this study is in a suburban elenrgrdsstrict in a southern
California county, South East School District (SBSThe district serves about 10,000
students and about 75% of them are of Hispanicaih¢s€he district has adopted a
variety of ways to distribute leadership throughint district. One of the ways the
district has used to distribute leadership is tavjgle times during the school year for
meetings. Instructional Leadership Teams that rmeet regular basis at every site
composed of site administrators, teachers, and eth# is part of this program.
Another part of the program is teacher meetingh atd without administrators
present. The meetings are during the school d&sr, ¢hool, or on designated teacher
workdays that have been scheduled into the calendar
Role of the Researcher

The researcher is from outside the district anddahseveral administrators
within the district through their participation thCSD/CSUSM educational doctoral
program. He will attend meetings as a silent olegpvimarily overseeing the audio
recording of the meetings.
Data Sources and Collection

Instructional Leadership Teams (ILT) have 6 to l&nbers at elementary
school sites and membership is arrived at in aetyaof ways. As many of the ILT
team meetings as possible will be audio recordenhglthe 2010-2011 school year.
Other meetings involving teachers with or withoditranistrators will be audio
recorded when possible. All of the individuals netzml will be enlisted prior to

recording and will have signed both the ResearaldySParticipant Form
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(Appendix A) and the Audiotape Recording Releaseséat Form (Appendix B).
Meetings where there are individuals who have gtesl the two forms will not be
recorded. Also, as specified in the forms, at amg tparticipants can request to have
recording stopped or deleted. During the audionding there will be notes taken on
aspects of the meeting that are not apparent orettoedings. All audio files will be
transcribed and entered into QSR NVivo 10 in twsians, audio and transcription.
NVivo 10 allows the researcher to listen to theiadites while reading the
transcription.
Overview of Discourse Analysis as Method

The analysis of discourse involves not only thecatassumptions but also
methods of data collection and analysis along wiblody of research studies and
claims. Martinez (2007) writes:

The issue of theory seems to provoke debates regaitd relationship

with a practical or methodological side, althoulgl main

representatives of present-day CDA (in the gersarse) adhere to the

claim that every theory is determined by practreakarch goals. We

cannot conceive analysis without a theory as itkép@und: it is the

practical support of the analysis that acts astarmn or barometer to

validate the theory. However, discursive achievemsdo not depend

only on cooperation between theory and practicey-#t& depend on

the development of methods of analysis that arepatilie with the

theory. The link between theory and practice isanpmhned by

method, which comprises the necessary tools taextéiata from the

analysis of the text. (p. 126)

All the leading writers in the analysis of discairecognize the imperative for
researchers to align method to theory. Howeveryén®us theoretical approaches to

the analysis of discourse have resisted the denedapof a prescriptive

methodological approach recognizing that a preseapnethodological approach
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would become a “regime of truth” (Foucault, 198@%tead of a methodology, sets of
practices that are accepted by researchers aregaogGrant, Hardy, 2004). While
the distinction between methodology and practiculstle, it is nonetheless important
and reflects an emerging field of accepted reseanattices.
Research Practice in Discourse Analysis

A general rubric for areas that research pracsbesild address has been
created since it appears that there is a generadgnt as to these areas. The rubric
is based on Fairclough’s work, the principles dliesavity and validity, and two Rigor
Frameworks (Crowe, 2005; Nixon & Power, 2004) alvbich are discussed in the
following sections.
Norman Fairclough: Critical Discourse Analysis

The theoretical position that texts and discoussessocially constitutive is a
theoretical stance of this study and draws mudh®theory and method from the
ongoing work of Norman Fairclough. Fairclough’sdhehas been presented earlier in
the paper and here the focus is on method. Howthenry and method are so finely
interwoven that any discussion of Critical Discaufsalysis will reference both.

Fairclough identifies as his starting point the kvof Halliday and systemic
functional linguistics. Halliday's conception ofetimultifunctionality of language as
textual, interpersonal, and ideational formed tasibfor Fairclough’s three-tiered
framework of discourse analysis. Halliday (19943alies the ideational function as
the “content function of language” and composesesys of knowledge and belief.

The interpersonal function is the “participatoryétion of language” and composes
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both social identities and social relations (p.. ZRHe textual function of language
places language in context.

Fairclough proposes a three-tiered framework thegsgthe aspects of
discourse that should be included in any analylstkszourse. “The analysis should
focus, then on (1) the linguistic features of et (2) processes relating to the
production and consumption of the text (discurgikectice); and (3) the wider social
practice to which the communicative event belosgei@l practice)” (Jorgensen &
Phillips, 2002, p. 68). Fairclough (1992b) preséhésthree aspects of discourse as
nested boxes. Janks (1997) notes that the intexrdimce of Fairclough’s boxes is
best understood if envisioned three dimensiondlyks writes that the “three
dimensional image enables one to understand thamalgtic move to examine a
single box necessarily breaks the interdependesiveclen the boxes and requires
subsequent moves which re-insert that box intmiesconnected place” (p. 2). When
initially working with text Janks draws Faircloughboxes and writes his analysis of
the text in the appropriate box. He says thatdh@vs him to see the interconnections
between analyses and to break out of linear acdlgmes where analysis is
conducted in one box at a time. This approach weeéin to answer Hubner’'s (2007)
critique of Fairclough’s framework during his angi/of data because “Fairclough
treats discourse as a vertical process, startitiglamguage-oriented and textual
elements, ending with more interpretive featur@s’8d). Hubner goes on to state that
in his analysis of discourse there was a “horiziogitament interlinking” (p. 84). So it
appears that Fairclough’s three aspects of diseahsuld not be understood linearly

but with a gestalt approach.
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Fairclough (1995) added a three-tiered method @xfalirse analysis to these
three aspects of discourse. He writes, “the metialiscourse analysis includes
linguistic description of the language text, intetption of the relationship between
the (productive and interpretative) discursive psses and the text, and explanation
of the relationship between the discursive procease the social processes” (p. 97).

Titscher, Meyer, Wodak, and Vetter (2000) explaittezdr understanding of
how Fairclough envisions the interaction of aspaci$ methods of discourse as three
boxes that fit inside each other. Figure 3.1 wesighed to illustrate what they

discussed.

Conditions of production and interpretation

Interpretation

v {(processing analysis)

Explanation
{social analysis)

Sociocultural

Figure 3.1: Dimensions of discourse and critical discourse
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They have further attempted to interpret Fairclosigiree dimensions as
description (text), interpretation (discourse), axplanation (sociocultural). They write,
“Linguistic properties are described, the relatlopdetween the productive and
interpretive processes of discursive practice artli$ interpreted, and the relationship
between discursive and social practice is expldi(edl53). While this helps in
understanding Fairclough’s framework it separatessaamplifies them in a way that
Fairclough doesn't.

This analytic framework informs the current studythe following ways. First,
text is at the core of the analysis. The first aesk question of this study is descriptive in
nature and asks what the individual discourse®wfp and position are? Texts are
examined for linguistic evidence of these discosirée the level of discourse practice
methodological approaches of discourse analysissed to provide a reasonably
grounded and transparent interpretation procesallf the theories of discourse
analysis, micropolitics, and distributed leadersdmg used to structure a social analysis of
the discourse practice leading to logically argerplanations. The analytic process
should not be understood as a sequence of seppetaion steps but as a cycle where
the three dimensions of discourse are systematiaatl recursively related to the totality
of contextual knowledge. The precise descriptiomdividual texts within the structure
provided by clearly connected theory allows stat@s& be made at both macro and
micro levels.

Text. At the first level, the textual level, linguistnd semiotic considerations are
paramount. Here Fairclough (1989) draws on Hallglél©85) systemic functional
linguistics (SFL) to provide the description (textalysis). SFL is concerned with

individual words only in context. Halliday (198%ys in SFL the “main attention will be
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on the higher units, and particularly on the CLAUSHis is because the mode of
interpretation adopted here is a functional onevhich the grammatical structure is being
explained by reference to the meaning; and thesiegsneral principle in language
whereby it is the larger units that function morectly in the realization of higher-level
patterns” (p. 21).

SFL starts with analysis of words and then moveantanalysis of syntactic
functions. Syntactic functions can be simply diddeto eight areas: (a) patterns of
transitivity (b) the use of active and passive eq(c) the use of nominalization (d) the
choices of mood (e) the choices of modality or poldf) the thematic structure of the
text (g) the information focus and (h) the coheglemices (Janks, 1997, p. 6). To
facilitate the consideration of the grammaticalicture at the textual level Hanks (2005)
has developed a rubric for linguistic analysis thiditbe used by permission for this study
(Appendix C).

These are the textual tools found in inner box.k3$g1997) notes that “before
doing the analysis it is difficult to know what &gp of the grammar is going to be most
fruitful in the analysis of that particular text ses essential to examine all the aspects.
Often the analysis of the separate elements prechetterns that are confirmed across the
elements” (p. 6). And the analysis of text in thear box will produce patterns that are
confirmed across the other aspects of discourdgsasia

Discourse practice The next level Fairclough calls “discursive preet and it
covers all the aspects of the production and remept consumption of texts. Fairclough
(2000) notes about discourse “the question of dismis the question of how text figure

(in relation to other moments) in how people repneshe world, including themselves
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and their productive activities. Different discoessare different ways of representing
associated with different positions” (p. 170).

It will be important to identify the production awdnsumption of different
discourses and associate their generation andtreegqositionally within the team. The
individual discourses of the members of the ILT goeng to provide clues as to how the
individual represents their school environment #nair school activities. The reception of
individual discourses is another critical data péan the study. Reception is again only
accessed through the dialectic nature of discoltrieimportant to note here that
reception has a historical presence in that lasmodrses, verbal or written, will exist in
relation to previous discourses. Correctly and detefy identifying reception is one
aspect of discourse analysis that has been greatignced by use of CAQDAS. Previous
studies have done things such as post transcfiptsnwersations from different dates on
the wall to help identify the dialectical naturedidcourse over time. By the use of NVivo
10 similar topics and phrasing are coded and evaif@ar review.

At the level of production and reception discousseelational and dialectical.
Because of this the study does not look only atiaditnative discourses because
discourses exist in relation to the other discaudehe Instructional Leadership Team.
Understanding distributed leadership process withénILT requires looking at all the
discourses of all the members of the team. The roppidy to look at teacher meeting
conversations allows for even greater depth in tstdeding how dialogue co-constructs
the distribution of leadership.

The relationship between language and societyssur@lerstood not as a linear

two-way model but rather a circular model whergylaage affects society and society
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affects language as a wheel moving down the rogdré 3.2 is offered as a visual

representation of this concept.

_ Discourse Production

4

<,
*
E

S

- ,"'..
h >
oclety .

Figure 3.2: Circular model of discourse practice.

Sociocultural. The third level is pictured as the outer box analyxes the
discursive event in sociocultural contexts. As Lerpkints out the sociocultural
context that is considered in an analysis of diss®is defined by the analysis. The
context itself is discursively constructed by thegarcher and does not belong to any
positivist assumption about the nature of realigimke (1995) writes of the discourse
analyst, “Better to say that we make the act meguimy construing it in relation to
some other acts, events, things (which we thentsatbntexts)” (p. 166). A
significant part of the outer box, the sociocultw@ntext, is constructed in this study

by the theories of discourse analysis, micropdajtand distributed leadership.
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Fairclough (2006) writes of the outer box, “theegiries of ‘discourse’ and
‘genre’ don't belong at the level of individual texbut at the level of ‘social
practices,” ways of acting associated with paréicareas of social life which are
relatively stable and durable (e.g. the social foras of organizations such as schools
or private companies)” (p. 10). Fairclough (1998Jimes genre as “the use of
language associated with a particular social agtiyp. 138). Discourse analysis
presupposes a variety of genres at the school'Bigcourse communities” form one
type of genre and are defined by Swales (1990) swtluefining characteristics:

(a) common public goals, (b) established mechanaercommunication,

(c) information and feedback through a participatoechanism, (d) one or more
genres to further the community’s aims, (e) sped#kis, (f) membership includes
both “apprentices” and experts with suitable degfeelevant expertise (pp. 24-27).

Instructional Leadership Teams and teacher teantimgseare expected to
form two different types of discourse communitieséd on Swales’s criteria. Within
the discourse community of the ILT will be multigab-genres. For example, there
may be discourses (social genre) when administsatalk informally with others on
the team about home and family and discoursesdatytlyenre) when administrator/s
give directions that are expected to be carriedldentifying the correct genre of the
text is essential in its analysis. The statemerdrbgdministrator saying, “You need to
spend more time at home,” should be understoodréifitly than the statement, “You
need to survey the teachers at your grade level.”

One of the access points for this study is whategeare present within the

discourses of Instructional Leadership Team mestibgp members of the ILT genre
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switch during the meetings? Are some ILT meetiyp#ied by switching between a
number of different genres while other meetingsehannimal genre switching? All of
these questions will further the understandinga ldistributed leadership practice.
To fully consider the sociocultural contexts matydges are increasingly
linking an analysis of discourse with an ethnogregbnsideration of the context of
the discourse. While the author of the study isifiamwith schools and education the
study has no ethnographic elements other thanallextion of the texts used by and
generated by the ILTs. Since this study does radtide ethnography or any
observational evaluation of how leadership is disted at the site it is open to a
major criticism of Critical Discourse Analysis. $hs (1997) argues that without
“non-linguistic evidence of a pattern of beliefslarehaviour” (p. 6), CDA infers
beliefs from language use in a circular argumemnhfdA goal of the study is to
identify how discourse distributes leadership. Ttigly does not use any quantitative
methods for the measurement of distributed leadeedithe school site. So there is no
non-linguistic evidence to support any conclusiseexched by discourse analysis on
the practice of distributed leadership at the sit@wever, by looking not just at one
specific type of discourse, administrative disceurs example, but rather focusing on
the relational and dialectic nature of discoursedfiect of one discourse upon another
can be evidenced. Further, by looking at the chamgeéscourse over time discourses
that result in actions and material change canléetified vis-a-vis discourses that

evidence no changes in actions or material conditio



60

Reflexivity and Validity

The next consideration of methodology and practarecerns reflexivity.
Reflexivity is where “the analyst’s choices at gvstep in the research process are
visible as part of the discourse investigation, ariique does not stop with social
processes, whether macro-level or micro-levelratiter extends to the analysis
itself” (Bucholtz, 2001, p. 166). Reflexivity is $&d on the understanding that there
can be alternative interpretations of the analygsdiscourse. Using Fairclough's
framework the researcher should consider multig@mmngs of the text, the discursive
practice, and the social practice. The researchlghme transparent in reporting the
decision making process in selecting certain megnior inclusion or exclusion. The
research process itself should be reflexively aergid and reported by the analyst.
Reflexivity also requires giving the personal comie which the researcher is relating
to the discourse being studied by identifying teespnal bias (perspective) of the
researcher.

Another consideration of methodology and practimecerns validity and
incorporates elements of reflexivity. Gee and Grd&97) give three elements
necessary to establish validity in discourse amalydhese three are convergence,
agreement, and coverage. As Gee and Green deéine th

(a) Convergence: A discourse analysis is more rakiaa less valid

(validity is not once and for all; all interpretatis are open to ongoing

discussion and dispute), the more different analyfehe same data or

related data, or different analytic tools appliedite same data yield

similar results; (b) Agreement: Answers to our ¢ues are more

convincing the more both “native speakers” of theia languages in

the data and other discourse analysts (who acceftasic theoretical

assumptions and tools) agree that the analysectefhow such social
languages actually can function in such settingqc) Coverage: the
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analysis is more valid the more it can be appleecetated sorts of data.

This includes being able to make sense of whatbage before and

after the situation being analyzed and being ab@edict the sorts of

things that might happen in related sorts of situnast (1997, p. 159)

Convergence is demonstrated in the present studlyebyse of two different
theoretical approaches to leadership, distribigadership and micropolitics.
Situating the study at two different sites providesther aspect of convergence.
Coverage is provided by the use of two sites whis#esame theories and analytic
processes are used. However, others who use tbepties by this study of discourse
processes to understand and shape discourseeasofiool sites will determine the
true extent of the coverage. Every analysis ofalisge should be subject to
demonstrating convergence, agreement, and coveaagieese are essential to the
validity of discourse analysis.
Intertextuality

Intertextuality is an important concept for the lgss of discourse. Fairclough
(19924, p. 102) attributes the term to KristevaB@9rom her reflections on the work
of Bakhtin who writes: “Our speech . . . is fillagth others’ words, varying degrees
of otherness and varying degrees of ‘our-own-nessying degrees of awareness and
detachment. These words of others carry with tHesir bwn expression, their own
evaluative tone, which we assimilate, rework, asatcentuate” (Bakhtin, 1986, p.
89).

Intertextuality means that all discourse must hesmtered in a historical

framework. Discourse is influenced by previous disse, influences future discourse,

and imbues past discourses with new meaning. Bagbl's use of intertextuality is
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similar to Foucault's conception of the capillatyttion of normative discourse:

The concept of intertextuality points to the praility of texts, to how

texts can transform prior texts and restructurstag conventions

(genres, discourses) to generate new one. Buptbductivity is not in

practice available to people as a limitless spacéektual innovation

and play: it is socially limited and constraineddaonditional upon

relations of power. The theory of intertextualignoot itself account

for these social limitations, so it needs to be lbm@d with a theory of

power relations and how they shape (and are shHagesbcial

structures and practices (Fairclough, 1992a, pp-1113).

This interaction of texts with texts, intertextugliis large constrained by the
current hegemony. As noted previously the discoafgarticipation is hegemonic
within the educational community. So distributeadership theory should have a
textual presence in the discourses of the InstinatiLeadership Teams and teacher
teams. This type of relationship Fairclough distiisted as vertical. The discourse of
distributed leadership provides the conventionma#tes up part of the vertical axis of
intertextuality. The horizontal axis of intertexlit\ais how distributed leadership is
manifested in the flow of conversation during tearh meeting. So the conventions
are those discourses, genres and theories that upatke vertical axis of
intertextuality for the team conversations. Thezmntal axis of intertextuality is the
flow of conversation during the meeting. During theeting these discourses are
linear but intertextually they have a vertical dingar aspect as well as an effect on
discourse both past and future.

The vertical axis of intertextuality provides tmarface between what might
broadly be identified as culture and the text. Vedical axis places discourse analysis

in the outer box of social practice. Here textnalgzed based on socially established

patterns of meaning. The horizontal axis of intdriality places discourse analysis in
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the middle box of discursive practice where intexiality might be sequential,
embedded, or mixed (Fairclough, 1992, p.281).
A Rigor Framework

Other accepted methods are detailed in two arttbigshave precise tables on
methodological and interpretative rigor for reséarcthe analysis of discourse (see
Appendix D and E). There is a close match betwhkerwo but each framework gives
important considerations that the other overlodidditionally, both of the
frameworks do not include some of the "practiceisiderations discussed in prior
paragraphs. For example, both of the frameworkstifyeaspects of reflexivity but do
not reflexively consider the analysis itself (gogrsonal bias).

The two Rigor Frameworks found in studies usingalisse analysis use
evaluative language to frame their categories. Bymoblematic because by asking
evaluative questions such as “Clear research quessi it appropriate for DA?”
(Nixon & Power, 2004, p. 76) the reviewers are ldsthing their own “regimes of
truth” (Foucault, 1980). In contrast, the rubrivel®ped in this paper and presented
below looks for practices to be evident as elemehtssearch in the analysis of
discourse without attempting to establish a “negoldgical orthodoxy” (Widdowson,
1996, p. 57).

The rubric presents 16 practices of discourse arsatgsearch in descriptive
language such as “What is the research questiom@’eXpectation is that there should
be research questions but whether it is “cleasbisial constructed. The rubric
presented is reflective of the practices foundhandnalysis of discourse but its

construction is unique to this paper. The followrngric will guide the collection
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analysis of data for this study. The constructind eefinement of a rubric of practices

used by this study is expected to be an ongoinggssoconcurrent with the research

process

Discourse Analysis Research Rubric (Methods arefpnétation)

1.

2.

What is the research question(s)?

How is it matched to an analysis of discourse?

How are texts selected?

How are texts matched to the research question?

What is the interpretative paradigm (theoreticadifpon)—ontological
and epistemological positioning?

How is the interpretative paradigm connected toddia gathering and
analysis?

How the texts are considered for their (1) lingaigtatures (2)
discursive practices (3) social practices?

How does the study include (1) convergence (2)eagest (3)
coverage?

How does the study address intertextuality witluoial and discursive

Practice?

10.How is transparency in analysis methods and agitaf theory to

the analysis achieved?

11.What is the context of the study?

12.How are the linkages between the discourse andhfyscdlescribed?

13.How much verbatim text is given?
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14.How are the linkages between the discourse anthtbgpretation
described?

15.Does the analysis critique itself?

16.Does the researcher reveal personal bias?
Discourse Analysis and CAQDAS

Discourse analysis is a theory-driven approachmadyais juxtaposed to
grounded theory where themes emerge from the tieikist qualitative software
available today was originally designed for quéiMaresearch using grounded theory
(MacMillan and Koenig, 2004). While CAQDAS prograrre widely used by studies
using grounded theory MacMillan (2005) did not fiemaly discourse analysis studies
that had used CAQDAS. This led her to question hérethe lack of CAQDAS use in
discourse analysis was a practical or a methododbgbncern.
Discourse analysis as method looks for discourspswer and position

within the texts considered. In the present stiyrmhethod is to analyze the
discourses of administrators within the contexpaditional leadership. The discourses
of teachers are considered within the context sftfpmal follower. The paradigms of
Distributed Leadership and Micropolitics providéhaoretical framework to consider
administrators and teachers departing from hiereatkeader/follower dialectic and
creating emancipatory discourses. Methodologidaklye is the danger in discourse
analysis that fragmentary analysis, coding indigidsegments of text, can blind the
researcher to the entire documardn Dijk when asked about the use of CAQDAS in
discourse analysis replied that using a small@cseh of text and performing “deep

gualitative analysis generally yield much moreghsi (cited in MacMillan 2005,
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p. 7). Fowler and Kress (1979) insist that the gsialof discourse is dependent on the
context and that any tool that lifts text out ohtext “would be the very antithesis”
(p. 198) of discourse analysis. MacMillan (2005)ssthat “for DA (discourse
analysis) the material to be analysed has to bemstabd in relation to its particular
discursive, interactional or rhetorical context” {{»), and hence “using CAQDAS
with DA can, at best, be more time consuming thseful, and at worst, can steer the
analyst away from the task of analysis” (p. 15e&Cly context is critical for discourse
analysis and there is a real concern that CAQDABdmgtance text from the context.

The work of James Pennebaker (2011) using CAQDA®smver patterns in
the use of function words is instructive. He poiois that without the computer,
surveying vast amounts of data would be imposshbtavever, with the computer
clear patterns in the use of function words, esgdggpronouns have been revealed.
His research shows that “people in the social hibrause first-person singular
pronouns such as I, me, and my at a much lowes thta people lower in status”

(p. 174). Conversely, higher status individualsdugest-person plural pronouns (we,
us, our) and second-person pronouns like you aondatoa significantly higher rate
than people lower in status (p. 174).

The primary question then is whether there is ditgtiae software program
that can keep the text, even down to single wanda,context that could entail the
entire recorded meetings of all four Instruction@ddership Teams. QSR NVivo 10
allows the sophisticated user to toggle betweangiesword and the entire corpus.
This is possible not only within transcripts bug@lvithin stored digital recordings.

NVivo 10 facilitates listening to audio files andding them. Then when returning to
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the audio file it can be played while on screentthascript scrolls revealing the coded
segments as the audio file plays. Context is noésgarily lost in using NVivo 10 and
as the data grows may be more accessible thanmgagules of transcripts and audio
files.

The danger numerous authors detail is that therelser will be seduced
by the program and use procedures not becausedbarch requires it but because
they are there. There is always the temptatiorséoprocedures such as auto-
coding to code all the text. But just because tptale software can be abused does
not mean that it shouldn’t be used. The carefidassher who embeds memos in
the data can detail the steps in the developmenterfpretation and analysis. An
embedded journal of practice allows increasesxeily on the researcher’s part
and provides a transparency of process and methibhe treader.

Elaine Welsh (2002) presents a helpful metaphoufalerstanding CAQDAS.
She identifies CAQDAS as the loom that is usedHerweaving of the rich tapestry
that is a qualitative research project. The loom @bints out can speed up the process
and limit the weaver’s errors but the weaver i tte one defining the warp and woof
of the data analysis. Another weaver using the saaterials could weave a different
tapestry depending on the questions they wouldatie data. The loom, like
CAQDAS, has a number of values. One value is ti@ptocess of weaving, the
process of analysis, can be seen by looking attiieture on which it takes shape.
Analysis of text using CAQDAS provides an auditatiosel. This is especially true of
software packages like QSR NVivo 10 where memoseaattached to every step of

the analysis process and the memos themselvescatbssed in the very same way
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as the text. Another value of the loom is thatravides structure for the weaving but
that is also a limitation for the tapestry’s dimens are limited and determined by the
dimensions of the loom. NVivo 10 will be an impartaool for the analysis of
discourse in this study and its specific use igsitkt in Appendix F.

Data Analysis

This study uses theory to assist the analysissaiogirse and although not a
case study it follows Yin's (2009) advice “the fiemmd most preferred strategy is to
follow the theoretical propositions that led to yaase study” (p. 130). The
proposition is that leadership is distributed dmat power relationships expressed
through discourse can be identified through carahalysis. These theories scaffold
the analysis of the audio of naturally occurringcdiurse and the entry of the same
discourse transcribed into NVivo 10. Miles and Huban (1994) “advise
interweaving data collection and analysis fromgteet” (p.50). This was done
throughout the year in a sequential process.

Although not a grounded theory study, the firstssdaration of the data did
not begin with theory, using Yin's advice, “A helpitarting point is to ‘play’ with
your data” (p. 129). Analysis of the data begamdwefore entry, as the researcher
was also the recorder of the meetings and maderi@tes that were both descriptive
and interpretive at the time of the recording. Thaontact summary report (Miles &
Huberman, 1994, p. 53) was written identifying tlesptone, and anything that was
specifically significant during the meeting.

Recording went on throughout the year and trantscapthe meetings were

made within two weeks of the date recorded as reduny the protocol with the
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school. The first couple of times through the tcaipd and audio no coding was done
but rather memos were written considering the emtieeting. This was done to
mitigate the influence of the theories guiding shedy and allow patterns and themes
to emerge. Since the theories guiding the studgabeady in place it is recognized
that even at this point in analysis they had soffeziaon the interpretation. It was at
this point wheren vivo codes emerged, some of which are used as headitigs
findings section.

The next step was identifying specific situatiorigere leadership practice was
being distributed. After identifying the specifieadership situations in each
conversation the process of axial coding beganitgp&pecifically at how leadership
was distributed within that situation with the helpMicropolitical theory. Specific
theory based questions such as was power beingssqat with, over, or through were
looked at in the data.

The leadership situation is envisioned as onepdfa®e’s triangles in his
model of leadership practice from a distributedspective. Each triangle has leaders
highest on the triangle, with followers in the migdand the situation on the bottom.
Inferred by the placement of these words is thiei@nice of the three aspects of
leadership practice. The arrow below the triangidgcates that over time the triangles
constitute leadership practice. Intertextualitgliscourse analysis can be envisioned in
a somewhat similar manner. Figure 3.3 given bebani attempt to model how
discursive practice is aligned with leadership pcacand how the two theories assist

in the process of analysis.
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Spaces for Freedom

Figure 3.3: Adaption of Spillane’s Model of Distributed Leadkip.
Intertextuality in leadership practice.

Jacobs (2006), says that discourse analysts advamvoew that language
plays an instrumental role in establishing ‘regimésuth’ (Foucault, 1980) by which
social problems are formulated and addressefthey] claim that power is not
reducible to individual agency but is instead cibnsht of a network of relations”
(p.41). Fairclough (1992b) describes a verticakaspf intertextuality as the
normative dimension of text where meaning is canséd. The horizontal axes of
intertextuality are where the “network of relatidesists as people have
conversations. It is in those conversations thatyass can identify spaces of freedom
where new truths can emerge. As discourse is egtetidough time some of the

small truths constructed in those spaces of freeddnemerge and displace some of
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the existing normative Truths. The normative dimem®f discourse occupies the side
Spillane gives to the leader. It is assumed hexethie normative and the leader
exercise the most power in the situation. The widere Spillane has followers is
replaced by “the flow of conversation” that occhetween leaders and followers.
Situation is replaced in this model with “spacesffeedom” that are available in
conversations. Just as the triangle itself reptegée leadership situation in Spillane’s
model, the triangle in this new model represengstét of the conversation. In
analysis of a specific leadership situation theiagdion is that the normative will
exert the greatest power and boundary the flowoaf/ersation limiting or excluding
the emergence of any new truths. However, in arsatlisre is the possibility of
identifying spaces of freedom where truths emengé dctually deconstruct and
reconstruct a new normative for the group. Laclad lslouffe (1985) note in
reference to feminism that “the ensemble of dissesiwhich constructed them as
subjects” (p. 154) had to change in order to chahgeondition of inequality. The
change in these discourses over time happeneese gpace for freedom. The
overlapping triangles model how the “ensemble stdurses” functions over time.
This model provides a structure for looking at hepecific features of discourse work
in leadership practice. This interaction of textthwexts, intertextuality, which occurs
over time, is a key theoretical construct that gdidnalysis.

During analysis each conversation was initiallykied at using a grounded
theory approach. After looking at the conversatioolsstically a theoretical approach
was used segmenting the conversations into difféeadership situations. Every

meeting had several situations where leadershipoeiag distributed through the
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conversation of leaders and followers. The texte&xh of these segments were
analyzed using this model of intertextuality. Thmedel of intertextuality is similar to
Fairclough’s three-dimensional method of discoansalysis (Figure 3.1). The
normative corresponds to the sociocultural, thes fbd conversation corresponds to
discourse, and the spaces for freedom to text.

The following chapter gives verbatim text and tbecnpanying analysis of
the text in order to make the process as transpasgmossible. What should be
revealed is how the findings emerged from the dathhow the data was interpreted
through the theoretical frames used by this study.

Limitations of the Study

The study has a number of limitations. The firghest the two schools
included in the study are outliers in terms of Exa@tlip practice and API scores. The
district was purposefully selected on the basisritanstituted distributed leadership
as part of a district-restructuring plan. The sd¢begere intentionally selected for
having high-test scores and both schools had aroA&lound 900. The study looks
only at the discourse of teams of teachers andrasirators over the course of one
year. The teams participating were selected bedhaesarincipal at the site first
allowed the researcher to present the study ttéza@t the school and the entire team
then allowed the researcher access. The disconadgzad is only a small slice of the
discourses at the school site that involve leadersh

Another limitation is that to fully consider thecsocultural contexts research
should link an analysis of discourse with ethnogragonsideration of the context of

the discourse. While | am familiar with schools atllication the study has no
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ethnographic elements. Since this study does rbide ethnography or any
observational evaluation of how leadership is thated at the site it is open to a
major criticism of Critical Discourse Analysis. s (1997) argues that without
“non-linguistic evidence of a pattern of beliefslarehaviour” (p. 6), CDA infers
beliefs from language use in a circular argumemhfarhere is no non-linguistic
evidence to support any conclusions reached bysth@y on the practice of
distributed leadership at the site.

A further limitation is that to have the study apyed by the district and
participating principals the hardcopy transcripgtgwery meeting were given to the
principals within two of weeks of the meeting. Byearticipant was aware of this and
it must have constrained and possibly directed soiniee dialog since everyone knew
it was a study looking at distributed leadershipe@actor that mitigated this was that
after a while the researcher seemed to becomera bilit ignored part of the team as |
believe the frankness of much of the discoursecatds. Also, it quickly became
apparent to everyone that the two principals spitiet time reading over the hundreds
of pages of transcripts.

Another consideration is that while discourse asialproper done is an
effective tool for research this was my first atpgrat discourse analysis. Due to the
methodology of using only naturally occurring discse there was no attempt by the
study to secure agreement which would have reqpiagticipants to reflect on the
data and analysis and have that included in trdystiee and Green (1997) establish
that agreement is a required to establish validiyiscourse analysis. It is hoped that

the inclusion of as much verbatim text as possible the attempt to make the analysis
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as transparent as possible will work to allow th&der to participate in agreeing or not
with the analysis.

Studies using discourse analysis give as a liroiatie insistence that
meaning is never fixed and all analysis is opealtErnate interpretations. Discourse
analysis participates in the social constructioreafity and while self-reflective is
under the same conditions that generate all diseodihe findings that seemed

emerge from the many conversations considered ditneg alternative interpretations.



CHAPTER 4: DATA AND ANALYSIS

The data for this study consists of over 20 ho@irsaturally occurring
discourse from the meetings of teachers and adiratoss at two elementary schools.
The intention of this chapter is to use discoursaysis to provide a grounded and
transparent interpretation process of leadershaptjme as at the two sites.
Rocky Sage Discourses on High-Stakes Testing

High-stakes testing is discussed in four of theRoxky Sage ILT meetings. In
the four meetings where it was discussed at Roelye & comprised 57%, 31%, 16%,
and 3% of the meeting time. It was the second dembmeeting of the year at Rocky
Sage where it was discussed 57% of the time. R8elge, just previous to this
discussion, had an all staff meeting where thelkddaat previous year CST results.

How context affects the conditions of possibilityThe following
conversation shows how the discourse of high-stedstsg establishes a context for
all the discourses at the school. After going dlieragenda for an ILT meeting Alexis
makes this comment to the principal, Dr. RobertiBaShe is not accusing him of
duplicity but to paraphrase Ralph Waldo Emersonisisaying, “Who you are
(principal of a school in SESD with all of the ctmasmts and expectations) speaks so
loudly we can't hear what you're saying.”

Alexis: Well, | think what you're requesting oftemies is that end

result. You know? And our agenda here has, you kiaw can we,

you know, deconstruct standards? And I think that's really

powerful to do during a—that’s what we should bendaollaboration,

and instead, you know, there’s—we have to, you krgpve—there’s

that—what you have to do. | don’t know how to getuand it, but when

you're wanting to focus on instruction and your—avel—we’re

wanting to focus on instruction and you're telling this, 1 don’t think,
as staff, | don’t—I don’t think that that’s comitigrough, and | know

75
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it—just speaking for my grade level, we're feeliiige, okay, he wants

these scores, and we’ve got to get this assesstatmtand this

assessment data. So then we’re not seeing thatgtish. We're not—

that’s not being conveyed.

The awkwardness of the speech pattern shows tleaisAis conflicted in how
to present what she is thinking. She says thaagjemda item on deconstructing
standards is really powerful and what they shoeldding during collaboration. What
she can’t “get around” is “what you have to do” ahis achieve high test scores. She
starts to speak on behalf of the staff and thelizesashe is over-reaching her position
and speaks instead “for my grade level.” She Rtlbert that she understands that
“you’re wanting to focus on instruction.” The focas instruction is “is not coming
through,” it is “not being conveyed.” Despite thbat Robert says, the teachers “think
what you're requesting oftentimes is that end t&sest scores. The teachers do not
trust the present conversation on instruction stheg are thinking that Robert “wants
these scores.”

Robert is fully aware of the power of “these scbeesl doesn’t deny what
Alexis is saying. What he does is insist that theene be legitimate conversations
around good instruction since test scores measoe@ igpstruction. Alexis shouldn’t
discount his conversations around instruction pestause there are also conversations
around test scores.

Robert: Because you need both, right?

Alexis: Right. | mean—

Robert: You've got to work on instruction. You'vetgo measure
whether it works.

Alexis: Right.
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Robert: So we've got to have that balance andghalfim definitely
thinking out loud in terms of how to make sure bothssages are clear.

When Robert interrupts Alexis when she starts yo ‘danean,” he makes a
power statement that he usually avoids when he $ays've got to work,” and
“you’ve got to measure.” Here Alexis can only agoeelisagree. Her “right” alerts
Robert that he has just assumed a power positidrerivide says, “I'm definitely
thinking out loud,” he is trying to place the consation into a participatory frame.
What Robert does not address is the possibilitittieadiscourse of high-stakes
testing is so powerful that it establishes the lolauy lines of all the other discourses.
It may be that teachers are better able recogh&ednstraints placed on discourse
due to high-stakes testing than the principal. Adstiators at both sites have
conversations that connect good instruction withhtiest scores. Teachers at both
sites make clear connections between specificuastmal practice and high test
scores. The instructional practices that teachmmaect with high test scores are
seldom identified as “good instruction” but rathehat works.”

Discourse of teaching to the tesiThe principal of Rocky Sage, Dr. Robert
Davis, uses scores from other schools to help fils@eonversations the ILT has
around test scores. He mentions a school withfeqgeiPI of 1,000 during the
second ILT meeting of the year.

Robert: There was a school | read about a coupfearfs ago that was

at a thousand. It was in Silicon Valley. [inaudjdl¢hink so. | think

every single kid was proficient if not advancedoh’t know how they

measured it, but they were 1,000—so you imagineSh&on Valley

always gets some real high powered people therg¢hamdkids, and—
but the kindergartens were real regimented. Sabinsure it was a—
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the parents were happy with it. Obviously theirskidere achieving at a

high level, so . ..

Rebecca: And | don’t think our parents want that.

Robert: No, | don’t think so either.

Is it the perfect API score of this school or tleegeived regimentation of the
school that Rebecca and Robert think the parerf®oky Sage wouldn’t want?
Probably, it is the regimentation that would nodesired. Robert makes two
statements about how the score was achieved. etatement concerns the
demographics of the school where there are “highegped people there and their
kids.” Here the score is not attributed to the sttt to the demographics of the
school. Then he notes that the “kindergartens wesakregimented.” He doesn't
mention any other grades but the inference iseheWe kindergartens are regimented
then the primary grades are equally if not morémegted. Here the score is
attributed to a certain regimentation of learning.

The question is what is meant by “regimented.” lateer meeting at Rocky
Sage one of the teachers appears to reflect dfiliben Valley school mentioned
during the earlier meeting.

Martin: Although there’s a structure and good timgktoo, | think it—I

guess | look more in terms of a balance of acadgunisuits and

creativity go hand-in-hand. Unfortunately, it—pe®plo divorce them

from each other and you get schools that hit 1,0@dcause they create

this mechanized system, which | wouldn’t want. uicm'’t be in either.

While Robert talks about the kindergarten of tf@0,API school as

“regimented” Martin now identifies this as a “meoimed system” where academic

pursuits are divorced from creativity. Also, Marsays he wouldn’t want this
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“mechanized system” and “couldn’t be in” it eith&hese are the sentiments of
Rebecca and Robert in the previous conversatiomenthey say the parents of Rocky
Sage wouldn’t want a school like the Silicon Valsghool.

Another conversation about schools with a high &¢durs during the first
ILT meeting recorded. The principal shows the tdagh API scores of schools not in
their district but in another district that has gandemographics to Rocky Sage. As
the ILT discusses these high performing schootsdbnversation takes place.

Rebecca: But | think personally, it created a sers®soon as | saw
that I'm like, “what are they doing?”

[conversation goes on]

Alexis: I, you know, I—obviously | feel the same yvas you do. |

would want to know what they’re doing. | didn'tmlean | had no clue,

as far as the different—the variation scores arafy¢hing. | mean,

obviously they're teaching to the test. No, butthey using OARS

[Online Assessment Reporting System]? Are they—?

[crosstalk]

“Teaching to the test” is another narrative asgediavith good scores in high-
stakes testing. This “teaching to the test” is aeisged with “regimented” programs,
and “mechanized systems” of learning. The assumi@ared by the teachers is that
high API scores come from schools that do not zalsalanced program. The
programs of these schools discount creativity adeoto advance “academic pursuits.”

This narrative of a lack of balance is also addresd the other end of the
spectrum in regards to test scores. As part oflisteict’s initiative to advance

distributed leadership, schools within the dista put into cohorts that share in-

service activities and teacher collaboration. Ro8kge participates in a cohort of six
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other schools that look at CST test scores fodtbiict and their own schools. The
principal of Rocky Sage gives this reflection oa #ctivity.

Robert: We all saw Chavez’s [another school inrtbehort] approach

right now and I think that we sense that they ggency—they

definitely have urgency. But is it healthy too? Arttink we want to

balance. They're at that extreme, that end of tire[§rogram

Improvement] in a year or two or whatever it is avel—some of us

had a reaction to them saying things like “judtuslwhat to do and

we’ll do it.” That | think is definitely an over-#iboard negative sense

of urgency that’s not producing people who are wagyKor the right

reasons, in some ways. And then you got Rocky Sagkwe don't

have that threat of scores right now. But if wgpgbaddling on the

canoe, we can get there any time soon, quickly too.

Chavez is a school in the third year of Programrbuement and their focus is
on improving their CST scores in order to get du?mgram Improvement and the
coming sanctions for low scores. Teachers at Chaxpessed during their
collaborative time with higher scoring schools IRecky Sage, “just tell us what to
do and we’ll do it.” Here their discourse is peweal to be one of asking, “How do we
teach to the test.” The Rocky Sage principal aadters identified this as “not
producing people who are working for the right mees” In most of the conversations
regarding “teaching to the test” there is a comtdsarrative of teaching “for the right
reasons.” But as the Rocky Sage principal pointhah-stakes testing is the modern
version of the sword of Damocles over the educatioommunity.

The difference between Chavez and Rocky Sage yspasitional and not
conditional in regards to high-stakes testing. pbsition of the two schools is
different. Chavez is at “the end of the gun.” Ro8age is not in this position.

However, Rocky Sage, Chavez, and Achieving Ch&téool share the same

condition that is identified by Robert when he sédwe stop paddling on the canoe,
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we can get there any time soon, quickly too.” Taedition is that all schools are
under the implicit threat of Program Improvemend #me stigma of this identification
within the community. Teachers and administratoastto teach “for the right
reason,” but everyone knows that “if we stop padyithn the canoe,” if we stop
getting high test scores, then there are immedmatere consequences for everyone.

These conversations show that teachers and prirdopaot identify schools
with high test scores as ideal learning environsentey do identify high test scores
with strategies that are directed toward teachinté¢ test. This is what is believed to
be true both at Rocky Sage and apparently alstvav€z. The discourse that equates
high test scores with teaching to the test is remaally acceptable discourse within
the educational community. Robert identifies teaglio the test as not “working for
the right reasons.” There is a real desire on @rex\s part to have authentically
engaging instruction but that is seldom connectetéachers to high test scores. At
times Robert makes the argument that authentiealfyaging instruction does produce
high test scores. However, as the previous contiensaindicate, when the teachers
and principal at Rocky Sage consider high testesctirey immediately assume
teaching to the test and all that it implies. THeuth” is that high test scores and
authentically engaging instruction are fundamentadit aligned.

Discourse of good instruction vis-a-vis test score¥here is another
conversation at Rocky Sage that juxtaposes goddigi®n with high test scores. The
argument these conversations construct is thatgateither achieve high test scores
or have good instruction. This ambiguity createaceg where teachers can choose

instructional methods that may not lead to high $esres or choose poor instruction
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that does lead to high test scores. This discasnset consistent throughout the
meetings but it does exist. This section begink Wibbert talking about the teacher
meeting where they looked at CST data for the dchoo

Robert: So it's not a perfect measure, [test s¢dmais—and | think

what | see—actually | saw something come out afteod recently that

was really negative in that we looked at the scde=s. And a lot of the

conversation was around the test and test takratpgies, and how to

tweak our approach to make sure they know how pocgeh, you

know, this type of question, or that question, Wwad. And | knew | set

it up in such a way that that was kind of ineviabl

The problem Robert identifies is that the conveosaaround test scores
resulted in conversations about how to teach taesie This highlights the
fundamental disconnection between how Robert utatats high-stakes testing and
how the teachers at Rocky Sage apprehend it. WbhberRsent the agenda of the
meeting he connected test scores with conversatiaund authentically engaging
instruction. After seeing what actually happeneddikects that, “I knew | set it up in
such a way that that was kind of inevitable.” Whgswt inevitable, because teachers
have conversations around test scores concerniwgdoptimize test scores. The
dialog Robert desired was centered on “how do yakearsure kids are thinking in
your class?” This conversation supports the distaemmon core initiative for
designing structures supporting student collabomnagind critical thinking.

Robert: But in reality | wanted to go back to kag, let's look at

instruction and how do you make sure kids are thopkn your class?

Because if you create good thinkers who are carefders, they’ll do

fine on anything the test throws them. So, yesamtgcores to go up,

but how do we get there? By creating really autlcaly engaging
instructional classrooms. You say something?
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Robert is hoping that when a school is data dritest,scores are the starting
point for conversations about what is good instact*Authentically engaging
instructional classrooms” lead to student learrangd student learning results in high
test scores. Rebecca does not have the same pieespective in regards to
authentically engaging instruction leading to ssageing up.

Rebecca: | was going to say also its delivery ohtwie see from our

administrators because, at the moment, | knowtheat-| was going to

say the big monkey [superintendent] we have ig, Mke need to have

the scores up. So then at the same time now weagny, oh, well,

you know, | want to make sure that [inaudible] @gpectable citizens,

that they love learning. So sometimes that cragtigitaking over in

the classroom because we’re so, you know, likeyded, and, okay,

raise the score. So it’s kind of like a catch-22.

By contrasting, “we need to have the scores uptfi Wiwant to make sure that
[inaudible] are respectable citizens, that thelarning,” as a catch-22 Rebecca
frames the paradox experienced by teachers betingbrstakes testing and
authentically engaging instruction. The superingrcnd the principal make the
connection between test scores and authenticaljgiging instruction, “So, yes, | want
scores to go up, but how do we get there? By ergadéally authentically engaging
instructional classrooms.”

The teachers at Rocky Sage engage in the conwmrsatbout good instruction
but are unsure of how coupled good instructionith good test scores. In other
conversations they identify high test scores wetiching to the test. So, as Rebecca
states, accomplishing both is “kind of like a cai2h”

By identifying the superintendent as the “big moyik&he is recognizing that

much of what he says has a public relations aspéet.is also recognizing that Robert
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is the “little monkey” and he has a public relaBaspect to his position. So of course
he will be talking about raising “respectable @tz that love learning.” However, the
reality is that in SESD every year starts by logkat the past year's CST scores. In
other conversations we see that teachers are wemeaf the score their students
earned. Scores identify the quality of a distécschool, and a teacher. There are no
measures of “authentically engaging instructiom@tgrooms” outside of test scores.
By starting with test scores Robert understands thewonversations ended up being
all about how to “teach to the test.”

Robert: That's what I'm seeing in that cohort. dkdotal responsibility
for that in that in my head there’s all these otheughts about good
instruction but | didn’t present it carefully endugith the data to say,
let's get back into how these scores were creagegbr day-to-day
instruction and let’s look at good, quality instiioa.

Robert positions good quality instruction as theseaof high test scores. The
teachers are not making that connection. Rebeetdiiigs the focused effort of
“getting test scores” with “those behavior issuesm@ortunate events that happen at
recess time.”

Rebecca: Because then | think too—I notice in th®sl—I mean
when | was going to school, it was fun to go tocsdtbecause we had
chorus, we had activities, we had field trips. Ve fun things to look
forward to, of postages, always, you know, giving work in class.
Now it's—everything is all about, you know, gettitest scores, doing
this. We have some creativity but you also wamh#édke sure that kids
have the time to enjoy their school time becauagghvhen you also
have those behavior issues or unfortunate eveath#ippen at recess
time so we have to find a balance where it is—ok&ya fun place to
come to school, but we also know it's our timedarh. So it's got to
be a nice balance opposed to just come here to, learn, learn. You
have 20 minutes of recess, and then come bacho, learn, learn.
You've got to have some kind of balance.
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Robert: So | think that's a—it raises—always wanhear that
argument. | really want to dig into that one beeawbat you're saying
is learning’s not fun and everything else. You lseate. That's what
you just said.

Rebecca: No. No. No. The way you take it—it’s theywou took it
though, but the thing is, you can make learningviith the creativity
of a teacher that does—you know, or the activitBgsyou were able to
learn about things, and we did Jeopardy gameswanrd[inaudible]
assemblies for the students, so it was—we weraileg—

Alexis: The whole child.

Rebecca: Exactly.

Alexis: The whole child, yes.

The “learn, learn, learn” that Rebecca is refertmgs the learning she
associates with teaching to the test. So whenedponds with her “no, no, no” she is
saying to Robert that he doesn’t understand hatiposhat good instruction is
different from instruction that leads to high tesbres.

Rebecca in this section expresses the tensioresteletween instruction that
focuses on the whole child and instruction thati$et high test scores.

Rebecca: And it was a small school too though Ilaek, so it wasn'’t
like it is now. So | know that because then we tiedpopulation
[inaudible] I mean, like, | mean it's—in every geadie’re having some
issues with kids and their behavior, you know, arsgems like if we
try to find an outlet to that aggression where neatyiey don’'t have a
positive way to have an outlet would—some of theenal in sports.
Some of them are not involved in clubs. So it's fugding a balance,
again, the whole child situation. I'm not sayingreing is not fun. |
love to learn even to this date. I'm reading ayot) know, and my
kids—and try to put it into my own kids, but you'get to find a way
to balance as well, and then there’s kind of—I'girtg something
different in a classroom, and then | get a lititéen like, how do you
know this is working? | don’t know. I'm trying sortiéng new.

Martin: Exactly.
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Rebecca: So, you know, that is how—so that roonulshioe created

and try something and it hasn’t been researchednjedve the data but

let me just try something new.

Robert: Inaudible] problem.

Rebecca is “not saying learning is not fun.” Appeiethere are two types of
learning. The “learn, learn, learn” type that i fum and the type of learning that she
loves which is fun. Another type of balance Rebeeters to is balancing the imposed
structure of the district initiatives with her penslly created structures. By
identifying that “room should be created” to trynsething that isn’t research based
she makes it clear that at Rocky Sage that roorardbexist. In fact something
different will lead to a little note from RobertoFRobert this is a problem since he
doesn’t want to “come in with a list and make dglalit” but he does “think in the
end, it would be a great school if it was the samevery page, every day.” By
identifying Rebecca’s statement as a “problem” Ropeduces that ambiguity. He
could say that there is room for trying somethiegvnHe could say that if you try
something new you need to ask yourself “how do kmaw this is working?” Instead,
Robert chooses to ignore Rebecca’s comment ancbtheersation continues. The
conversation is difficult to follow due to the fabiat the teachers alternate between
saying that good instruction and high test scoredwao different things and then
connect both of them. Possibly they are makingttiection only because they
heard Robert make the connection. Possibly thethaseonflicted about how the two
interact. Certainly they have two types of instimet focusing on the whole child and

focusing on test scores.
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Alexis: So just what I'm hearing, to move forwaveg don'’t really
want to use an APl. When we read the article Jkethabout having
goals, and I just thought that, you know, firstdgayoals are very
different than second grade goals, so we justy@mdknow, the last
test and we’re going to get some data back. Ifoek kAt that data and
said second grade [inaudible] what—what students@loeally need to
hone in as a grade level? And as a grade leved,dakiership on those
children, that we will all have those children—makee that when
their CST time comes that they’re not struggling they’re successful
at that time. And I think that is a tangible goatiayou know, first
grade schools are going to be different than segoade—Ilike—

Since first grade students do not participate e@@ST the goals of first grade
teachers are not going to include test scoresdJarkrst grade teacher, says that his
goals are motivated by getting his students taaelvhere the second grade teachers
will be able to have them get good test scores.

Jared: But | think my goals are motivated by yooalg a little bit
because I'm trying to get my kids—my goal is to get to a place
where you can start—here your goals can, you kihewaken to the
next level.

Rebecca: And absolutely, but they—
Jared: They're different, but at the same timey’teevery connected.

Alexis: Um-hum. And so if we're aware of each otheoals—and |
think that will—I mean we can—you guys tell me wigat think, but |
think at our grade level, if we decide what ourlgeawe look at that
data, and | think at my grade level, where we ao&ihg at the
guestions, and what we realized is we are doingvtiide child. We
are teaching these concepts and we’re teachinglthiat some point
we have to say, okay, now use everything, and we tamodel how
to use what they've learned to take a test. Sésthab separate things.
So either grade level—when we saw those tests, ave like, we
haven’t done that yet. We are so focused on thdendtold that we
don’t want to bombard them with, this is our tedting skill. We want
them to enjoy learning. So right now they will gaught in those
tricky questions, but we honestly—we’re like—weakeeady modified
our instructions so we’re moving on past that beeame’re looking at
the whole thing. So that’'s my suggestion is thatghade levels come
up with goals, and that will raise scores, but momgortantly, we're
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going to feel success when knowing that, these kidspush them up.

Like, that was our goal, to push these kids toumeassful and to get

that. Our EL has moved up, and that we created.tBento take more

ownership over it | guess.

The dilemma faced by these teachers is that thedyttiey are responsible for
two separate things. They want their students joydearning that they do not equate
with raising test scores. Even as Alexis says Hreytwo separate things she also
makes statements that show how entangled they &rerimind. She concludes her
statement by saying that we will raise scoresnbote importantly, we're going to
feel success when we raise scores. This awkwaasiply show how difficult it is to
feel that there is something more important thahgeores while the valued
measurements are standardized test scores.

Danna and Alexis express this frustration with deadized test scores in the
next section. Danna notes that by looking at aingiisample she can access a
student’s ability better than a multiple choice.t&he lists some of the deficiencies of
standardized tests in accessing student learniott). & them identify that high-stakes
testing is an imperfect measurement of studenhiegr Since the district initiatives
are directed toward authentically engaging learming standardized tests imperfectly
measure this type of learning it is hard to seasaal relationship.

Danna: That's okay. My feeling is when we’re asggsthem with

multiple choice, | can look at a kid’s writing atftey’re doing, like, the

verbs the right way, and subject verbs, and theanisee a test where

they miss it. I'm like, but they know that. But hdte test, you know,

asks them, or how they felt at that time didn’tetely portray what

they do know, and what we see, and what they ddymenot with a

test. So, like, | see where she’s saying that,kymaw, a standardized
test is not necessarily a true view of the stuaeult their capabilities.
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Alexis: They could have been just having a good tlayean at the end

of the day—I mean | just—from taking tests and ¢isinl could have

had a slamming day that day, and then the nextakaythe test, I'm

tired as all heck, | didn’t eat right, and theake the test and it's—

Robert ends the discussion by introducing the laggwof an article he had
them read. Robert refers to both authentically gmgglearning and test scores. In
regards to test scores Robert notes that low scoease the urgency of everybody’s
job is on the line. To those teachers who wereriefigto balance Robert makes it
plain what they are balancing. The opportunity Rbilsereferring to is authentically
engaging learning. So the teachers may claim ket test scores are lower because
they want their students to enjoy learning but thleguld not forget the consequences
of enjoying learning to the detriment of test ssore

Robert: Well, 1 like this discussion. | apprecigit®i guys just honestly

sharing your points of view because it's importanhave those, and

there’s two ways to create urgency. One is a thli&atwhat

[inaudible] situation where you—there’s urgencyréhkecause, you

know, everybody’s job is on the line or whateved #me pressure is on.

The other way to create urgency is opportunities.

At another meeting the teachers are working onrntipdementation of district
common core initiatives and ask about the superdget’s priorities in light of the
initiative’s emphasis on authentic instruction. élere see Robert is also conflicted
about test scores and authentically engaging ictsdbruwhen he identifies “grow and
learn” as a dichotomy. | think the dichotomy hedferring to is, “the environment can
be very creative, and exciting and fun,” becauseoofimon core initiatives, and there
needs to be “evidence that kids are learning bytevlea measures we have.” Since

Robert and the superintendent share this dichotbsgems they also understand the

catch-22 nature of accomplishing both.
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Robert: So he wants kids to grow and learn, arnhtesthat same

dichotomy in that | don’t think it's a false dictoony. | do think kids

will learn, but the environment can be very creatiand exciting and

fun because they got flows, but—and | think hea same way. He’s

definitely still going to want to see evidence tkigs are learning by

whatever measures we have.

What are they doing to get such high test score€esides “teaching to the
test,” both Rebecca and Alexis ask, “what are thapg?” Alexis identifies a program
in SESD that allows teachers to view and managgestiachievement data from a
variety of sources. Alexis is linking high test se®to targeted instruction based on an
analysis of data. Targeted instruction is a nareafat is also connected with high test
scores. In responses to Alexis’ question about drahey are using OARS (Online
Assessment Reporting System), Joyce and Jaredmeenehat this district is using
MAP (Measures of Academic Progress), a programiairto OARS. They knew this
because in 2009 they were also looking at thisidisiecause of the high test scores.
At that time they were asking, “What are they dging see if there were practices
that they could implement at SESD.

Robert: We don’'t know.

Joyce: They were using MAPS.

Alexis: They were using MAPS? Oh, okay. Are youkiog this up?

[crosstalk]

Jared: We looked at a lot of the Inland data amadtpres when, um, we
first did that—what was it called?

Alexis: MAPS. Oh, okay.
High test scores attract attention from other teegischools, and districts.

The question asked is what are they doing? Rolo¢esrthat MAPS is more robust
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than OARS if the “very expensive portion of thegmam” is used. Inland School
District uses the expensive part that allows kadget online and do lessons tailored
to the scores on their” tests. Targeted instruasgrart of the discourse of teaching to
the test. Robert seems to indicate that this inaiption for their district. Right now
he is asking whether the staff would respond fabigrto looking at Inland’s scores as
a comparison to the scores at Rocky Sage. Wousge thignificantly higher scores
help further the sense of urgency? Joyce sayddffasconfident due to their already
high API and they are willing to be challenged bgKing at schools with even higher
scores.

Robert: So MAPS- the thing about MAPS is that Idldoes it as a

district. They do MAPS, but they do everything. Jiu® MAPS, they

do the Compass Learning, which is this very expengortion of the

program that then, once you get all the data itellé you what to do

and kids can get online and do lessons tailoredeacores on their

MAPS. So they do the whole nine yards of that peogr[Inaudible]

My question is not, you're asking good questionsualit, you know,

this is what we might cause us to do or think abAatl that’s always a

good idea, in terms of urgency too is to go outswie organization to

get more ideas. But | heard from Alexis that stwtnt the staff would

respond favorably to this as a comparison. Whahdaest of you

think from your corners of the Rocky Sage world?

Joyce: | think it would actually go good—we’re dgivery well for a

big school in our API and everything else. So lI\knat least in my

team, they’ll be like, “Yeah, now let's move it det’s do something

else, let's keep going up.” They'll be positive abthis.

Discourse of can we do what they’re doingAt this point the conversation
switches from “what are they doing,” to examinihg value of comparing themselves
with schools in Inland School District. Joyce ially welcomes the comparison,
feeling that looking at schools with even highesrss than theirs will motivate

everyone at Rocky Sage. However, a conversatioaldes where teachers identify
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perceived differences between the population akiR&age and the students and
parents at Inland. This is in contrast to Roberd \whesented the PowerPoint on these
schools because he identified them as having sitdanographics.

Martin: | still think their demographics are—evédmtigh you have
these numbers here—are a little different than wieahave down
here. | think—I think when you look at our poputati—yeah we got a
lot of semi-affluent over here and we’ve got a goochmunity, but
you know, it's how—what their priorities are outsidf the school.
And priorities over here could be way differentritvahat they are in
the Inland District or, you know, close to whatyie doing after
school. | mean, the focus could be more on edutéitist, and maybe
over here the majority of parents are focused draeurricular
activities or whatever it is, | don’t know.

Joyce: And | do, because families that | spokenutside of this
community that | know from east of here, over thérseems like they
teach their kids at home. They go to school togrerf So everything is
being taught at home and they go to school foufitzle].

Martin: And when | discuss with parents here, dregarents that we
get here, a lot of times they see that the insbnaloesn’t leave the
classroom a lot of the times and go home with theawhat we're
doing here in the school is their primary, you knsaurce. And as
soon as they leave and go home, a lot of its jestgoforgotten and not
taken care of over here, whereas at home, theyl dmuteinforcing
right now. And that'’s just saying a generalizatiar, um, it's different.
You know, we still have to look at it a little mocosely. We can see
it. Their numbers EL percent is comparable. Butmwve look outside
the priorities and where we live, it’s | think ittkfferent,
socioeconomic still.

Martin struggles with the fact that the schoolséhaimilar demographics. He
acknowledges that their numbers “are a little défe than what we have over here.”
He also recognizes that “their EL percent is corapla.” Despite the similarities he
thinks, “it's different, socioeconomic still.” Fdriartin the Rocky Sage community is
“semi-affluent,” with different priorities. Martirs taking similar economic numbers

and creating a class that is “semi-affluent.” Nasvdan contrast affluent



93

neighborhoods with the “semi-affluent” neighborhaddhe Rocky Sage community.
What identifies a “semi-affluent” community is natome but priorities. Martin is
careful to specify, “we’ve got a good community’tblie “priorities over here could
be way different than what they are in the Inlanstiizt.” Martin is careful not say,
“the priorities are way different,” but only thegduld be way different.” So while
someone could challenge him whether the priordaresway different, it would be
much harder to argue against the proposition treatpriorities over here could be
way different.” Through a careful use of languagaerfif is able to create ambiguity
between the two similar demographic groups. Rdtiestselected this nearby district
due to its similar demographics and Joyce likestialenge of seeing how students
at similar schools are performing at a higher Isvelowever, the conversation then
centers on how the districts may appear simildissizally but are not really similar.
Joyce says of the parents at Inland, “they teaein kids at home,” whereas Matrtin
says of Rocky Sage students “as soon as they &al’/go home, a lot of it’s just
being forgotten and not taken care of over heraiil&r demographics are not really
similar and the interpreted demographics of RockgeSnow can be used to explain
the lower test scores. At this point Alexis disagravith what Martin and Joyce have
just said. As a parent, as well as a teacher, etyRBage “our goals are the same” as
those of the Inland parents. Alexis is not goinggtdMartin get away with creating a
different reality. Rebecca appears to agree witxslbut by introducing the idea that
it is not a matter of the two groups being compjetiéferent but only statistically
different she creates another “semi-affluent” cangton. There might be a lower

percentage of Rocky Sage parents who “do what wyouREbecca, like Martin, is
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careful to reinforce her epistemic position by skging that there “might” be a

difference.
Alexis: Well, you know, | mean—I've lived over hel@ ten years and
| have friends in all parts of this area, I'm raggichildren in this area,
my children come to this school. And you know, be whole, | would
just disagree with that, um, as far as my grouiends and outside —
and my friends’ friends. | think our goals are fzene. | mean, you
know, | think—I, you know, | read with my kid—youwnkw what I'm
saying? | mean, | represent a parent in this neidtdnd as well.

Rebecca: So | think it's more like the percentafyeasents that do
what you do might be higher over there

Alexis: Sure, |—

Rebecca: So maybe that's what it is a little birenithan—

Alexis: Sure, but maybe, but then again | thinkneed to look at, like

what you said as far as what are the—becauseatiiwd can control is

what’s going on, on this campus, right? We canrttaa all those

outside things right? So are they holding, um, koow, uh, I've

always wanted to do this—

Alexis now accepts that she may not represent R8akye parents but asks the
guestion of whether diminishing the capabilitieshadir parents in relation to the
Inland parents is a good thing to do. This is closelking about a discourse of “no
excuses” when she says, “All that we can contrathat’s going on on this campus.”
However, the power of the discourse of “semi-afilces’ that the other teachers have
endorsed has constructed reality for Alexis. Hext seatement concerns how the staff
at Rocky Sage can assist their parents in becomaorg like the Inland parents.
Alexis is identifying a deficit position for thegarents when she says, “if we're not

providing those tools for them to actively parteig in their child’s learning, how can

we hold them accountable for it?” Her statement tih@y don’t have “those tools” and
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her further marginalization of their parenting ¢esaa discourse that concludes “how
can we expect them to help them at home?” The maetriRocky Sage cannot be
expected to exercise the same level of supposdtimtent as the parents in Inland
Schools. Robert does not make further comments agteng whether “the staff
would respond favorably” to a comparison of Roclkg&s and Inland’s test scores. It
cannot be assumed that Robert supports the diclydbetveen the two districts that
the teachers have created. Robert may feel thexpressing a counter opinion or a
critique at this time he would discourage the ctenaf collaboration and participation
he is seeking to establish. When Robert made teefRoint comparing Inland with
Rocky Sage he was identifying the comparison asogpate. Creating spaces for
participation creates spaces for ambiguity. Thedesres that Robert believes are
comparable are not considered comparable in tlmgersation due to the differences
that the teachers establish in the two populations.

Rebecca: We have that — like math nights, sciergigs

Alexis: Right, are they holding things like that fearents that— to

assist in their children’s learning? I've alwaysnied to do something

where, you know, because my parents, when theyhwh#t video with

Carrie reading, that stuck with all of my parentshow to just read

with your kid. | mean, they had no idea how to pestd with their kid.

If they don’t have those tools, and we’re not pding those tools for

them, to actively participate in their childrenéalning, how can we

hold them accountable for it? Because we're teaglserwe get it. But

you know, often times parents say, “| don’t eveowrhow to make

my kid read.” Okay, then let's—then you got to takevo steps back.

It's not just learning, you know. They just contito read to them

until, “Oh, you want me to read to them now—or yeant them to

read?” Like it just goes over their head. So | khimat that—I think the

tools—who knows what they’re doing, you know, asda after school
instruction time like that.
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Rebecca: Yeah. | think there’s something to be aba@it what they
both said. | totally agree, and I think if we loakit from a teacher’s
perspective, what are they doing in the classrodim®¥ can we modify
it? And the parent’s—you know, look at it from a¢mat’s perspective
and say, look, if we want to get there, this is ttthay’re doing. As a
school, we will provide you these resources soybatcan support
your child and do more activities like that becaasea parent it's not a
matter of they don’t want to. They just don’t knbaw.

Alexis: | mean look at how many people come to Jdekson’s talk,
because they—I mean | can’t believe it how mangpt come
because they need help just disciplining theirdekih. Okay? So then
how can we expect—if they can’t—if they don’t edarow how to
discipline their children, how can we expect thenmeélp them at
home? You know, these parents—these same parefizby that are
having these discipline issues are the same pataitare probably
unable to help their children learn at home. Swipling that extra
time—and | can—I would suspect that you would havet of people
coming to those as well—those kind of workshops.

Rebecca: What | hear you saying is kind of how thabmething that
we could do as a staff to kind of supplement whatyine Inland
doesn’t need to do. I think Inland is, you knowtae$ished, and here
this school is fairly new. Our—everything is grogirPeople are
moving in, moving out. There’s not that establiskesl. There’s a lot
of movement, so that I think that is a good wagreate kind of a
supplement because we don’t have that establishMantan just
try—you know, we can do as much as we can as teathéelp the
parents in any way as long as they’re willing. tt&finitely a good
idea, but | just think—yeah. | agree. You can't wohit but you
sometimes, you know, there are things that afféfgrdnt areas
because of just simple growth. We've been growimdj ehanging a lot
over the years, so . . .

By marginalizing the parents at Rocky Sage thehtei@cconstruct a paradigm
where their responsibility for test scores is d#d. Contained within their discussion
is the assumption that due to parental factorsestisdat Rocky Sage cannot achieve
test scores similar to students at Inland Schosiridt. Through the use of modals
Martin and Rebecca are able to advance argumeattappear reasonable on the

surface. By introducing the category of “semi-aéfhti” Martin and the other teachers
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are able to define a demographic group similantand Schools but with different
attributes. This does lead to constructive convenss about providing information
and training for parents at Rocky Sage.

Robert does not challenge this discourse of a “sdfluient” community in
this conversation. However, in another conversaRobert says that he considers
Rocky Sage to be “low performing” even though &'$900 APL.” He notes the
demographics of Rocky Sage and says, “of cours®@0.”

Discourse of position vis-a-vis test score¥here is a discourse of how test
scores establish position at Rocky Sage. This diseooccurs at every level of
instruction. While high test scores establish gipe tof position, Alexis notes that
improvement on test scores should also be recodinRebert shares that at his
previous school they gave awards to both top sgatudents and students with the
highest growth.

Alexis: Well, and I'm really proud of my own daughthat she’s in

that 600 club [perfect score], you know, on thifidiin board outside

the office here. That’s fantastic. But for that di& population that’s

just—if they’re making growth that should be celged. And | mean,

it shouldn’t always be the top students, you kn&e?—

Robert: | totally agree. We used to give out CShm@s at Skyline and

we would do just that. We would give out the tog®rbecause you got

to honor that, but then we would give the kids witl highest growth

from year to year, which is what you're looking.fg¥here did you

start from and where did you end? So that’s onegthie could do for.

At the school level where Robert makes a PowerRuaiht Rocky Sage’s test
scores compared to other schools.

Robert: So what | did for us is that I've given yibxe top schools in

Inland compare to Rocky Sage. And | put down demoigics so you
can see where we are and where we are different.
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During another meeting there is a discussion atimdting” a near-by
school’s CST scores and one of the ILT members mtke comment.

Martin: Why are we comparing ourselves to someratbRool in the

first place? What's the value? You're trying toateea sense of

urgency to beat another school?

At the community level where a parent at Rocky Sadfies to Robert about the
position that Rocky Sage is in regarding high-ssaiesting.

Robert: Well one of the things that they indicateas that they have a

challenging goal or a challenging deadline. A paestually told this

to me once after we share data to the whole sarmohe of the

curriculum nights and said “Well, why are you mbke SESD’s

school? Shouldn’t we be comparing ourselves to-easity and Inland

Schools?”

Schools are positioned on two different scalebattate level both of them
using 1 as the lowest possible and 10 as the highles State Wide Rank positions
schools based on their test scores. Here RockyiSageked as 9. The other measure
is Similar Schools Rank where each school’'s testescare compared with the test
scores of schools with similar demographics. Rds&ge has a Similar Schools Rank
of 5. While educators may be aware of the signifogaof Similar Schools ranking the
wider public is primarily aware of the API score avl the higher score the better
school.

Summary. The discourse of high-stakes testing provides timext for all
other conversations at Rocky Sage. There is antlgiéar both teachers and
administrators as to how linked authentically emghipstruction is with high test

scores. Teachers clearly identify their belief ih& possible to teach to the test and

improve test scores. Further, they identify thatteng to the test is not authentically
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engaging instruction. Teachers view accomplishioity fas “kind of like a catch-22.”
The principal at Rocky Sage and the superintenalietite district want authentically
engaging instruction and link it to achieving higist scores. Robert says, “You've got
to work on instruction. You've got to measure wleetih works.” The measure of how
instruction works in SESD is the results of CSTites The discourses of high-stakes
testing and authentically engaging instruction lataung the conversations of the ILT
but allow for significant changes to the discourses
Achieving Charter School Discourses on High-StakeBesting

High-stakes testing is not a primary issue of a@nye ILT meetings that were
recorded at ACS. High-stakes testing was mentiamédo of the four ACS ILT
meetings. In the two meetings where it was disaigsgomprised 13% and less than
1% of the meeting time. It was around this time #@S had an ILT meeting
specifically looking at CST test scores and | wsleed not to attend. | was told that
test scores for specific grades and teachers veng biscussed and there was too
high a degree of confidentiality for the meetind®recorded. This meeting was
connected to a cohort meeting where the ILTs afhallschools spent a day
considering data of which CST scores were a paxtesteacher meetings were
recorded after this meeting and high-stakes testagydiscussed at all but two of
those meetings.

Discourse of high-stakes testing scores positioaisghool and its instruction.
CST testing came up in one ILT meeting at ACS dytire discussion of sending two

primary and two upper grade teachers to a mathutesfor training. The teachers
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were then going to return to the school and protrdi@ing for the entire staff. The
resource specialist, Olivia, responds to Dr. Morirdgoducing the training.

Olivia: | agree | mean | know what you're sayingtliése when we’ve

heard in the last couple of years but looking attitstory, we built

math to be the number one program in this distNotw we built the

capacity of new teachers whether it was Brian amdand Stacey, we

just felt that | think that you guys are so stramgl could lead in so

many ways and we still when we’re looking at ydahal measures we

took a dip and we're noticing that, yeah, mathoi going like this, it's

going lower and our literacy is going higher bugdlu look at CST,

you're still surpassing us [literacy] beyond solkmew we're doing

things right and we wanna keep your confidencethatbuilding

capacity level up but we realize we do need youkrohat you guys

are asking for professional development.

Olivia first responds to the principal’s announcetn&f training for the math
teachers in a new program by noting “we built matbe the number one program in
this district.” The evaluation that the math progris number one in the district is
based upon CST tests scores where ACS had theshigia¢h test scores on the CST
for the last couple of years. Each cohort of schaolSESD comes together to look at
the data when CST test scores are released. Tirertgss in every subject area for
every school are looked at even to level of classrecores. The “capacity” of the
new teachers is their training and skill in matstiaction. The expertise of these
teachers has enabled them to take leadership imimstuction. The three teachers
referred to, “Brian and you and Stacey,” are alimbers of the ILT. Brian and Stacey
are relatively new teachers while the teacher refeto, as “you” is Ryan a teacher
who has been at the school for a number of yedrga®otes that the “local

measures” tests in math are showing lower scosesithprevious years while literacy

scores are going higher. The “local measures” bdisgussed are benchmark type
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tests created at the district level that are giteee times during the year in math and
language arts. These “local measures” are compufdegle response type of questions
unlike the CST tests that are solely multiple-ckajaestions. She compares these
scores with data from the CST testing that showathrecores were above language
arts scores. Olivia balances the “local measuresies in math that are going lower
with the CST test scores that continue to be highreotes that “we’re doing things
right” in math instruction. The proof of succesgshstruction these scores provide
should “keep your confidence and that building caydevel up.”

The power of high-stakes testing is demonstratedianplaces. First when the
statement is made, “we built math to be the nuroberprogram in this district.”

Since the district has schools look at CST restltee cohort level there is bound to
be comparisons of who is at the top and who iee@bbttom. Secondly, the declining
“local measures” math scores are balanced aga@st$T scores that by showing
“we’re doing things right.” The way Olivia positisrCST scores indicates that for her
they have a higher value, position, than the “locahsures.”

Just as Olivia positioned ACS as number one irdisieict compared to other
schools, teachers make the same comparisons tiorefa other teachers. The
following conversation during a grade level meetihgstrates how teachers use test
scores to position themselves in relation to oteachers at their school and in the
district.

Maria: Well | hope you do, because we are rankethahand we were
at the bottom.

Arturo: No, | was number 2 in the district. | was.
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Maria: Oh, Eladia’s was the bottom.

Arturo: Yeah, Eladia’s was the bottom. So now lggeah.

Maria: He was at the top with the CST.

One of the results of high-stakes testing in thasa# accountability is that
schools and teachers position themselves on the dlestudent test scores that are
readily accessible to staff.

Ryan, an experienced math teacher at ACS, chabe@eia when she values
CST scores above “local measures.” He addressesstie not in terms of how CST
test scores position teachers and schools butrristierms of learning.

Ryan: Can I, you know to me | think | value more tbcal measures

because it's more of an open ended [than CST tgstmyou know it

or you don’t know or am | making a lucky guess. Anhink it's more

challenging and personally | take the local measuorere seriously

than the CST for that reason because | know thhese kids can pass

this exam | think it helps them for the next yeéou know | think | did

my job and they haven't been jipped out.

Ryan notes that students on a CST are showingdddkgow it, or you don’t
know, or am | making a lucky guess.” An open resgeaiest does allow students to
show partial understanding of a question withotitiryg it right. However, as a
mathematics teacher, Ryan’s claim that CST resmé$ecause of “a lucky guess” is
disingenuous. Statistical averages eliminate “lugiigsses” in test scores and Ryan
says this as a way to marginalize CST testing. Rigdunes doing well on the “local
measures” since it prepare students for succdbg icoming year. The “local
measures” tests are better suited to get an aecon@dsure of problem-solving and

higher-order reasoning skills. Ryan contrasts\hil students who are “jipped out” if

all they are capable of is doing well on the CSTivi® agrees with Ryan as she notes
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that the Algebra CST test scores are not as saertige test scores in the lower
grades. She identifies that the Common Core Stdadhat ACS is implementing
place a higher value on the “local measures” tyijgesis over multiple-choice tests.

Olivia: And now we're seeing Algebra tests and vehwe need a lot of

help with. So I think if we’re moving towards Algeband if Common

Core is more—the algebraic thinking and we neerhieg in that area.

This narrative that CST testing does not fully meastudent knowledge on a
subject is a common one that will be seen again.piditrayal of merely doing well
on high-stakes testing as being “jipped out” isthaonarrative that occurs in the
teacher dialogue.

Discourse of teachers being defined by student testores The only
Language arts department meeting that was recovdsdeld shortly after an ILT
meeting on CST test scores. Three of the five &acht the Language arts department
meeting are also members of the ILT. The threeriéimbers are Laura, Maria, and
Denise. It is this meeting of the five teacherdwaitvisit by the resource specialist that
provides the largest amount (14%) of conversatronrad high-stakes testing. As the
teachers are discussing independent reading times&e member of the ILT, starts
this conversation on CST test scores.

Denise: They were readir@gnderella Okay, | would say we need

more independent time, but I'm gonna say thispiumrth grade, | had

that independent time, the kids were independeatiging, supposedly

for 30 minutes, and my reading comp scores, asgauthem, went

down.

Susan: You guys got to see the break down?

Maria: Yeah.

Denise: Because we went to ILT meeting.
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Laura: The cohort.

The discourse at ACS shows that teachers are ahatrechool administration
and other groups are looking at the scores for gtedents. Denise, when she says
“my reading comp scores” went down indicates thatienship she has with the CST
test scores of her students. Almost every timesiestes are discussed the language
used is that of individual ownership of the scdrgshe teacher. The teacher did not
take the test and attached to the scores is ardtndene but appositionally the teacher
indicates ownership of the scores. In order to iclamghe discourse here it becomes
necessary to adopt the discourse pattern the téaehme using. The discourse is that
teachers have CST scores that place them in pavdgpasition relationships with
each other. This socially constructed reality islngically sustainable since test
scores are contingent on a variety of factors andust the teacher. Part of the
ownership may be part of the “no excuses” discothraeis present at ACS but
another part of the ownership is how the educatiom@munity has structured the
discourse around test scores.

CST scores aggregated by teacher and class anegudw the state to the
district. Some districts enable teachers to adtessstudent’s scores immediately
upon receiving them from the state and other distrelease student scores at a later
date. Susan learns here that the members of thedTthe scores for her students. A
discourse of power and position continues to emédrge ILT members are not
breaking any confidentiality rules when they acktemge they know their scores and
the scores of the other teachers at the site. Kmptiie scores before anyone else is a

privileged position. The administrator shared thewledge with them and they in
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turn can share with others at the site. The pow#rie knowledge is seen in the
following discourse.

Susan: You guys got to see the breakdown?

Maria: Yeah.

Denise: Because we went to the ILT meeting.

Laura: The cohort.

Denise: Cohort. You did really bad.

Susan: Where did | suck?

Denise: All of us did.

Denise intonation indicates that she intends forcbenment, “You did really
bad.” to defuse the tension that she sees in SGssan’s response shows that she was
unable to take the comment as a joke. Denise tthempts to reassure Susan by
saying that “all of us did” bad. Maria joins Denigsadentifying the areas in language
arts that were the weakest. Susan is still focaselder test scores. Maria claims that
Susan should not concern herself with the scoesihis not a contest.” Later on in
this conversation Maria identifies herself with seore when she says, “I'm 78.”
Seventy-eight has only positional meaning sinc®dsn’t refer to any learning,
content, or instruction. Maria’s 78 is then complai@ the scores of the other teachers.
This comparison constructs the discourse of saatesa contest.

When Laura tries to reassure Susan by saying sherrsed about her scores
she actually is identifying with Susan. They aréhbworried about their scores. Laura
knows her own score and Susan doesn’t know heesEoucault always associates

power with knowledge. The ILT members here shatbénadministrator’'s power



because they have the same knowledge. The two membine meeting that are not

members of the ILT do not have the knowledge aatrésults in them being

“powerless” in this area. The ILT members movedbeversation along with Susan’s

final statement on the subject of her test scoeasgh “don’t lie,” indicating that she

believes she did the worst. Maria acknowledges iBsis@ncern when she dismisses

Laura’s intended reassurance with a “screw yousafus still without knowledge of

her test scores as is Claudia the other participathie meeting.
Denise: All of us did.
Maria: Everybody was reading comp and writing stgads.
Denise: Strategies.
Susan: | did the worst.
Maria: | don’t know. It's not a contest
Susan: Don't lie.
[Laughter]
Laura: I'm worried about my scores; | don’t worboat your scores.
[laughing]
Maria: Screw you. Laura who?
Denise: So—
Maria: So, how do we improve those scores?

Denise: Yeah, how do we? How do we, Miss | havp&8ent?

Denise knows Maria’s score because they had disdube scores during an

ILT meeting and there is a PowerPoint showing ttegess. The following discussion

shows the power that the numbers have for the éeach
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Maria: | don’t have 83, | was corrected.

Denise: What are you?

Maria: I'm 78. | don’t know where | got that from.

Denise: No, it was higher. We crunched those number

Maria: Do you have that PowerPoint?

[crosstalk]

Laura: She just had it.

Denise: | only have that for my two grades. | ddréve that.

Laura: We took the total, and we took the indepahdethe—

As Denise is looking at the PowerPoint she seearBsiscore and everyone
looks at the screen of the laptop she has opemanShas the highest test score. When
Susan didn’t know what her score was she said atiehe worst score and it now
turns out to be the best. Laura’s statement oft*thepressive” should be taken in the
context of the previous discussion when Susan waessing her concern about her
test scores. So the score many be impressive lwalmay also be remembering the
“screw you,” Maria gave her during the interactioith Susan. Susan says that the
high score is due to her having the highest kitiss $tatement is contrasted with her
previous statement that she had the worst scdrgise Ihad the highest kids why
would she have said she had the worst scores?

Here is the paradox that test scores have for égacBince many teachers
identify with and are identified by the CST tesbi®s of their students’ low scores are
connected with low performing teachers. When teacbensider other variables to

explain the low score the discourse is that theynaaking excuses. However, if the



108

score is high there is another discourse that elagh scores as due to having “the
highest kids.” Denise and Maria encourage Susandwyating that instruction did
affect the test score. Maria’s statement, “You ohsly did something with them,”
confirms Susan’s statement that she had the higihdsstMaria is reassuring Susan
that even if she had the highest kids she must ame something with them so their
scores didn’t go down.

Denise: If you were 78, I'm higher. Oh, wait, Susdmghest.

Laura: That’s impressive.

Maria: Just take credit.

Susan: It's because they gave me the highest kids.

Denise: No, it's not, Susan, [inaudible].

[crosstalk]

Maria: You obviously did something with them.

Laura: You only have yours?

As Denise looks at the PowerPoint with the scooestfe fifth and a sixth
grade she recognizes that she does not have theshigcores this year, those scores
are identified as Susan’s. Continuing to look attést scores Denise sees that Laura’s
sixth grade students showed an improvement fronyehae before. The previous
year’s score are not on the PowerPoint so appgr8ngan’s fifth graders the previous
year had their scores go down enough to be rememibBenise asks Susan what the
scores had been and Maria suggests 50, which vibeugdremarkably low score for
this school. It is not clear whether Maria is jakior whether she actually believes the

scores were that low. Susan corrects her andtériesmember the exact score, 62 or



68. The other fifth grade teacher, Claudia, sagssttore was 68 while Laura

remembers the score to be 66. The significancki®ktent is highlighted by how

every member of the team had clear recall of antetyat had happened the previous

year. Laura, who remembers Susan’s score as a@&fygnizes that the scores went up

but “not that much.” So even though the exact st clear the teachers all

remember that the fifth graders Susan taught aggahad their scores dip. The low

scores Susan had last year may account for hei@atton that her scores were the

worst this year as well.

Denise: But the year that she dipped, that wentdeayn, those were
your sixth graders, and they went up.

Laura: Not that much.

Susan: But they went up.

Denise: What were they that year you dipped?

Susan: Oh, my god, it was—

Maria: 50?

Susan: No, | think we were, like, 62, 68, 62. WHatu get?
Claudia: 68.

Laura: | thought it was 66, but—

Claudia: 68. Something like that.

Maria: See, the numbers fluctuate. I'm [inaudiblah taking them
with me.

The paradox is that teachers do not equate higls¢eses with good

instruction but they do equate good teachers wgh test scores. The teachers know

that while their school, principal, and district yrtalk about good instruction
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independent of high-stakes testing they are siithg to be sitting in a room with the
administrator looking at their test scores. The@fteness of discourse to construct
reality is nowhere more evident than how studesitdeores are transformed into
teacher test scores. All the parties participateapgnize the fallacy of attributing
CST scores to a teacher and yet they discursivebte that reality. Susan uses her
student’s test scores to answer the question, “@/ter | suck?”

As the conversation shows teachers are aware afiety of factors beyond
their control that affect test scores. The very igimiby that surrounds test scores
makes them less statistical measures and more ahégiems. As Maria’s comment
indicates, “See, the numbers fluctuate,” even teectvho are members of the ILT do
not have a clear sense of how test scores aredraitv Defining teachers, and indeed
whole schools and districts, by student test sasrese of the overarching discourses
in education today. High-stakes testing establigimesssential perspective in
understanding the teacher discourse at ACS.

Discourse of position vis-a-vis test score$his next selection of conversation
around testing shows how teachers are aware afgbsitioning regarding CST test
scores. This conversation happens during a gragéngeeting and Arturo and Maria
are both ILT members. During a discussion of chag@ipproaches to math
instruction Arturo comments that “these kids didliyegood on it,” it being the CST
math test. Due to the new common core instructiapptoach Arturo wonders, “If
I’'m going to have time this year to do it,” whiclagextra drill on fractions. Maria’s
response indicates that she knows how their geads tid in regard to other grades at

their level throughout the district. For this seatbf the CST math test they were at
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the bottom of the district. Arturo responds “I wasmber two in the district,” and
makes this emphatic when he adds, “l was.” Matiaegiremembers or makes a
deduction that if Arturo is number two then anotteerm member, Eladia, was at the
bottom of district scores. Arturo confirms that @dikawas at the bottom. Maria then
remembers that Arturo is at “the top with the C&Tdth test scores for the district.
Here we see that at least for ILT members theyasae of not only their position
within the school but also their position withirettistrict in regards to CST test
scores. Norma acknowledges Arturo’s CST test sashes she says about his
students, “they know how to do it.”

Arturo: These kids did really good on it but it wasightmare and |

don’t know if I'm going to have time this year to d@. It was a

nightmare drilling them.

Maria: Well | hope you do, because we are rankethahand we were
at the bottom.

Arturo: No, | was number 2 in the district. | was.

Maria: Oh, Eladia’s was the bottom.

Arturo: Yeah, Eladia’s was the bottom. So now | ggteah.

Maria: He was at the top with the CST.

Norma: Because they know how to do it. It goes hiadkis whole

thing like, can you add fractions? Yes? Awesomeeklvitio you use

them, how do you use them, where do you use thematliden the

math was—

This comment happens during a grade level meehiaglyg after ILT members
came back from a cohort meeting where CST scores escussed. Brian notes that

since there is only “a 7 percent mobility rate’A&1S “these are really our students, so

they're a reflection of our teaching.” Brian malkesausal connection between “our
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teaching” and “our test scores.” As a school withigh proportion of low-income and
minority students ACS is identified as a school retteaditionally CST test scores are
not as high as scores from schools with differamdgraphics. The argument Brian
expresses here is that the teachers at ACS arargabte for closing the achievement
gap since the students are the same from yearatcayel their test scores are “a
reflection of our teaching.”

Brian: Okay. That's pretty much—Iet’s see. Oh, ottger fact that

came up when we were talking about data was th& A&% a 7 percent

mobility rate, and the purpose of mentioning trasadwas that in

comparison to most schools in ACS, | mean schoo&ESD who have

higher levels of mobility, where students are mgvoit of the school,

you know, our test scores are a reflection of #duot that these are our

students. So there’s no really excuses. They habeeh leaving, they

haven’'t been coming in. These are really our sttgjeo they're a

reflection of our teaching. So that was just kifié tielpful fact that

shows that these really are our kids, you know.iBwhas also very

cool to hear that we're at 7 percent mobility amat they want to stay

here. And we just kinda got into accountability ahe fact that this

achievement gap is our responsibility as teachmagusst holding

ourselves accountable. | think that’'s pretty muith lzave.

Teachers are responsible for closing the achievegamand there are no
excuses. The rest of the team makes no commenhanBvian shares and the
conversation continues looking at individual studwezeds.

Discourse of high-stakes test scores and studenataing. In this section
teachers recognize that CST scores and class gueslest always correlated. What
correlates better than test scores with good griadée effort and determination of
the student in class. Here teachers recognizeshdéstudent responsibility for test

scores. What the teachers do not address here é®timection between good grades

and good test scores. Also, interesting is how daises the phrase “pass the CSTs”
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as if there are passing and failing scores. Whatlmaassumed here is that since the
expectation for all students is achieving ProfitienAdvanced scores below this
could be considered “failing.”

Laura: But let me look—Iet’s look at how this doekew this

impacted that one particular child, who got a Dspltis considered no

credit. That’s fine. In the high school, he woult/b had to retake it

again for credit anyways. But when you look at@&T scores that

came in, he actually did very well. So | have kidso—

Jewel: [Inaudible] Math?

Laura: Uh-huh. I have kids who did not pass mys;lasit passed the

CSTs, and then, | have a number of kids who passedass but

didn’t pass the CSTs.

Jewel: But that has to do with effort, and we havet of kids like that

that are highly intelligent but they don’t put foithe effort. So we've

gotta tell the parents it goes hand in hand. Thegetta use their

intelligence, but they’ve gotta put the effort @therwise, they're not

gonna get anywhere. It's just like—gets you to pastinate, you

know?

Maria: Well, that’'s what we talked about. At thigiqt, we're all—

they're all smart. So what does it take for yowstiok out?

Irresponsibility? Your determination? Your qualdfywork, that kind

of stuff.

Jewel: Exactly.

There has always been a tension in education bettesescores and the
discipline required for getting good grades. Testas indicate a level of student
proficiency that may or may not be reflected byitgeade. As Jewel notes “highly
intelligent” kids that “don’t put forth the efforéire going to earn low grades. The
problem confronting these teachers is that the mapoe of high-stakes testing is such
that grades are devalued in relation to “passiegd8T.” Students may feel that

putting forth the effort to get good grades iswotth it if they can wait till the end of
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the year and then in a couple of days “pass the’U%aFents may dismiss poor grades
when CST scores come in that show their child ‘@épdid very well.”

The teachers are caught in the tension betweemvtheneasures of student
learning. They recognize that a procrastinatingesta who fails a high school class is
going to have to retake the class despite high &&8fes. Jewel also seems to indicate
that a child’s long term academic success is tegktting good grades when she says,
“Otherwise, they’re not gonna get anywhere.” Thiaihaing of test scores and daily
academic work has always been problematic. Teses@re balanced with other
academic measurements when coming up with a goadediass. High-stakes test
scores are received weeks if not months after gradee been given. The
discontinuity between grades and high-stakes tests exacerbates the tension
between the two. While it seems that there shoeldre discourse combining high-
stakes test scores and student learning at le#issinase it appears there are two
separate discourses around different issues.

Summary. The one ILT meeting specifically on CST testihgttwas not
recorded was referenced many times in later teanketings. The school draws its
identity as positively addressing the achievemeaptdue to its API of over 800.
Teachers, no doubt due to that early in the yemategtevel meeting with the
administrators concerning the CST test scoreshfar tlass, were very aware of CST
test scores. The teachers were concerned thaethheammon core initiative might
not always be supporting student improvement on &Sifing. This ambiguity
produced tension in discourse and practice asneda implementing common core

initiatives while attempting to meet the CST te=ires goal for the school. There was
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another perceived discontinuity between gradesG8id test scores that produced
further ambiguity between student learning andgestes. Brian expresses what is
common to the conversations recorded when he %aysachievement gap is our
responsibility as teachers and just holding oueselBccountable.” The dilemma is that
accountability is based on the results of high-estatesting.
Rocky Sage Administrative Discourses of Power anddBition

This section specifically looks how the principgbswer and position are
expressed through discourse at Rocky Sage Elerngentar

Two discourses—collaboration and complianceAdministrators in SESD
are responsible for regular observation and evialuatf staff members. The frequent
evaluative presence establishes a relationshipwépand position. While there are
discourses of collaboration at Rocky Sage theaessmewhat hidden but frequently
acknowledge discourse of compliance. Speakingdoighade level Joyce asks for
clarification on exactly what the principal is exfiag to see during walk-throughs.

Joyce: I'm thinking a potential question that migbtme up is, “Do we

all need to be doing the same thing?” Is that [tflale] so when Mr.

Davis walks in, is he expecting to see everybodgglthis one

particular structure? Or is there flexibility? Idw we're all coming

together and talking about what works for us. ltratjthrowing it out

there as something | might have to answer. So—

Dr. Robert Davis, the principal of Rocky Sage Elataey School, responds to
Joyce by saying he is not “expecting to see eveatyliwing this one particular
structure” during a walk-through. He says Joyceiegtion, “is a fair comment,” since

his walk-throughs do have a level of ambiguity dmawvis being evaluated.

Robert: Yeah, that's never been my MO. And thalt'g iget
comments like hers, which is a fair comment, thttiere's
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ambiguity—because | really believe that, as a ledd=an get

compliance. | could come in with a list and makellislo it. But I'll

only get compliance, and | really want people takland discuss and

have arguments at their grade level about what goactice looks like.

So it's purposefully ambiguous in that | want ttrectures to be of

high quality. | do think there's value in gradedksvcreating something

together that they all do. | do think in the endyould be a great

school if it was the same on every page, every biatyonly if it was

developed from the group's collaborative work. Sanaposed

structure that becomes every class every dayaeghi& Stepford Wives,

so we don't want that.

Here Robert identifies that he wants the schoadljanm to be “developed from
the group’s collaborative work.” What he doesn’'ives “an imposed structure.” He
acknowledges that he is “purposefully ambiguousiadose “I want people to think
and discuss and have arguments at their gradedbwelt what good practice looks
like.” All of these statements support a democrdiscourse about “what good
practice looks like.” Mixed in with these statenseate other statements that
demonstrate an exercise of power. Robert saygallyrbelieve that, as a leader, | can
get compliance. | could come in with a list and mak all do it.” Robert’s claim that
he can make all the teachers comply clarifieshieadoes have this power. Power that
is not used does not diminish the power. So whdbdRt wants the program to be
created together he also has a vision of a gréaiosc’l do think in the end, it would
be a great school if it was the same on every paggy day.” Robert is saying he
doesn’t want this uniformity to be imposed butl#ctaseems that he wants uniformity
to be practiced if it is self-imposed. This dichotoraises the question of whether

there are two competing discourses or whether tseagrevailing discourse and a

token discourse.
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During the same meeting Robert gives the ILT tis& t figuring out “what
we need to do to reach that” goal of having highligy structures in “every class,
every day.”

Robert: So if we're trying to ensure that struciareur high quality,

which means we're meeting our criteria in evergsl@&very day, we

need to—now, what | want you to think about isysa said two things

today that | want to think about. One is in terrhsigency, that you

feel like we have a sense of urgency in our clasas And we do to a

large degree. But we do have some pockets wherg'shreot that sense

of urgency. | can say that because I've been iremawms than you

have. So the phrase, “every class, every day.” &eenseen some

examples in your classrooms of structures thasalid and strong, and

you all agree that are, on a [inaudible] test. ‘Bwery class, every

day,” is our goal. So think about that for a mindtgive you think

time, and then we'll all figure out, what we needlb to reach that as

our very next step goal.

At the start of a previous meeting the ILT readhditle sent out by the
superintendent on urgency. So when Robert sayd Thsaid two things today” and
“one is in terms of urgency,” the language theyusiag is supplied by the
administration. Through this process of relexician Robert now identifies the
language of the article as what the ILT said. Bynitifying “urgency” as organic to
the ILT Robert is attributing to the ILT languagedacontent that did not originate
with the ILT. Something similar is occurring whewolbert wants there to be discussion
about what “good practice looks like,” and themitiiges what good practice looks
like. By talking about deciding upon good pracieel then identifying good practice
Robert legitimizes the district initiative of higjuality structures in every class every

day as a product of democratic discourse. HowdRabert doesn’t have the discretion

to implement the results of the conversation tleasdys should happen. Ultimately,
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Robert is responsible for the implementation ofdistrict initiative. The task Robert
assigns the ILT is deciding upon process rather graduct.

Discourse of decision-makingAt Rocky Sage the discourse of high-stakes
testing and implementing district initiatives da¢ tanguage and goals for the school.
In the midst of these prevailing discourses theeedegscourses where decisions are
made both collaboratively and by the administraitie decisions do not introduce
alternative discourses but work to mitigate thé ééfiects of the dominant discourses.
The following conversations look at how spacescaeated in the implementation of
district initiatives.

This conversation considers the extent of the implatation of the district
initiative on developing structures for high quaiiistruction. The discourse is not
about alternative options but portrays implemeata#is incremental and differing
from class to class. The conversation starts widxi& asking to review the
PowerPoint presentation on the district initiatidéexis attributes the “directive” as
coming from Robert but the reality is that Robexteived it from the district.

Alexis: Can you scroll down? Can | see that upaRdrknow it's right

here, but | want to see it on the big screen. Carsee it up there? In

every class, every day. So that is your direci¥eay, how many

structures every class, every day?

This is a reasonable question and it is on thisllthat the ILT makes
decisions. The decision is not on whether to haweires in every class, every day

but it can be on deciding the answer to Alexis’esjion.

Robert: | don't have a number in mind. And | thinlve need to talk
about that.
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Alexis: Yeah, | think your ambiguity sometimes—p#oget kind of
wiggy with that because they don't know what yolame

Robert: How do you propose coming up with a lerajthme for
guided instruction, K-6? I'm open to that suggastio

Alexis: | don't know. I just feel like it's kind afpen-ended, and | don't
really know. You're wanting it in every class. Swaudible]—
Alexis is expressing a desire for clear expectatihiat is repeated numerous

times at Rocky Sage. At times Robert will give dinges but most conversations
follow this pattern. Teachers ask for specifics Ratbert asks for discussion and
consensus. After further discussion Robert ackndgés that now the staff is
responsible for implementing the district progrdmayt will want clarification on the
expectations. Robert makes the extent of the im@h¢ation of the district program
conditional when he says, “part of my decisionasvimuch do we bite off at one
time.” Here he gives permission for the ILT andctears at the site to determine how
quickly they are going to proceed. He does not eixfmesee the entire program
immediately implemented. Alexis does want more sj@sc

Robert: | know what you're saying. | know what thestion—what

comments people are going to make when they seéefthd it's not a

conversation we've had in terms of how much time lyave during the

day for guided instruction. It's a good questiont Bart of my decision

is how much do we bite off at one time, too.

Alexis: Well, my grade level, it's like they just-dbn't want it to sound

like we're as Lincoln, but we just kind of wantikioow what your

concise expectation is. | think that they get fratstd with the

ambiguity. It's like, well, we kind of think thisut we kind of—and

then we're all doing—I think if we said if we nedhave maybe three

structures, or three things in place, or one tiringlace each day. And

it can be for 30 minutes of your day, or somethirdpn't know. Does
that sound bizarre or does it sound too closedrin f
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Alexis’s need for clarity on expectations may relat concern over evaluation
procedures. If Robert is going to be involved imalemation of teachers concerning
implementation, the teachers need to know how #neyeing evaluated.

In the next conversation Robert acknowledges tiettis going to be
accountability, “when you do do it, and we comeaind see it, it should be of high
guality.” Robert also says that “if you only do caéay, that's not enough.” So what
is “enough” needs to be clarified as well as whdhigh quality.”

Robert: Well, 1 think you brought up a good poisnhd what I'm
thinking is that when we move from structures talgd instruction
itself, that probably needs to be a part of thewlsion. And it would
be a different answer for every grade level. M&sigle's guided
instruction, really they're mostly thinking aboahfuage arts. In some
cases they do some guided instruction, or theygwaups, after
they've done the whole group instruction. But mosa#t're talking
about language arts groups. And | do think we ghbalve a minimum
number of minutes per grade level. But | think majtwould come at
that time. Right now, let's focus on when you dsiracture, and if you
only do one a day, that's not enough. But all €about is, when you
do do it, and we come in and see it, it shouldfid@gh quality. But
your point is well taken, and | think when we gataded instruction,
that's a good time to address it. We should hameesoinimum
standards at third grade for how many minutes yaueHor guided
instruction every day. And maybe we all should dedhat. Does that
make sense Robin?

Robert identifies the answers to these questiangharpurview of the ILT. So
the pace of implementation of the district inivas forms the substance of many of
the conversations of the ILT. These conversatiansat introduce new discourses but
they do support the continuation of current practiaod impede the implementation of
the district initiatives. There is another convémsain the ILT concerning district

initiatives. This conversation is regarding thegaif implementation within the
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school. Jared makes this comment regarding howtstes are being implemented
within his grade level.

Jared: Because in my grade level, there's tworeetbf us that do this.

Or there's at least three of us that do this, whaets showing Alexis.

But then there's some that we showed it to thewh tlaen they kind of

took away from it, and have stopped doing it, aadem't really done it.

So what are they doing then, that's different fiehat we're doing? So

yeah, it's how are we doing that? And what can aveodnake either—

Since there are no specific guidelines or requirgm®r implementation some
teachers have not changed their practice or chaiogedwhile and then reverted to
their previous instructional practice. Jared isregping his concern over the
ambiguity of the situation when he asks, “whattaey doing then?” His concern and
confusion is evident when he is unable to compleeguestion, “and what can we do
to make either.”

Rebecca raises another issue regarding implememtatere, her struggle to
find the right words reveals how she is uncertdiow the situation. The situation is a
teacher or teachers who haven’t started with implaation due to classroom
management issues. These are the spaces that’Rapgrbach to implementation
creates. The discourse of “no excuses” is neveregated at Rocky Sage and hence
there are many discussions about implementatitmedLT level. The teacher
Rebecca is talking about has shared that she igady to implement district
initiatives since she is struggling with classromranagement issues.

Rebecca: And what are we doing with the teachexsaten't keeping

their—that need—because what we're talking abatleistructures,

but she just mentioned, there are some teachdrddha have the

management yet. What are we doing to support tehees that don't

have the management yet? Because | was asked pgople, they're
like | don't feel like I can focus on structureschuse | still can't
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manage my own class. And so those are the needsaktowe going
to address those?

Jared: We're just giving them a guideline durirgf time.

Rebecca: Yeah, but the problem is, I'm going tashéth you—she's
like, “I can't get my kids to—I can't pull this sthgroup. I'm
constantly having to redirect my class.” So for, lsfie needs—

At Rocky Sage the ILT changes the discourses ofamentation of district
initiatives and achieving high test scores. Chaageen as incremental and thus new
discourses are always competing with establishetbdrses. Due to the incremental
view of change there is an element of syncretisrarevlestablished discourses affect
and merge with new discourses to create a discobasés specific to Rocky Sage.
Here Jared identifies a strategy for gradual imgletation that might work for a
specific group of teachers.

Jared: Yeah, but then maybe you guys talk abouia@eagroup
structure that works really well, or there’s sonmeghthat you do whole
group, that's a structure that you do really waild you come up with
little things for that particular teacher, or asweediscussed, for her to
implement and try. And that is one step closehi@arbehavior
management and things. Just something small. Miigkeesmall step
for her. Maybe you work small steps for people, trey take away
something from it. But at least they tried one ¢hihat they heard.
Maybe it's not—we all have to discuss one commaurcgire, and we
all have to sit down with a standard and try. Mawydgere discussing all
of us, or discussing our structures that we'rbedlring and doing, and
then each teacher's going to go back, pick somgthet they heard
and liked, and they're going to try and impleméat for the week until
February 21st, or whatever. And then they're gtaingpme back and
report. Even if it's whole group and it's a smalhavior management
structure. At least they made an attempt to dq drat they're one step
closer to moving on to a bigger structure.

These discussions help construct approaches t@emgpitation. The

assumption is that teachers have different capaditir adopting innovations. The ILT
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has conversations like this where they are consigelifferent ways to facilitate
implementation. Alexis has another suggestion &w ko introduce district initiatives.
Her approach is to start specific structures wisimall group of students and slowly
integrate the entire class. The first statemenki&lmakes is that “every class has that
group” who can’t work independently. This belieltlenges the premise of the
district initiative that almost every student caorkwindependently and

collaboratively. So, although Alexis quickly moves to positive instances of

working independently, her first statement creatabiguity as to the extent of
implementation of the district initiative. The gred process Alexis suggests is in
accord with Robert’s understanding of how changris

Alexis: Top down.

Robert: What do you mean top down?

Alexis: Because every class has the group of kidsdan't—every

class has that group. Maybe it's only two kids,that have a couple of

students that can actually work independently. &ostart with them,

and that's where you introduce the structure. 8tstivhat | meant by

top down. So introduce it to them, and then, oklagy've got it. Now

let's have those four that are right there. Andhsgbe it's from the top

down, versus all at once. Like he said, so babysstand you start

with your top kids.

Rebecca agrees with Alexis but points out somehezameed to see actual
structures operating within a classroom so theeeaesmmon vision of structures and
how they work to improve instruction. Rebecca’sgrsiion is that teachers design
structures together and look at effective strugim@ing used in the classroom so that

they have a common vision of “what it should loiKel”

Rebecca: | just wish that we could do a combinatibboth. | totally
agree that we need to come up with structureshegeBut | think
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there's a lot of teachers that need a visual ot Wiz looks like. So
we've seen, if you think about what we've obserpedple have
observed one or two teachers and that's it, witheir grade level.
There are seven second grade teachers. We alimdys tvery
differently. And the more you see it, the more y@gin to internalize
what it should look like, and so you're going toldatter able to do it.

Based on Rebecca’s comments the ILT develops agrofpr all teachers to
observe successful structures within the schooligin a process of videotaping
classroom instruction. After viewing the teacheit discuss what makes effective
structures and then collaboratively design strestdior use in their classrooms.

Discourse of praise At every ILT meeting, Robert is intentional in
complimenting and encouraging team members. Begddesifying things that he
likes or identifies as good he does go in-deptidémtifying certain discourses as
good. In this passage he is responding to Marsitsitement that it “shouldn’t really be
the focus every minute of our day for a higher A&dre.”

Robert: I think that's a really—I like that questid’Some people may

not like that question but | do, because honesthferling is that when

you teach in your class well, where kids are endagé¢hinking deeply

and love to be there, and want to read, like Staokiss, for example,

where they read like crazy. Those scores will goTinat is a byproduct

of good instruction and great relationships witluykids and their

families.

\

Later in this meeting Alexis is talking about balang teaching the whole child
with preparing them for taking the CST. Robert megfs to her comments with this
encouragement.

Robert: Well, 1 like this discussion. | apprecigi®i guys just honestly

sharing your points of view because it's importanhave those, and
there’s two ways to create urgency.
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Robert shows his support of team members in atyasfevays. In a
conversation on the implementation of the new idisinitiatives Joyce starts the
conversation.

Joyce: | think that's where my grade level is fagktressed, because
we have taken on so many things—trying new thihgsyear.

Robert: People don't even know what you're takimglthe writing
program, side-by-side.

Joyce: And we're just loving it but exhausted.

Robert: Yeah, they've got a couple big things @irtplate that nobody
else even has.

Robert affirms the truth in what Joyce is saying.h® tells the other team
members “people don’t even know what you're talong’ he explains why Joyce
might feel the way she does.

Robert sets up conditions for other team membessdoe in the
complimentary discourse that he employs. One mgstiarts with Robert dividing the
team into pairs where they share a structure iin theess that is working. Then the
team gets together and each team member givespaecegiive sharing of what they
learned from their partner. Here is some of thealisse that occurred during the
sharing.

Robert: Famous last words, I'm gonna trust youra bne. Okay,

very good, thank you, Joyce. Give a big hand, gamtNow you can

tell us about Danna and she praised through fiveites.

When Danna finishes sharing about what Joyce cdRobert again gives an

encouraging statement.

Robert: Very good, all right. Give Danna a big hand
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Later during the sharing time Jared notes that i8lesxconcerned about some
of the structures in her classroom and Robertrimpés with this comment.

Robert: Don't let her fool you, she’s good.

When Jared finishes talking about what Alexis stiavéh him Robert makes
this comment:

Robert: That's an example of why | want to get goys out to see

each other because he’s really found in her I'vieageystem that is

really very high quality and they had their kidggnoups very early in

the year. And so, well if a Kindergarten teachar da it with half day

Kindergarteners so quickly, I know all of us cangda&o | think it's

important that we go see that good work over thecause it's

awesome.

As the rest of the team share-out the tone ohalkéam members is positive
and complimentary. They identify the good practica the other team member
shared with them and how they were going to implartigat in their class or how
they thought it could be a good model for otherthanschool.

Discourses of power and position: An examination dinguistic details.
Robert intentionally works to use discourses ofipgation. These four selections
show how he changes his discourse to flatten theepstructure within the team.
These changes to his speech pattern demonstrafedhart is conscious of language
that establishes power relationships. They alsoothsitnate that even with this
understanding his speech patterns sometimes réfilegtosition of power that he
holds as the school principal.

In the first passage Robert realizes that wheralig, SAnd | don’t know that

we always are,” he is making a statement that defthe whole group. If he is part of
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the group he cannot speak for the entire team eSwahifies his use of “we,” and says

that it means, “me.”

Robert: So our next step, is where we're at. Aridrbenve go into our

next step and start thinking about how to planniet staff meeting,

I've had to write this out for myself because | krthat being clear

about where we're going is always important. Addn't know that we

always are. When | say we | mean me.

The next three passages are examples of how Rdizerges his language to
make it more collaborative. In the first passagstaets to make a statement where he
would be speaking for the entire team. He stopsélhirom saying, “and we had a
reaction.” This would be placing the other team rbers in a position where the
speaker is deciding their reactions, a power pmsitdHe pauses and rewords the
statement so he is not making an assumption féh@team members.

Robert: And | think we want to balance they’relattextreme, that end

of the gun in a year or two or whatever it is arel some of us had a

reaction to them saying things like ‘just tell usatto do and we’ll do

it.’

In the next passage Robert again starts an impersgintence, “we’re going
to,” and then recognizing the wording, apologiaasdperating out of a power
position, and changes his language to be morecpative.

Robert: When you look at this though and those bfpsructures

we’re going to—I'm sorry—that we’re trying to putibthere and use,

remember, this is replacing what traditionally wasere’s the

worksheet that everybody is going to do while Il pugroup.

In the last conversation Robert starts an impezagentence using, “we need
to,” and then realizes that only individuals spaegkirom a power position can make

these types of statements. So he changes his gagméwhat | want you to think

about.” This is a language of participation.
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Robert: So if we're trying to ensure that struciareur high quality,

which means we're meeting our criteria in evergsl&very day, we

need to—now, what | want you to think about isysa said two things

today that | want to think about.

Robert uses the word “need” 18 times and usestltdrphrase “we need” eight
times. One of the instances is given in the abaxaaiion. Since an individual using
this phrase does put him or herself in a diregb@sition it is interesting how Robert
uses the phrase. Three of the times “we needtigded in a question. In each of the
guestions “we need” is used in reference to a lootiaively arrived at decision.
Although Robert is not personally saying the graepds to do something he does use
his position as administrator to direct the conatosm and to make summary
statements like the ones below.

Robert: So anything else on today’ agenda we neeth, nail?

Robert: Any other things you think we need to seeacky Sage?

Robert: What do we need to do next to get to that?

Three other times Robert uses “we need” againfereace to collaborative
discussion. The “we” here refers to team discusaimhnot Robert making an
individual decision for the entire group.

Robert: Uhh, depending on where we're at what weslrie do next. I'll

give you think time, and then we’ll all figure owthat we need to do to

reach that as our very next step goal. So dittoneexl to see models of

the high quality of productive work.

The final use of “we need” is seen as part of avzecsation with Alexis. Alexis
asks him to clarify what he is expecting teacherdd in their classrooms. His

response is to direct the team to have a conversatound the question.

Alexis: Okay, how many structures every class, ydary?
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Robert: | don’'t have a number in mind. And | thinlte-need to talk
about that.

This next section looks at his use of “you needohBl of the three uses of “you
need” place Robert in a direct power position. Rtésharing of the research finding
is a common way he does exercise power. This eseeafipower is not directly
through his language usage.

Robert: Because you need both, right?

Robert: There’s a good book here if you need it.

Robert: In fact research shows you need to haleaat 85%
implementation . . . .

Robert does have specific ways he demonstratgmhisr through words. His
most commonly used word “think” is used the majoat the time in the phrase, “I
think.” While what an administrator thinks may havgosition of power different
than what other team members “I think” it is naedily an exercise of power.

Robert’s use of pronouns is close to the use afquos of the group as a
whole with the exception of the use of the prongan. Robert uses you about twice
as often as the rest of the group. Based on Pekeeb@2011) research Robert’s
pronoun usage shows a fairly flat social hierardging ILT meetings.

The second most commonly used word is, “good.” Mdshe time this word
is used as a direct compliment. Robert tells teaambrers, “that's a good example,”
“you’re asking good questions,” and “that’s alwaygood idea.” Robert uses his
position of administrator to identify “good” conwations and practices. Value
judgments given by way of compliments are a waydRothirectly uses his position to

exercise power. Robert’s use of the word “good” #reuse of compliments stand in
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contrast to the discourse of the rest of the tadith less than third of the
conversation Robert gives more compliments thamebeof the team combined. The
team uses the word “good” fewer times than Rolagd, most of the usage is not in
the form of a compliment. The uses by the othanteembers are more commonly,
“would this be a good definition,” “they want toesthe good, the bad,” and “the
structure that they feel really good about.” Roloegignates statements as “good”
when there is not this designation then the statéimes a different value attached.

Robert uses interrogatives to move the discusdarga“What” is the
interrogative that he uses the most often. Abolittha time “what” is used in a
sentence asking a question. The questions oftdmdlbaclarifying what was said.

Robert: What do you mean by that?

Robert: What do you mean top down?

Robert: Is that what you're talking about?

Robert’s pattern of discourse is primarily interatige and declarative. He
starts and continues conversations using intermggatatements such as, “So what’s
your reaction to this is to say to you—should westwot to the Inland Schools? Is
that a realistic goal? How do you react to it fifdvlany of his declarative sentences
are summaries and extensions of what has been‘Saithot only give a good picture
of what it looks like, but make sure that it's éiféntiated by grade level. It's not
going to look the same in Robin’s class as it wilMartin’s.”

Robert sets the agenda and sets much of the seuwaftthe meetings.
Meetings often begin with conversations aroundti@tal issues such as vacation

plans and upcoming marriages. This establishesad mith laughter and jokes.
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Rocky Sage ILT conversations exhibit a variety istdurse genres from social to
authoritative. At one meeting they watch a videovpted by the district and respond
to it. At another meeting they read an article reneended by the district
superintendent and discuss it. One time they engageliscussion around a
PowerPoint presentation Robert made on CST tes¢sao Inland School District. At
another meeting they watch videos that were filmitgacher’s during instruction.
Each meeting has specific topics and the agendayalimclude team participation in
developing programs, trainings, and implementapi@ms.

Most conversations use the present tense and Rodestthe modals “could,”
“‘may,” and “might” fairly frequently. Robert uselset definite article, “the” a little
more than he uses the indefinite article, “a.” @seourses are constructed through
carefully guided collaborative conversations. Roeres the summary of almost
every conversation that takes place while he the@room. Even though Robert works
to establish participatory discourses his positibpower produces significant control
of ILT discourses.

Summary. Dr. Robert Davis is “purposefully ambiguous” besa “I [Robert]
really want people to think and discuss and hagaraents at their grade level about
what good practice looks like.” He clearly is contenl to providing discursive spaces
where teachers can creatively collaborate. His emsation patterns are designed to
develop positive and non-judgmental interactionst thie teachers continue to ask for
clarity, for expectations, and for limits. | beleethat when they are pressing the
principal to not be ambiguous they are identifyiagegime of truth” that Robert in

the name of collaboration pretends doesn’t exisbd®t does have a “truth,” “I do
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think in the end, it would be a great school ivds the same on every page, every
day,” which he concludes with his other “truth,"uttonly if it was developed from the
group's collaborative work.” Robert is dependinglo® instructional program
emerging from collaborative work at Rocky Sage #reddiscourse shows that the
program is not the same on every page or on ey d
Achieving Charter School Discourses of Power and Bdion

This section specifically looks how the principgbswer and position are
expressed through discourse at Achieving Charteodc

Discourse of non-negotiables at ACSThe principal of Achieving Charter
School (ACS), Dr. Enrigue Monroy, is respondingtoonversation about math test
scores on district benchmarks, which have beenggdonvn although CST tests scores
have remained high.

Enrique: And | would encourage, and this is what $aying, I'm

encouraging the Math Department to come togethe:icegmate your

non-negotiables. And these are non-negotiablestéed to be

addressed and everybody needs to kind of live dipeton because |

think that one of our weaknesses, and | thinkatis of our causes, for

us not being, as that we kind of let go of those-negotiables. And we

didn’t stick to some of the decisions that we mbhdeause we didn’t

have lao-dee-dow [nonsense word] or because wet dhave this or

because we didn’t have that. | think we need nsitgepend on the

adult, we need to depend on the belief and thagaasd that if we

stick to something it's gonna happen, okay.

One of the principles of ACS is that the school tergain agreed upon “non-
negotiables” that form the basis of instruction addcational practice. Enrique
identifies what he believes to be the power ofrtbe-negotiable when he says, “I

think we need not just depend on the adult, we neeepend on the belief and the

passion and that if we stick to something it's gphappen, okay.” Enrique establishes
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several conditions for these non-negotiables. Negwtiables are co-constructed by
the participants, “come together and create yourmegotiables.” Non-negotiables
are more powerful than the individual, the aduit] &e need not just depend on the
adult.” Adherence to non-negotiables produces tleetedesired, “if we stick to
something it's gonna happen.” Non-negotiables déistah “regime of truth” that both
constrains and empowers the participants at theatsite. By taking away the
possibility of excuse non-negotiables constraindtters at the school site. By
establishing a truth that “everybody needs to kihtive up to” they empower the
actors at the school site. Enrique uses the pofwkealiscourse to construct a
“regime of truth.” Foucault (1995) recognizes tlositive force power can have, “In
fact power produces; it produces reality; it pragiidomains of objects and the rituals
of truth” (p. 194).

Enrique then switches from a discourse that isugigk to a discourse where
he exercises direct power. The discourse at AGI&aisthe power of evaluation and
enforcement is not dependent on the adult but emptimciple, the ideology.

Enrique: | already told you guys that | was gonoadvalk through

today and | expected to have boom-boom-boom'’s irclaysroom. |

was very disappointed with 5th grade. Fifth grades teteteteetee and |

was extremely disappointed. Again, 3rd grade, Spawas horrible.

No boom-boom, okay. I've already had a conversatiith these

individuals; | already had a conversation with tisup. You need to

understand that | was direct, | was firm, no enmgtakay, and you

need to support me on that. And as a leadership, tgau should not

give an excuse if we spend four days talking albeirtg boom-boom-

boom and having all this other stuff okay, theydtidoe asking for

help.

There is a discourse of accountability at ACS. gungisays that what was

expected was clear and what he observed did nahmiaveryone on the ILT knows
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who is teaching third grade Spanish but this didstap Enrique from identifying the
class as “horrible.” The “conversation” clearly wamfrontative even though it was
with “no emotion.” Enrique goes on to reference-negotiables when he tells the
leadership team, “you should not give an excusaridte recognizes that the power
of non-negotiables rests on them being truly, negetiable. Truth is no longer true if
other “truths” are considered. Enrique is not gdimgllow discursive spaces around
non-negotiables. He is clear about the purposkefliT at the very first meeting of
the year.

Enrique: You play a very important role here as$ thool because

you’re part of what we call, The Leadership Team wour role, as the

Leadership Team is to ensure that the vision ahgegaf ACS are

being carried through, okay?

Enrique is not asking the ILT to construct the negjiof truth but to participate.
He recognizes the power of dialogue in establishgadjty and “rituals of truth.”
Shortly after Enrique made the statement scoldieditth and third grade teachers he
follows up with this comment.

Enrique: | leave this up to you guys because | deaht it to be

imposed, Ooh, page two, | don’t wanna impose thisted't want to

impose this on you guys okay. I'm giving you gulys tvord of my

reality. Now you guys need to take the word antkeeon it, and

create your own, okay. And then you guys try tq yeah we’re gonna

disagree with each other and yes, we are probaigaagree with

each other, but that’'s the power of dialogue.

When Enrique says, “Ooh, page two” he recognizastih is fact imposing his
vision and values. So he resets here and usessttwidcse of participation. He

identifies the discursive nature of reality whentél&s about “the word of my reality.”

He invites them then to “take the word,” and crehtgr own reality. Ryan recognizes
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that Enrique is opening up a discursive spacedtiad change the “truth” and
immediately leaps into the breach. Foucault (12@&es that “Discourse transmits
and produces power; it reinforces it, but also umilees and exposes it, renders it
fragile and makes it possible to thwart” (pp.10A-LRyan will have none of that and
clarifies that “the power of dialogue” to createuy@wn truth “has to . . . support what
we all wanna do.” So create your own reality bumitst reinforce the present regime
of truth and not challenge it.

Ryan: But it has to be intentional to support wlatall wanna do.

Enrique: It's all what you guys wanna do. | leakattto you and you

need to understand that | trust and | believeybatguys will carry

that mission, okay. You were selected, you madenthiative to be

like okay, | wanna be a part of this, you know whatean. So | think

that that's gonna help us out.

Enrique contradicts Ryan’s statement and resthasttis “what you guys
wanna do.” He then makes these two power stateroéfitsrust,” and “I believe.”
Trust implies that Enrique knows that the team memsbave a fidelity to “the vision
and values of ACS.” Belief means Enrique has camfte in the team members to
“carry that mission.” The team members who do hatre Enrique’s “word” do not
merit the trust and belief that he is bestowingu e on the team if you were willing
and selected. Your willingness to be on the ILTieates that you “wanna be a part of
this.” “This” is a pronoun used after the prepasiti‘of.” As used here “this” is
defined as a specific thing. “This” is not someththat is not yet determined rather it

is a regime of truth and ILT members can be paftro$.” What is “gonna help us

out” is the distribution of leadership centerediiregime of truth.
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In the next section Enrique specifies that membeétke ILT’s “job is to make
sure that it's [GLAD] in their plans.” “Their” isefined by Enrique as all the teachers.
Enrique then says the task of ILT members is torfeap with the questions that we
need to ask.” But Enrique doesn’t provide the sgacée team to create questions
since he immediately provides three questions.guestions he’s come up with place
the individual asking them in a position of powEhe interrogatives of “how” and
“what” used in this manner become instruments otr@. The questions produce the
effect that Enrique desires.

Enrique: This is what I'm going to propose. | thinke, as an admin

team, need to come up with the questions that wd teeask them

during planning, period. And we need to make sokay, how are you

using GLAD, what are you processing, and how aregang to

process, that's our job, to make sure that it'thair plans.

Here, Enrique identifies the Instructional Leadgrsfeam as an “admin
team.” The relexicalisation of the ILT to an adrteam clarifies Enrique’s
understanding of the power and position of the tdathe team is an administrative
team it can participate in the hierarchical powlethe administrative position. ILT
members recognize the tension between being adetedm and an administrative
team. When Enrigue asks, “how are we going to kalth other accountable” he is
distributing leadership to construct a hegemongubh appraisal and modeling.
Foucault (1995) talks of this evaluative participatin terms of examination. “The
examination combines the techniques of an obsehigmgrchy and those of a
normalizing judgment. It is a normalizing gazepaveillance that makes it possible to

gualify, to classify, and to punish. It establisle@er individuals a visibility through

which one differentiates and judges them” (p.175).
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Marissa struggles with dual identity in the follagisection.

Marissa: The other point | think is very importéot us here in ILT is

that we don’'t—we are not put in that position o¥ing to tell a

colleague that if you don’t improve you will getdd. | was told by

administration that if we—if this doesn’t happeouywill get fired,

because then we’re not really—and this is anothegtthe teacher

came and told me. And | was like, really, that para/ould tell you

that? Yeah, she told me that. I'm like, okay, | d&mow if it came

from here, | really just don’t—I'm not comfortabbath that situation. |

think that’'s only—Enrique is really the only onatlshould be doing

that and we should talk about that to promote galéy and trust.

It appears that Marissa is about to say, “we devéluate.” She hesitates and
says instead, “we are not put in that positiongwedluating. The dilemma Marissa is
facing is that members of the ILT have been puahéposition of holding others
accountable to non-negotiables. As an admin teaydbhe supposed to have a
“normalizing gaze.”

Participation in evaluation is usually paired witle power of enforcement. It
appears that one of the ILT members shared witthanteacher that “if this doesn’t
happen, you will get fired.” This statement by th& member is the logical
consequence of holding other teachers accountslialessa is “not comfortable with
that situation.” She is looking for a way to evatuwithout being an evaluator. She
recognizes that promoting collegiality and trus difficult to balance with
participating on an admin team.

Enrigue responds to Marissa’s concern by makictedr that he is “the one
who evaluates.” What he seems to have a problemisvdefining what the ILT

members are actually engaged in. He says of tlkebiawor, “they’re going around and

they're kind of looking and stuff like that.” Soddership is being distributed but it is
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implementation rather than design that is beingitisted. The ILT is to have a
normative gaze. But the normative gaze is to bpgetting.” However, given
responsibility to ask question such as “how are ysing GLAD, what are you
processing, and how are you going to processs’atvery directive sort of support.
Besides supporting the ILT is “doing all this otls¢uff.” The other stuff will be
considered through the analysis of the recordembdrse of the teacher meetings.

Enrique: Because bottom line you guys need to kimatthe one who

evaluates is me. Even if they're going around dmay'te kind of

looking and stuff like that, it's like, you needtoderstand that they're

going to support, and you guys are going to supftwt’s your job,

you're supporting and you're doing all this otharf6 My job is that —

to go in there and evaluate, that's—the teacheszd teknow that, we

they see me in there, I'm evaluating. When you @urgsin there, you

guys are supporting, and | think that’s one oftthiegs that we need to

make clear.

What Enrique makes clear is that his job is to @st&. His presence in a
classroom carries with it the power to punish @ige.

Discourse of praise Enrique’s positive comments about teachers aactipe
are infrequent. In the four ILT meetings Enriquekesmonly four positive comments
about practice. Three of the positive comment$ased on the perspective of other’s
that Enrique is sharing with the team. The nextmmemt is the only one where
Enrique shares his own evaluations. This complingehalanced by some harsh
words about practice he saw in a number of classso&nrique is sharing with the
ILT his impressions of a recent walk-through. Hertst out saying that he “was so
disappointed” by what he saw in some classroontshihéwas very angry.” Enrique

then identifies several teachers on the ILT thatlee observed and praises them for

the energy that he felt in their classrooms. Erithen asks the team in Spanish to
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essentially go see for themselves if what he isngayg true. Enrique said basically the
same thing when he reported seeing very bad peaatid said, “now you need to
verify whether [what] | tell you is true or not.”tAhat time Enrique said “it's
important that you guys, we validate each othelypkacause it's just my
perspective.” However, since Enrique makes it cltaat the one who evaluates is
me,” his perspective carries the weight of the eatbn. So when Enrique praises
practice or teachers his perspective has the posatd power of the principal.

Enrique: That'’s it; you're saying it, monotone, rhanical, and this.

And | gotta tell you, | was so disappointed, | wasy angry. | am so

glad | walked into David’s classroom after | sausthecause he’s

inspired me. That teacher, for being the first yegrressed me, okay

and it's not because Gustavo’s in here. That gyyr@ssed me too,

okay and we weren’t fortunate enough to go intoibtmath but we are

going to do that. But like | said, we went into yguys’ classrooms—

you guys, there’s energy. There is energy, youfeahthe momentum.

You feel it when you walk into 4th grade Spanisherfi is some

energy that | think that you guys need to a vé@nroy esta diciendo

la verdad [see if Monroy is telling the truth] yeoow what | mean?

Olivia: What was the word, what were you saying wieu walked
into Scott’s class.

Maria: Exhilaration.

Enrique: Exhilarating.

Olivia: Or stimulating. Yeah stimulating.

Unscheduled walk-throughs by administrators aré gfahe management
culture in the district and are mentioned by teegheth at ACS and Rocky Sage. He
does not want his visits to only be seen as faulifig missions and in this section
Enrique frames his visits as positive, “we werdortunate enough to go into 5th in

math.” However, the team can balance his reactigordctice he did not accept and no



140

matter how positively he frames his visits teacla@esgoing to feel some level of
anxiety when they hear, “we are going to do thasit more classrooms.

The other three positive comments come from outsideschool and are
shared by Enrique with the ILT. During a discussatmout addressing the achievement
gap he shares, “One of the biggest pats-on-the-thatkve have here at ACS is that
we are really being looked at as a site that iaglthat.” By using the positive
perspective of others Enrique is giving validityhig praise that it wouldn’t have if it
were based on just his perspective.

In the next comment Enrique uses similar phrasingmhe says “we have
administrators wanting to come and see the sch8@3 has a special program that
they are implementing and the consultants for pnagjram visit ACS. At the start of
this comment Enrique recognizes that he has shétbdhe team a number of things
that need to be changed. The problems were majoesswhen he shared them, but
here he dismisses them as “aside from just thtikethings.” They are little things in
comparison to the innovation and rigor and alldtteer stuff that ACS is doing well.

Enrique: Okay, before we move on, | just want toyteu guys know

that we—we had STEM today visit and just got tbyel we look

really good. | mean there is some amazing inswagagoing on in the

classrooms and I think aside from just those litilags, we look

awesome to the point we have administrators wantirggme and see

the school because they're hearing about the irtitovand they’re

hearing about the rigor and they're hearing abtuhis stuff.

Enrique identifies that “it's just amazing, therths that you see” at ACS.
There are “little things” that need to be improved overall the ACS program is

exemplary. When Enrique says this he then admits’ré not there yet.” This

admission allows the team to frame Enrique’s olzgeya about his evaluative



141

practice, “And yeah it's intimidating, yeah it'snd of scary, but | gotta tell you, you
know what, we’re not gonna move forward if we daittanything like that.” Enrique
believes that “we still need to feel that needttves for our kids.”

Enrique: He wants to relocate his office here. am#’s just amazing,

the things that you see, but you need to undergtaidieep down

inside there’s this little feeling that we're nbete yet and | think that

that’s, to me, the sense of urgency that we neadtiéeel comfortable,

that we still need to feel that need to striveduor kids.

Enrique is intentional in how he delivers praises statements are usually
detailed so that the team can identify practiceé hbeing praised. Enrique does not
make general statements that something is “goad,téfines how and why a
particular practice or program is good.

As the conversations at ACS demonstrate this chad where new programs
are being implemented and there is a discourseadfiation and enforcement.
Teachers refer to practice that has been effedgministrative discourse is normally
about evaluation and enforcement. Enrique’s dissdemonstrates “this little feeling
that we're not there yet.” However, as Ryan shabesit this visitor’s reaction to
program implementation by ACS it reveals the sclioa@s have deep coordinated
practice. There is a discourse of “we’re not thexg” but they do recognize that ACS
is considered a great school.

Ryan: One of the statements that stayed with meesdssy, | shared

with some of you that at the end of the—was itl#st classroom, this

lady approached me and say she—she was almostranslee was,

“I'm sorry,” she said, “So this can be done.” Sihihk that's the

message that, yes, this can be done, but we nemshtioue. It has to

be done for — the newcomers are coming to our dctimnew
generation of students are coming next year.
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Enrique’s limited discourse of praise shows hisi®on the “need to strive for
our kids.” There is an implied discourse of pras@CS that Enrique references but
does not often employ. He has put up a larger banriae school office that reads,
“SUPERMAN IS HERE.”

Discourse of traveling and coachingThe next excerpt comes from the first
ILT meeting where Enrique is sharing his visiontlog ILT.

Enrique: To me support from a grassroots leveltba®me from the

Instructional Leadership Team. You, the Instruaidreadership Team

are insuring that teachers and building thoseiogighips between

yourselves is really carried through without, witle specific grade

levels, okay. That's what | want to convey today &wanna make

sure that we spend some time discussing this awdi®re gonna go

about doing it. | ask for the sub-availability cadar because | do want

you to spend some time okay, traveling and coagchrageling and

coaching, traveling and coaching, okay.

One of the leadership roles for members of theifL_Traveling and
coaching.” What they are coaching is a fidelitghte academic program at the school.
Here Enrique uses the language of “grassroots’levglive legitimacy to the
implementation and enforcement of ACS’s instruatiagoals. The ILT is “insuring
that teachers” carry through with what is expectWtat is grassroots about it is that
ILT members, not only administrators, are ensufideglity to the instructional
program. Enrique notes that ILT members need tll balationships at their grade
level. Enrique said that the relationships werbdsupportive not evaluative. The
conversations around “traveling and coaching” Walp clarify the nature of the
relationships. Since ILT members include both braed teachers as well as seasoned

veterans their “traveling and coaching” does n@eshel on expertise in pedagogy or

subject matter.
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The next excerpt is taken from a discussion ofrtif@dementation of an
instructional program, Guided Language Acquisifesign (GLAD) that has been
part of the ACS program for a number of years. Gh&D trainers had given Enrique
some negative feedback on the consistent implermentaf the program.

Enrique: | mean we’re spending a lot of money widse consultants

to come in and give feedback to you and if it's being done, then |

think we need to do something about it.

The ILT team members are told, “if it's not beingn@, then I think we need to
do something about it.” Enrique repeats this disseypattern over a number of issues
during ILT conversations. First there is an expedéel of accountability by all staff.
What they are accountable for is full implementatid non-negotiables. The non-
negotiable here is the GLAD program. Enrique’s posiis that every individual
should be the enforcer of non-negotiables. If taeyto ensure “it's being done” then
they are also evaluating whether it is being d@welLT members do have an
evaluative function at ACS. Next, if something & being implemented then, “we
need to do something about it.” Enrique is askirgIL T to be the ones who are
ensuring “that all teachers are following what \ag we’re going to do.” So ensuring
fidelity to “what we say we’re going to do,” is parf their traveling and coaching.

The discourse around how they are coaching is deres in this section. ACS
hires subs to come in during the day and take llemipers’ classes to free them up
for visiting other teacher’s classrooms. This isaéull day out of class but selected
periods. In the next selection Enrique is givingieayuidelines on use of the sub time.

Enrique: Just want to know that when you guys chogio this you let

Olivia know because she’s in charge of subs. Lati®know the time
that you're going to go but I'm going to encouragel to please use
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the time when the kids are working independenty'teevorking

independently so that anybody can come in anddjreetion or

something like that. But don't—make sure the persames in and

they're going to have to teach, I think you shouse it during your

down time where the kids are working like in grogpsomething,

they already know what to do.

In order for this to disrupt student instructiotiade as little as possible the
class periods when the teacher is out of the classld be times where “students are
working independently.” Various ILT members cangeta schedule so that the sub
goes from class to class freeing up that teachrengdation time.

In the next selection Maria is asking a clarifyopgestion.

Maria: Do you want us to pick someone that we waildel to work

with or do you want—well there are two parts right one part is that

you want us to get a sub to go look at some ofetipe®ple that are

extremely stimulating and inspiring and the othet s that we need

support for these teachers.

Maria has no problem identifying that one parthedit assignment is to visit
“people that are extremely stimulating and insgrinrhe words Maria uses
emphasizes that she expects to visit the roomsaafptional teachers. The next part of
the sentence at first doesn’t seem to make sen8éaria saying that the other part of
their assignment is to support these exceptioaahiers? Looking at her comments in
context Maria is framing two different types oftbars. She is clear when she
identifies the exceptional teachers but the segpadp of teachers is so problematic
to Maria that she doesn’t clearly define that grbegond calling them “these
teachers.” Maria then is saying that the two pamnésto visit the classes of one group
of teachers who are exceptional and another grétgaohers who “need support.”

Enrique gives an affirmative to Maria’s questioheTollowing discussion shows that

there still is confusion on the part of ILT membassto the process of selecting
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teachers to observe. Do they select the same gratie same subject? Do they
remain with their selected teachers for the dunatibthe year or do they observe a
variety of teachers? This is Enrique’s respongbed questions.

Enrique: I'm going to leave this up to you guys dese | think you
guys need to have the experience of observing pigple and | think
you guys need to just kind of move around. | devént to direct it to
you guys, | think it needs to come from within.

Here the process is completely open with Enrigeesuragement to “move
around.” What is not left open is how to perforre tibservations. Enrique models
how to do an observation. Here Enrique is reflgctin a number of observations he

had just completed.

Enrique: That'’s it; you're saying it, monotone, rhanical, and this.
And | gotta tell you, | was so disappointed, | wasy angry. | am so
glad | walked into David’s classroom after | sausthecause he’s
inspired me.

Enrique saw both classes that “disappointed” hiwelsas classes that
“inspired.” He shares this with the ILT and thenkes the following comment.

Enrique: I'm giving you the sub availability caleardbecause | want
you guys to spend time getting a sub and goingsaedhg these
classrooms because this is just one person tglbngvhat he saw, now
you need to verify whether | tell you is true ot.nOkay it's important
that you guys, we validate each other okay, beci#'sgast my
perspective. And yes, we’ve had other team menthatsvent you
know what | mean and | think that if you speakiterh, they could
probably tell you the same thing. But today, bethe=end of the
business day, | called in these individuals anavegthem all verbal
warnings. I'm not playing.

Enrique says that the ILT members “need to verifether [what] | tell you is
true or not,” based on doing their own classrooseokations. He goes on to say, “it's

important that you guys, we validate each otheaypkecause it’s just from my
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perspective.” This statement could have two meani@ye meaning is that you guys
validate my observations by concurring with there DBther meaning is that only by
having multiple perspectives can we determine whattually occurring. He then
goes on to say that other team members participating observations and “they
could probably tell you the same thing.” Is he hexplaining what he means by “we
validate each other” when he points out that whes twue for him was also true for
the others. Enrique is clear that even if it ig fasm his perspective, that perspective
carried immediate and serious consequences. Thaskdrs who “disappointed”
Enrique were given “verbal warnings.”

The ILT members discuss what Enrique has said aiaoh Bsks the following
guestion.

Brian: Now during these observations, do you wantounstantly

isolate on the spot, give them the feedback to niabse corrections or

should we like, later on in the day when we seetheld a conference

with them or how would you want us to, like. Wheyuyguys walk in

you guys right away say—

Brian sees that “you guys” immediately make coroed to the teachers being
observed. He wonders if they are to pattern their approach after Enrique and
Olivia, the principal and resource specialist. §ne responds with the following

statement.

Enrique: We need you to turn that back okay andgaitito yourself.
Answer those questions to yourself.

Maria: | think that's very important.

Enrique: Do you feel you going into the classrogoy turn it back on
you okay, because | have my system and | thinkatrss to work, you
know what | mean. And yeah it's intimidating, ya#h kind of scary
but I gotta tell you, you know what, we’re not garmove forward if
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we don’t do anything like that so | think you ndedractice what you

feel comfortable with.

Enrique challenges Brian to answer the questiors&iinWould Brian do it
differently than Enrique? Enrique makes it cleat the knows this type of immediate
correction is “intimidating” and “kind of scary.”rifique then seems to answer Brian’s
guestion about how he thinks feedback should bengiWhen Enrique says, “I gotta
tell you, you know what, we’re not gonna move forgvd we don’t do anything like
that,” he is saying his way is the way to move ¢iforward. So the concluding
remark of “you need to practice what you feel coriafiole with” is to be alluding to
the discourse of participation while operating witthe regime of truth. The entire
discourse centered on teachers doing or not dolreg was expected. Then Enrique
says that in order to “move forward” you need tondwt he just did, give immediate
corrective feedback. So if you as a member of tHedon’t give immediate corrective
feedback because you are not comfortable withert you are not helping the school
move forward.

After some more discussion Enrique gives a direabinr how to provide
feedback.

Enrique: Yeah and | think what you guys need tasds you look at

the calendar, is like try this, try this, try tleied then say, I'm gonna

come back. So | think that you need to give thelieek and then come

back but you need to comeback the same day. Ydtaane back

three weeks later, you know what | mean. We needake it like

immediately.

Here he is not telling the ILT members to do wihatytfeel comfortable with

but to provide immediate feedback in the form ajgastions on what could be

improved on. The implementation of those suggestshould be immediate and
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observable the same day. Enrique makes it cleteifollowing section that what
they are to observe is what is “expected and irgdhty the instructional program.
Here he is talking about a number of observatiprahably not of ILT members, but
he personalizes his comments by repeatedly saymg ‘which makes it immediate
to the ILT members.

Enrique: You need to see my point, okay. You neesee my point

and you need to understand, this is a slap. Thilseigslap] because

you were given, you were paid, you were compensataty. You

were valued and you were given something—for yotherfirst day of

school not to do what was expected and intendeld+teto me that is

disrespectful because you still get paid. But yoawk what, our kids,

they lost a day and that sucks. (Pause 11 secéimis), on that note,

sub availability calendar for you guys to look e tmonth of October

okay.

Enrique uses the word disrespect to identify tHealbmr of the teachers who
did not “do what was expected and intended.” Betbat he slaps the table and tells
them “this is a slap.” Enrique seems to be thewine is disrespected and slapped.
Through relexicalisation Enrique transforms theagagm of not meeting professional
expectations to that of a personal attack. Thechtts intentional, “you did not do
what was expected and intended.” A slap is noatisence of a behavior rather it is
an intentional action. The consequence of the mdsidhat “our kids, they lost a day
and that sucks.” After using the pronoun “you” demtify personal responsibility
Enrique then uses the pronoun, “our,” and not “yovour action affected our kids.
The long pause of 1 second is not filled by anghea comments. Enrique has set up a
dichotomy with him on one side and “you” teachanglte other. David, one of the

members of the ILT, had been praised for his dlaagtsday but still participates in the

holistic “you” that Enrique uses here. The teaclsbéare in a corporate guilt through
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this phrasing clearly establishing the power ansitpm of the administrators in
contrast to the teachers.

The discourse around how the ILT members are tolcavery specific.
Enrique has given them a pattern. Coaching is todieng for specific behaviors and
is to immediately correct instruction when thoskaaors are not present. Further,
there is an assumption that the absence of thereedoehaviors is intentional on the
part of the teacher being observed. Enrique saygatame meeting that those
teachers who did not do what was expected “shoelasizing for help.” Again
Enrique implies a level of awareness on the patth@teachers who are not doing
what is expected. By constructing this paradigmidtr makes the lack of the
expected behaviors on the part of some teachersiipersonal attack, “this is a slap.”

The ILT members who are traveling and coachingdareg this within the
paradigm that Enrique has established. This pamaésgiablishes corporate guilt that
“our kids” are not receiving the best educatioryteserve because some teachers are
not doing what is expected. This paradigm estagdishtentionality on the part of
teachers who are not doing what is expected. ILinbe¥s who are traveling and
coaching are to identify the deficit when they geand then returning to see that it has
been remedied the same day. The behaviors thakpeeted apparently can be
integrated into the teacher’s instructional repgrtoerely by noting their absence.
This paradigm makes traveling and coaching to imethod of ensuring program
fidelity both for the teachers being observed andHle teachers who are charged with

traveling and coaching.
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Discourses of power and position: An examination dinguistic details.

There are specific grammatical devices revealeBrnque’s discourse patterns.
Some of the pattern is seen through the use dinatiscourses and some of the
pattern is seen through the absence of certaioulises. For example, Enrique makes
four complimentary statements during the four nmegsti All four statements are in-
depth and mention several specifics that are baangplimented. In a word search of
his top two hundred words used only one of theke, Inas a complimentary meaning.
However, like was not used as a compliment in driysconversations. Now the
presence or absence of a particular word has itdaning. The absence of words or
phrases giving a compliment or acknowledging soimgths positive does indicate a
certain discursive style.

“Need” is the most used word by Enrique at ACS whers 3% of the total
words he uses. Enrigue uses the phrases “we néeiith8s and only once is it used in
a sentence that is asking a question. The othen&3 he uses the phrase it is an
imperative, “we need to not feel comfortable,” bthink we, as an admin team, need
to come up with the questions that we need tolaesatduring planning period.”
Enrique uses the phrase “you need” 32 times and/exse of this phrase is also part
of an imperative statement. In addition he usedtirase, “you guys need” 12 times
also as an imperative. When we have a person adamnistrative position with
implied power the statements to the effect that fiwed to” or “you need to” are not
up for discussion.

Enrique’s use of pronouns in relation to the usprohouns in the group fits

the pattern of people higher in the social hierar@rennebaker, 2011). Enrique uses
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the pronoun | almost as often as would be expaantédte group which is not predicted
by Pennebaker. His use of | seems intentionalveayato provide a normalizing
statement. Enrique used first-person plural prosdwe, us, our) more than twice as
often as would be expected in the group. Pennehdésetifies this as a sign of an
individual with higher status. Pennebaker addregsesise of we, the pronoun most
often used by Enrique. “On the surface we-wordsi\domdarm and fuzzy and should,
in theory, be related to feelings of group soligérip. 175). However, the word we
can be used at least five different ways. As refeed when looking at the word need,
Enrique used the phrase “we need” in what Penneliddetifies as “the we-as-you
we.” Here Enrique makes a we statement but isigethe teachers what they need to
do. Enrique’s use of pronouns, unlike Robert’'sndicative of an individual higher in
the social hierarchy.

After Enrique used the word “need” not once wasjhestioned about whether
there really was a need. There was discussion affwattneeded to be done or how it
should be accomplished. This sentence is the adyli“l need,” “I need to remind
you that the conversation that we choose to haketelosed doors, when the door
is closed, stays here.”

“Think” is the third most used word by Enrique. Eyéme the word is used it
is in the phrase, “I think.” Enrique uses the inbgative “what” more than all the
other interrogatives combined. About one thirdref time it is used in this phrase,
“know what | mean.” There are quite a few more usfe&now what” to the extent
that “what” is used with “know” in all but three c&sions. So most of the time

Enrique is not using “what” to inquire informatinom other team members. Rather
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Enrique is using “know what” referring to what heans or to shared knowledge. Of
the 54 times Enrique uses the word “what” only ¢htienes is it used in a question
without the word “know.” The first time Enrique s without “know” he is asking
the process server for the meeting if he knows \ukas to do. “You reiterate that,
what does that mean?” The next time Enrique askgulestion, “What is the
achievement gap?” The final use is when Enriqus,d%khat’s your question.”

Enrique’s discourse is primarily declarative angh@rative. The declarative
nature of his discourse is exemplified in passégeghis, “I'm giving you guys the
word of my reality.” The example of his use of “dgetypifies a discursive structure
where he gives directives to the other team members

Enrique sets the agenda and gives the final an®aaany of the
conversations during meeting times. So while thersegnificant amount of discussion
by team members Enrique controls the topic, “I'flirtg you right now, we’re off
topic, but that is self-imposed.” Enrique ofternssitte mood of the meetings through
his use of emotionally charged discourses, “I'ntiggtsick and tired of hearing that
from that individual, that there’s this fear thiagthat there’s this thing.” The mood is
not always combative. Enrique can set a mood dfesige through sharing vision,
“The purpose of our ILT is to look at the caused affects in closing the achievement
gap. One of the biggest pats on the back that we hare at ACS is that we are really
being looked at as a site that is doing that.” Mmstversations use the present tense
with little use of modals like “may, might, “or aelkbs such as “possibly, hopefully.”
Enrique uses the definite article, “the,” threedgyimore frequently than the indefinite

article, “a.” There is little uncertainty in thesdourses. Interrogatives are not
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frequently used and when they are generally theyamking for a specific answer.
Through renaming he is able to transmute the Iltd an administrative team and
teacher practice in the classroom into an assautiperson.

Summary. The previous section has looked at various adtnative
discourses within the context of ILT meetings. Teatral discourse is that of non-
negotiables. The power of non-negotiables is that fieed not just depend on the
adult” to affect their actualization. This discwesiconstruction works to eliminate
discursive spaces since there is a priority oflmgpover the individual. Individual
discourses that are not in support of the ideologgome subversive. The enforcement
of non-negotiables is extended to the ILT when @irgisays, “your role, as the
Leadership Team is to ensure that the vision ahgesaf ACS are being carried
through, okay?” Two other administrative discouraes“no excuses” and
“normalization” that support the rigid structureradn-negotiables. What was expected
was not seen during visitation and there were imatec¢onsequences. The
consequences were immediate because there areumgesxThere was no space for
conversations around why what was expected waseait,ghere are no excuses. The
discourse of “no excuses” establishes that theraligidual accountability for any
deviation from the expected behaviors. The dis@afdraveling and coaching works
to establish the discourse of normalization. Ereighares with the ILT when he
visited classrooms and didn’t see what was expebisdvas the result, “But today,
before the end of the business day, | called isghedividuals and | gave them all

verbal warnings. I'm not playing.” These discourkase the hegemonic affect of
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subsuming the ILT into an adjunct of administratibeadership is effectively
distributed through the ILT as they are given adstiative functions.

Enrique is not unaware of “the power of dialogude tells the teachers, “I'm
giving you guys the word of my reality. Now you guyeed to take the word and
reflect on it, and create your own, okay.” But hmuch space is given to other
realities? Foucault (1984) observed that, “Truth thing of this world: it is produced
only by virtue of multiple forms of constraint. Basociety has its regime of truth, its
‘general politics’ of truth: that is, the typesdifcourse which it accepts and makes
function as true” (pp. 72-73). The discourses af-negotiables, no excuses, and
normalization that Enrique establishes using himiattrative power constrain the
other types of discourse within the ILT and at ACS.

Achieving Charter School Language Arts Meeting Disgurses

This section looks at the conversation at one tacteeting at ACS. There is
not a similar chapter in regards to conversatieasters have without administrators
present at Rocky Sage. The reason for this isélagher conversations during Rocky
Sage ILT meetings are similar to teacher convamsativhen the administrator is not
present. During Rocky Sage ILT meetings teacheyslagly challenge the word of
Dr. Robert Davis’ reality. This is due to a varietiydifferences. One of the primary
ones is that Rocky Sage has an API of around 986/exear that gives them a similar
school ranking of around 5 placing them in the reduf schools with their
demographics. Success on high-stakes testing isureghif the school has an API
score above 800. When Robert notes the demographiRscky Sage and says, “of

course it's 900.” The urgency of test scores ismdininished at Rocky Sage since
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the school is assured of achieving at least an 800ther reason is that Robert
regularly shows that he does have a vision fosti®mol but believes that it will
succeed “only if it was developed from the growobaborative work.” At ACS
teacher conversations without administrators presensignificantly different from
when administrators are in the room.

Discourse of teachersThe discourse of distributed leadership in SE&B h
created a variety of spaces for discourse. Sonttgecdpaces are the teacher meetings
that are held regularly throughout the year. Adl&pe pictures the interaction of
leaders, followers, and situation enacting leadprghactice it should be no surprise
that teacher meetings distribute leadership practiave look at the leader position in
Spillane’s model as the position of power, thenmyteacher meetings this power is
available to the attendees of the meeting. Thewiolg section is taken from one
language arts department meeting. Three of thedi@ehers at the language arts
department meeting are also members of the ILT.thitee ILT members are Laura,
Maria, and Denise. Near the end of the meetingdbeurce specialist Olivia, a person
in a leader position, visits the meeting.

Discourse of working together The issue here is a curriculum the school
bought and the teachers use, or used, that is oogidered to be a “wrong” thing to
use for instruction. The reason seems to be thatk'sheets” are not to be used in
class and the Write Source bases instructionalelglion worksheets. The teachers
indicate it is a valuable part of their instruc@bmoolbox. In this section teachers come
up with a way to use the Write Source given newrutsional methods. The

conversation starts when they address the questiat’'s working?” Denise
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immediately starts to identify a curriculum at 8ehool. She stops herself in mid-
sentence to clarify that they are focusing on ttedamic. They all identify “using the
resources we have” as something that is working.

Maria: So, we can start filling out our chart he8e, what’'s working?

Denise: So, what works was the Write—Are you sayireggacademic
worked for you last year as a—

Maria: Using our resources.

Claudia: Resources.

Maria: Using the resources we have.
Denise: As a building block.

Susan: Um-hum. | think that’s key.
Maria: Resources, right?

Laura: Um-hum.

Denise: | think—Well, | personally feel almost liken doing
something wrong if | pull out the Write Source.

Denise makes the statement that using the WritecBaunakes her feel almost
like she is doing something wrong. All the teachmrghe team agree with this
statement. Maria’s comment, “its taboo or somethirsgsignificant here. Taboo is
defined sociologically as a prohibition resultimgrh social conventions or ritual
restrictions. Foucault defined “taboo” as prohduis that make it difficult to talk
about certain subjects. These prohibitions padiepn establishing a culture’s
structure of knowledge. The structure of knowlewgéself defined by the centers of
power within a culture. At ACS there are prohihisoagainst using certain terms and

talking about certain subjects. The whole “discewtno excuses” prohibits
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conversations that could be construed to be “ma&kuyises.” Here “truth” is
discursively established as not using worksheetsr(@) during instruction.

Susan: Totally.

Maria: Yes.

[Agreement by others]: Um-hum

Maria: It's taboo or something.

Denise: But then you think did we—but, why did weyht then?

Laura: | don’t know, but I retype it.

Denise: Why though? | know, that’s the thing, whyusld | have to go

retype the whole page so it doesn’t look like ineafrom the Write

Source?

Laura: | don’t know.

[crosstalk]

Denise: Because we all feel that way, and why daWwkeel that way?

Denise is the only one who is questioning the pgradHer question, “why
should | have to go retype the whole page,” igy#titeate question. Her follow up
guestion is just as significant, “why do we alllfdeat way?” The other teachers’ lack
of engagement with these two questions may revaaef the structure of their
thinking. The answers to those two questions mayaaignificant given the lack of
power that the teachers have. If they were to @eitiid silly to retype the pages it
doesn’t solve the problem of not being allowed4e worksheets. The following
conversation shows the dynamics of circumventiggpttohibition.

Maria: The Write Source, just as a sign up, doesecwith a CD, and
you could put it in your computer—
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Susan: And cut and paste?
Maria: You could cut and paste it.
Susan: No way.

Maria: If you want to, into a work sheet, and mékmore like a
teacher created it. It's not a worksheet.

Laura: You're so wrong.

Denise: Smart.

Claudia: Note to self

Susan: This is why | miss planning with Englishgaage arts.

Susan interrupts Maria by anticipating what Masigoing to propose. Her
guestion, “And cut and paste?” demonstrates sheratahds and relishes the process.
Susan’s comment of, “No way,” and Laura’s commédritYou're so wrong,”
acknowledges the taboo nature of using worksh&etslLaura’s, “You're so wrong.”
statement is made in such a way that you knowssjgeing to cut and paste. Denise
abandons her questions that involve power reldtipssvith her comment of “smart.”
It appears that when the process of reformattieg/tite Source material is now
fairly simple, challenging the underlying paradiggmo longer an issue. Claudia’s
“note to self” show that all of the teachers preseve decided that this technique is a
legitimate way to use the resource in their curnesiruction.

When Susan makes her statement, “This is why | pieaming with English
language arts,” she identifies a much larger dismof distributed leadership. In the
previous conversation we see teachers collaboratithgeach other, creating

organizational learning, and developing trust. Etreugh three of the five members
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of this meeting are ILT members all of them shaeeinterpretation of how to
circumvent the prohibition of worksheets. When laasays, “You're so wrong,” she
is identifying that what they are sharing is coumtethe paradigm created at the
administrative level. Conversations like this buidst within the team as they co-
construct counter narratives to the dominant nagsat

Something else is informative here. All the teastee familiar with the Write
Source curriculum materials but believe that a gntyansformation in the
presentation of the materials will be enough to enddlem no longer taboo. Implicit to
their assumption is that the centers of power ppaiently focused on appearance
rather than process. For a worksheet by anothee nimacher created materials is still
going to function as a worksheet. So a retyped@\Biurce page that now looks like
the teacher created it is accepted for use dunisiguction. The admiration and
acceptance of the manipulation of the process meayodstrate their relationship to
the centers of power at the school.

Discourse of prior knowledge and conceptual changdlany teacher
conversations reveal how prior knowledge affecéesatnceptual change that new
programs and learning require. As the previous emsation demonstrates,
implementation of new programs, the introductiomeiv discourses, are susceptible
to counter narratives introduced by the participamhis may be particularly true in
education where reform efforts produce constantgéan programs. Each program
has its own discourse that is uniquely differeaintbthe previous ones. Often,
however, those introducing the new program, a @iffediscourse, spend no time on

addressing how previous discourses are integratafferted by the new discourse.
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All of these new discourses are presented basdgeosame premise that they now
represent the best of best practice. In the disesunere we will see how a teacher
team does not replace previous discourses but amakg the new discourses with
prior ones to create a discourse that is their own.

Foucault (1980) theorized that regimes of knowledwgath,” are established
by rules that govern what can and cannot be salbgnvhom and in what contexts.
Laura and Maria are discussing the emphasis at &Cthe Common Core Standards
rather than the previous practice of looking at@adifornia State Standards. Laura
notes that she is using previous knowledge to hegerstand the Common Core
Standards that they have just learned. Laura asssrihat although they are now
using Common Core Standards, the sources, theidtisinal material they have are
based on the previous standards. Maria notes tttia¢ia school there is a new
language, discourse that they are supposed tous@derstanding what children are
to learn. When Maria makes the comment, “They ceoritrol my mind,” is she
acknowledging that they can/do control her languaggthe appearance of her
classroom instruction. However, they can’t conth@ context Maria is using to
understand the new discourse. Since discoursemammutable, Maria can set the
new discourse in a familiar context.

Laura: For vocabulary, for the academic languagemaking the

connections between what | remembered about wieatd for the

other ones to the new ones, what academic lanqaragegonna use.

Maria: Now, is the—not that we're not allowed tottiat, but if they

wanted us to veer off from the old standards astifpcus on Common

Core, right, that’s the understanding?
Laura: Yeah, but then all of our sources—



161

[crosstalk]

Maria: They can’t control my mind. They can’t saside my mind
when I'm trying to connect.

Laura: But, that’s just the thing is as humansEnglish teachers,

you make a connection to what you know to what g@iéarning, and

| just feel like these are more general, but theybviously

encompassed the prior standards.

Laura expresses her reality of program implememtatiyou make a
connection to what you know to what you're learniidere Maria and Laura share
with the others a common experience of how theygédheir practice. As leaders in
this situation they are developing a discoursdlerteam that allows them to talk
about assimilate new learning and behaviors.

Another conversation from the same meeting is dgaliith the same issue.
The teachers are discussing how to engage stuidentsat they are reading. Denise
identifies Claudia’s model as being very effectaral results in the highest CST test
scores in language arts. It is at this point Sses that they have already had this
conversation. The team saw Claudia’s test scoyes, did awesome,” and then
modeled their instruction around hers. Susan anda_egecall that this structured
approach to reading was at first accepted by adtnation, “she was, like, yeah, this
is awesome,” but as new instructional practice wasduced at the school and
district level “now there’s just supposed to bedieg, and having dialog about it.”
Claudia’s model that they had all adopted was ngédo allowed. Susan doesn’t
understand the reason for changing the model $imesetest scores had been higher

when they used that model. Susan and Laura areagased by the dissonance

between what was at first encouraged and them |atbdibited apparently without
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any explanation. Susan and Laura use languagetheates the power relationship
between the teachers and the administration. Ssasam “we got chewed out for that,”
while Laura says they were told, “| don’t wanna aqeacket.”

Laura: It's kinda like that. It's like you're usingpur reading strategy to
set—to explicitly tell them what they are doingdahen they are

trying to not only identify or analyze, or whateyvtrat reading comp
standard, but they’re incorporating that too.

Denise: Well, | think that’'s what Claudia’s goodnten she does—she
takes the text, and she does those questions tdergide where she’s
got the, before you read, the identify, she’ll héve analysis, she’ll
have a level working.

Laura: So then that's what's working right there.

Denise: Because she’s got the highest scores.

Laura: You're doing your own meaning making.

[crosstalk]

Susan: Okay, wait, back to that. Remember, thatg Wwe started out.
We all, like—you did awesome, so then | startedipglthat idea, you
started pulling it, we started doing that during guided time. You're
gonna read it, but you'’re also gonna be analy#iggring this all out.
Well, then towards the end of the year we got clikod for that
because, wait, they just need to be reading.

Laura: At first she was, like, yeah, this is aweso®he showed us
your [Susan’s] packet; it’s, like, you need to héiws, and you wanna
see this. And then after she was, like, | don’t maeee a packet.

[crosstalk]

Susan: So then it went back around. Okay, no, menets just
supposed to be reading, and having dialog aboBtitt.that’'s what—

Maria: | think it just depends on your kids.

Laura: But, what’'s working for you is your dialog.
Maria: What's working for me might not work for ygthough.
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Susan: But it was working. That's what I'm tryinggay. That stuff

works in your scores.

At the end of this meeting the teachers are setiimgn independent reading
program and Susan recalls how they had used patieepsevious year. That started
this short conversation. “Shh, don’t say that wbhd.any society there are discourses
that are not allowed, taboo subjects. The questibow the rules that establish this
are constructed. It appears by the secretive nafufeés comment that teachers in this
meeting participate in discourses that covertlhjlehge the centers of power. The
teachers have not abandon the concept of paclathtive just adopted a new
vocabulary for old constructs. They did this whieeytretyped the Write Source
curriculum and they are doing it here with a newstouct, “the P word.” Claudia’s
observation, “Forgot he was there,” acknowledging[the researcher] presence was
problematic is further recognition that the conegitm was recognized as subversive.

Susan: [Inaudible], last year you guys did—Sosletly, you gave a
packet—

Denise: Shh, don’t say that word.
Susan: | know.

Denise: The P word.

[crosstalk]

Susan: | know. You gave work, activities, you ga\and-then he
would just do a reading log, and then you woulgd flop it?

Claudia: Forgot he was there. [refers to resealcher
These conversations show that the spaces creatibe blyscourse of

distributed leadership actually produce leaderdisfribution. As teachers have time
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to dialog they socially construct a discourse thaimilar, but not identical, to the
prevailing discourses. In fact in the spaces preyidy teacher meetings the
participants, based on prior learning and expeegatter all of these “non negotiable”
discourses. The theory-in-practice at the schdelase the discourses that are created
during these times.

Discourse of silenceThe resource specialist, Olivia, checks in wité group
for about 10 minutes near the end of their hour-ai@lf meeting. Olivia is enquiring
about how they are implementing the district inf@s. From the directive nature of
Olivia’s questions and comments it is clear that Iss specific expectations. Previous
to her arrival the team had been working on hoWit tall the expected activities into
their schedule. They had decided to have a 2-watekion since they couldn’t figure
out how to do every activity required in one we@ke of the reasons for a 2 week
rotation is based on this comment Denise had madier “Why do you think we
need a Week B? Because we need to do guided réddogvhen Laura says, “that’s
what we’re trying to figure out,” she means thattlare trying to figure out how to fit
sustained independent reading on a regular basisha already crowded day. Laura
notes, “we really want to have guided groups.” @likesponds “it doesn’t need to be
guided group at this point. | think it needs tamgependent reading.” Laura then asks
“what about the struggling kids?” To Laura and dtiger teachers Olivia’s response
appears to be that with those kids you have a dudeup. Laura starts to continue
the conversation, then stops herself and says;sthéat | mean.” Olivia’'s comment

about not needing guided groups is not addresseahppf the teachers even though
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as Laura said, “we really want to have guided gsduphis is significant and becomes
more revealing in the conversation after Oliviavkessathe room.

Olivia: When do they read? When are your kids negili

Susan: For homework.

Olivia: And how can they have dialog if they're meading?

Laura: They're reading for homework, and they'renaag back and
collaborating the next.

Olivia: You can’t have it all be about homeworkheit.

Denise: No, I'm not saying—

Laura: That's what we’re trying to figure out. Spr¥Ve're trying to
figure out—we really want to have guided groupst féo us with our

kids.

Olivia: I think, in upper grades, it doesn’t needoe guided group at
this point. | think it needs to be independent negdor—

Laura: What about the struggling kids?

Olivia: Then that's where you pull those kids.

Laura: Right. So, for those—that’'s what | mean.

Olivia: Yeah. Exactly.

Olivia leaves the room after a couple more minofesnversation. A minute
after her departure this conversation occurs. Om¥ersation shows that Laura had
concerns over asking what Olivia meant about netlimg) guided reading groups. To
Laura it appeared that Olivia first said not to éawided reading groups. Immediately
after this she said there should be guided grdijpgn that's where you pull those
kids.” This was not a discussion that any of tleekers wanted to have since we see

that they disagree with Olivia’s position about having guided groups. However, no
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matter how “absurd” an administrative positiongadhers do not overtly question
those positions. Teachers do not overtly questidgrcovertly continue what they
believe to be essential practice.

Laura: What was she [Olivia] saying about whenid $le guided
reading groups, and she’s, like, you don’t neededireading groups.

Denise: We don’t need guided reading groups.
[crosstalk]

Unknown: You just need it for all your kids thateastruggling
Laura: Am | using the wrong terminology then?

Maria: No.

Laura: Okay, I'm just checking.

Maria: No, you're not.

Laura: Okay. I'm, like, | thought that's what thesgre for.
Unknown: Yes.

[laughter]

Laura: I'm so confused. [laughing]

Susan: No, you were right.

Laura: Okay, it's your—

[crosstalk]

Unknown: It's your groups. It's your low kids.
Unknown: Yeah.

Laura: That's what a guided reading group is, fight

Maria: It's absurd.
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Unknown: Might as well count for something.

Unknown: What. [laughter]

Unknown: | see the picture.

[Laughter]

Unknown: Good job.

Unknown: It means | don't trust you though.

Unlike most of the conversations, in order to fullyderstand this passage it is
important to understand how the comments were el@d: As the researcher | am
able to listen to the recording while doing anayg#is the reader it is possible to get
some of the same context through Jeffersonian Trgm®n (Appendix G) and this
segment is so transcribed in Appendix H. Lauradmdg been teaching a couple of
years and is on the ILT. When she firsts asks tlestipn to the group it is asked with
a level of concern. Denise’s response of “we doa#&d reading groups” is given
ironically. Denise does believe they need readinogigs but is imitating Olivia to
point out the ridiculousness of that position. Whenra says she is “just checking”
Maria’s response is basically, no, you just wanhtike sure we all see how ridiculous
Olivia was. The conversation then reviews what haamnd Olivia said. Olivia said,
“no guided groups.” Laura asked, “what you did wathuggling kids?” Olivia said,
“you had guided groups.” Laura said, “that’'s whatdan.” Olivia said, “Exactly.”
Maria summarizes what the team thinks about theesation Laura and Olivia had,
“it's absurd.” Absurd or not, no one questionedvidliat the time even though they
apparently all saw the contradiction in what shd.sSeeachers are very careful in

guestioning what administration says. Understanthegliscourse of silence is
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essential to understanding how power and posifil@ctadiscourse at ACS. In another
conversation during department meetings, Denissermber of the ILT says “l wish it
was up for discussion, and | know it's not.” Appatg what is not up for discussion is
something they are being asked to do that theyeatar’t be done. They also agree
that even though they are told not to divide carsaandards they believe the
standards actually are “completely separate stdsda®o they believe the premise is
wrong and they believe the expectations are unaahbie. Why does Denise say, “I
hate to ask?” Hate is a strong word that indicttissis not something Denise is going
to do. Again there is going to be silence.

Denise: | wish it was up for discussion, and | kniggvnot, but | wish

it was, of cutting the standards. Half go in theane and half go in

theme three. | know it's always been the thoughhaf you're just

introducing them in theme one, but ultimately theydenchmarked in

theme one, and if | just introduce them to therari’texpect them

mastered.

Maria: They’'re not gonna master it.

Denise: | just—We used to divide the writing staidebetween grade
levels, and that sort of thing, or between langsage

Laura: Yeah, that’s true.

Denise: And | don'’t think it’'s up for discussiomdl hate to ask, but
we’re way behind, way behind, and when we brokenthip we looked
at them.

Maria: What could go together?

Denise: What goes together? But, ultimately, tregeparate
standards.

Maria: They’'re completely separate standards.
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The context of administrative power and positianfe teacher discourses.
The discourse of silence is in reaction to thealisse of “no excuses” at ACS. As
shown in previous conversations when teachersstemhgly about a topic it is
unlikely to be implemented as proscribed. This @sation does not produce a
counter narrative but certainly creates a spactefurhers to try different approaches
since they believe that what is being asked fanjgossible. The discourses of non-
negotiables and no excuses does not allow for geatiens with administrators
around questions teachers have about program ineplation but they don’t prevent
alternatives from being considered and likely impdated.

The following conversations connect teacher diss®eto administrative
response. The team is preparing a chart to usarasfpa share-out with the entire
staff. As they are filling in different topics thelyscussed Maria wants to know what
they put in the middle of the chart. Denise’s comtibat “I don’t think we can do
concerns” shows that they anticipate that certeousgsions on their part will produce
specific responses by administration.

Maria: What do we put in the middle, ELA? What de put?
Department meeting? What do we put? Concerns? iQns3t

Denise: | don't think we can do concerns because e sound

negative, and it is going to be “what did you gdg® Complain the

whole time?”

Teacher meetings can be times where teachersajesturns complaining
about problems they are facing. At ACS there arextuses. So any discourse that

guestions the program or expresses concerns acoepted. As the following

discussion indicates stigmatizing these discoursesns that they occur but not in the
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presence of administration. Nor do the memberb®1it T who participate or listen to
these conversations report them back during lehgetsam meetings.

As the teachers are working to implement the netiative they are struggling
both with understanding the initiative and usingafic strategies. Laura first says she
“asked for help” and then realizes that she is &dmgithat she needs help. Needing
help at ACS indicates that you are not doing wha&tipected. So Laura changes “ask
for help,” to ask for “feedback” which is permisigbShe is told what to do and it
makes sense but she still doesn’t know how to.dasitClaudia exclaims, “how
realistic is that?” Maria agrees and so the helprdaeeded is how to implement a
strategy that none the other two believe is prattiaria and Claudia are
experienced teachers while Laura is relatively neseems like all three are not able
to use this strategy effectively. Laura is the amhg who identified that she needed
help. The other two put this strategy into the sifesation of “looks good on paper,”
make sure you can document its use, and move trnpractical instruction. It appears
the new teacher, Laura, is attempting to ensusditydto the program while the
experienced teachers have techniques to achieapmarance of fidelity. Laura’s
plaintiff cry, “I don't even know where | get myamnmar in” makes one wonder what
happens to teachers in an environment where thérgh accountability for
impossible programs.

Laura: No, | was just wondering because it was—beeavhen | had

asked for help, or whatever, or feedback, it juss \given like a kinda

general structure. It was like, | don’t know, engdlis, dialog, journal.

And then whenever you—or they learn a new conaep,new idea,

then they should always go back to journaling. 3aging.

Claudia: How realistic is that?
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Laura: Not very realistic, but | do understandittea that because
when you're journaling, you're reflecting, thereddt's metacognating.

Maria: Well, it looks great on paper. Like | saitdpooks great on paper,

but out of four weeks that we've been teaching, noany days have

we really applied that model?

Laura: | don’t know. | don’t even know where | gey grammar in.

The discourse of distributed leadership has cresgtades for teachers to have
extended discussions around instruction. Thesestatlew for discourses that are
silenced at the administrative level by instancdidelity to espoused theory. There is
a level of trust within the practitioner group alimg them to express theories-in-use.
This trust is not complete as illustrated in howtaachanges “ask for help,” to ask for
“feedback.” Even in this group trust is conditional

Discourse of appearancesThis conversation takes place during the resource
specialist, Olivia, visit to the language arts nmegtlt was during this visit that the
conversation on guided groups took place. Whil@i@b directs the conversation, the
focus in this section is on how the teachers redpdhe teachers respond to Olivia’'s
guestions but do not raise any of the concernseikpyessed before she arrived. As
Olivia enters the room her very first words demaatsthow focused she is on the new

programs. Her short visit is not to hear what #achers were talking about.

Olivia: This is what Enrique just asked me, whaishasking, is
remember not to be separating reading and writing.

No introduction, no socializing, Olivia makes arpienative statement coming
from the principal, “remember not to be separateging and writing.” After some

conversation Denise asks a question.
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Denise: What | don’t understand is how is it evepazate? Because if
he’s saying don't separate it, what did it loolelikeparate?

Olivia: Because people would be in the writing @es Like, okay,
we’re going to write, and it was not connectedhi® teading.

Susan: So, if you were studying about frogs, weeg tvriting about—
?

Denise: Chimpanzees?
Olivia: They're gonna do a research report on thentry.
Susan: Okay, that's what—qgot it.

Olivia: So that there’s no connection, but you gases on topic,
connecting everything, at this point, right?

Susan: Right.

In response to Denise’s question Olivia explaing kaiting might not be
connected to reading and then asks a directivetigne¥Vhen she ends the question
with “right,” there are only two options, right mrong. Susan chooses the correct
option and says “right.” This interaction typifitee process of the conversation during
Olivia’s visit. Following up on this conversatioraura asks for clarification on how
connected the writing has to be with the readingat\Laura and the other teachers
are asking for is to be told what is okay and whatot okay. The questions are not
around instruction or learning but around whatcseptable to the administration.
Instructional practice requires the imprimatur loyngnistration

Laura: But if | want them to do an essay, can th&ye a choice of

topic that does not relate with my thing? If theyttoing researching

reading—

Olivia: They're just gonna choose some random ®pic
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Laura: No, | have a list of topics that would beargérest to them. They
might not necessarily fall under the umbrella.

Olivia: Kinda like what you used to do with persioas and they would
just pick a topic for them to persuade with?

Maria: Yes.

Olivia: I would think that would be okay. | meargw they're
independent.

Maria: Because it's persuasive, yeah, it's indepand

Olivia: If it's guided, you're doing it with them’hen you’re staying on
the topic to show them how you would relate ihihk—

Maria: So, I'm thinking my guided, or even my maetl would be on
the topic that we're talking about.

Olivia: No, I think that would be okay.

These conversations usually are not subtle; theyligcourses of black and
white with little room for gray. You are readingaalh frogs and writing about
chimpanzees. Writing is connected to reading organuchoose some random topic. It
is okay or it is not okay. Olivia asks probing quess and corrects teachers on a
number of issues in accord with her position ofvdimg approval or disapproval. It is
never clear whether the corrected teacher actualligrstands what Olivia is saying or
just doesn’t dare to ask a clarifying question.e&aample of this happens as Olivia is
looking around Susan’s room at several posterfi@envall.

Olivia: | know they've taught you how to highligkeéy phrases, and—

but where—and your model. | would say, where’s yoodel? | can

see a model up in his classroom. | don’t see thighlighted. | would

say, there's my model right there, do you sed highlighted? No.
There’s my note taking. So, there should be a mfmi¢hem to see.
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Susan does have models on the wall but accordi@jiva they are not
correctly highlighted. Olivia confronts Susan, ‘theshould be a model for them to
see.” Susan doesn’t respond since anything shd saylwould be considered an
excuse. As they are talking about models Olivissaskon-directive question.

Olivia: What are you doing?

Unknown: Making a schedule.

Maria: Because some things are not working.

While Olivia asked an open-ended question her wexts show that she is
still thinking about models. As Maria’s responsecpéates to conscious thought for
Olivia, she interrupts herself, and starts to agkd” is it working for, or “who” is it
not working for? She then switches to a generaste of “is it working for
anyone?”

Olivia: So they can see how you—Who—Is it working &nyone?

Denise: No, [inaudible].

Maria is immediately uncomfortable with the “no”dastarts to give an
example of who it is working for when Laura intgatsi her in support of Denise’s
“no.”

Maria: Well, Susan has 90 minutes of.

Laura: Yeah, that it's—we’re struggling.

Susan then tries to explain why it is not workiog lier. The awkwardness of
her phrasing shows that she realizes she is gjadimake an excuse. Laura, reminds
them all of the school’s culture, “don’t say, butvhen you say “but” you are making

an excuse at a school where there are “no excuses.”
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Susan: Because, even | was saying—Because Clamti@oming in

this unit that, although I'm still supposed to @) guided reading

it's easier to fudge a little bit on times. You knahat | mean? But |

know that’s not what you wanted to hear.

Laura: Don’t say, “But.”

Susan: It’s, like, | need to just stick to it aneldm it.

Susan accepts the correction and tells Oliviaghatis going “to just stick to it
and be on it,” despite that it isn’t working foryame. The discursive pattern during
this visit is that Olivia probes and teachers reshdf their practice is not okay Olivia
is very clear with her disapproval.

Olivia: I will not accept. | will not.

By the end of the visit there is a tense and suth@timosphere in the room.
The teachers have not measured up. They havedstaneake excuses and they have
changed the conversation from discussing instrodbicseeking permission. The next
conversation takes place as Olivia is leaving twa. In just a few seconds it goes
from tense and quiet to hysterical and loud. Thevecsation is initially funny because
of the incongruity of what Olivia says. The incouity is recognized due to the low
level of trust that Olivia has just exhibited. Tdhegree of appreciation for the humor is
largely determined by the level of emotional arbesaised by the feelings of guilt
and shame that Olivia’s scolding produced. Thetsinoments of levity are
immediately followed by a reflective emotional emkion as they contemplate
performance within a discourse of no excuses.

Olivia gets up from the table and cautions the tdzahthey are going to have

“to share out what you've been strategizing.” Madeases the group about
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accountability and the teachers laugh. Olivia loagain at the posters she had
previously criticized and makes the comment, “¢ltkis,” because “it does look like
they’re reading.” The level of trust expressed biyi@ during her visit is epitomized
by the comment, “it looks like they’re reading.”i@& was not questioning whether
Susan’s students were actually reading but her eraguring the entire visit was
guestioning whether the teachers were doing whegtwere supposed to be doing.
Susan’s comment is perfunctory, obviously studenedementary school are reading.

Olivia: | keep butting in so I’'m gonna go, but ab'8lock we’'re all

gonna come together, and | think Dr. Monroy wantsrgone to share

out what you've been strategizing.

Maria: Oh, I told you there was gonna be some kingccountability.

[Laughter]

Olivia: You know it, I like this, though, Susan.Hank you] It does
look like they're reading.

Susan: Yeah, they are, they are reading.

As Denise and Olivia talk quietly at the door tloeeersation at the table
becomes immediately hysterical. In a teasing respém Susan’s comment that “they
are reading,” Laura identifies the incongruity div@’s words, “look like” and says
that it only “looks like” they're reading. Implied that they aren’t reading at alll.
Susan is still in the mode of responding to Olel doesn’t quite get the joke when
she responds the second time, “they are reading.”

Laura: Yeah, it looks like it.

[Laughter]

Unknown: It looks good.
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Susan: They are reading.

Maria immediately identifies the incongruity thasults from the situation
where Olivia had clearly delineated their manyifigsé. They might “look like” they
were doing what they were supposed to but theyyrearen’t it only looked like they
were. They have already discussed how to turn viesds into teacher-made
curriculum by putting them in a different formatdy have already said that having
students journal whenever they learned a new congagn't “very realistic.” They
wished it was up for discussion to divide the stadd since they knew their students
are “not gonna master it.” They have already admithat it wasn’t “working for
anyone,” and then tried to tell Olivia what was Wing without identifying all the
things that weren’t working. They are very awarehaf difference between something
looking like it is happening and it actually happen So when Maria is laughing and
shouting, “all of it she made it up” it is exactihat they have been doing in many
aspects of their implementation. At this point ther around the table are laughing
hysterically and making comments about how thegyast the wall that made it “look
like they're reading” was a fake. Susan now geiis fhe spirit of the conversation and
says that the poster was not the product of clas&-taut rather two of her strong
students did the work just so she would have samgth put up. This is not true but
it is in the spirit of “she made it all up.”

Maria: She made it all up. All of it she made it up

[crosstalk]

[Laughter]

Susan: | had Omar and Geneva highlighting it.
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When someone shouts, “quick put it up,” they alldrig about getting ready
for a visit by administration. Then looking at thesters previously criticized by
Olivia, Laura compliments them. The other teaclcerae out in support of Susan,
aware of how badly Susan may feel about not haposgers that are appropriate
models. At this point Laura connects the incongratftlooks “like they're reading” to
the articles on the posters. They look like they@nsan’s but are they really? Laura is
dying laughing and can barely get out her comnfang, they yours.”

[laughter]

Unknown: Quick put it up.

[laughter]

Laura: | like your articles.

Unknown: Yeah.

Unknown: Yeah.

Laura: Right, are they yours? [laughter] Becausgdlly

[laughter]

[crosstalk]

[Olivia leaves sound of door closing]

As Olivia leaves the room and Denise returns tdadbée the loud, hysterical
conversation lapses to utter silence. One of thehiers is looking through a book
lying on the table. The conversation here is vengig One of the teachers says in an
intense manner, “very interesting.” Maria’s “Okagyid Susan’s deep “sigh” are
expressing the same sort of sentiment. The teaanemxhausted from Olivia’s visit.

They have been talking about how to implement tiogiams Olivia expects to see
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and wrestling with how to do it. They are tryingdhdut right now some things “look
good on paper” but are not working in practiceatswer to Olivia’s questions they
have shared some of this but instead of discus3imma restates expectations. The
program is a non-negotiable. Olivia expects toteegrogram fully implemented.
Their concerns about certain aspects of the negranas, their inability to
successfully use part of the new programs, and thestration with the new program
not preparing students for the CST are their prablks Denise said earlier, “I wish it
was up for discussion, and | know it's not.” At AC8nversations that question any
part of program implementation are considered stsbve

Susan: That’'s a good book.

Unknown: It is.

Unknown: Very interesting.

Maria: Okay.

Susan: [sigh]

The teachers understand that they are responsibimplementing all of the
programs and ask for clarification of what is adabpe and what isn’t. They want
Olivia to tell them what is okay and what isn’t gk&lowever, the perception that they
cannot discuss difficult issues with administratoveates a culture where teachers
have a public discourse and a personal discoubs®; Want their instruction to be
“okay,” but are not always committed or even untird the principle behind the
practice. There is a perception that the admiristraadvances programs that “look
good on paper” but are not practical. There islagoperception that some of the

expectations of administration are “absurd.” Thegl that administration is



180

disconnected from actual classroom practice. Té@rsgective constructs a reality out
of shadows where things are not always as theyaapfienay only “look like they're
reading” and they actually aren’t. Appearancesoftien deceiving and this is
exacerbated by constraints to an open discussi@mswés.

This same constraint raises the level of progralify at ACS since everyone
is evaluated on implementation. The discourse aéxtuses at ACS limits
discussions that create ambiguity since most afeltiscussions would be classified
as finding excuses. This culture creates pradtatis more tightly coupled to
program than at Rocky Sage. As seen above it adstias an environment where
teachers are psychically exhausted by trying téoperwhat they believe is
impossible.

Summary. The context of administrative power and posifiame teacher
discourses during teacher only meetings. The drseocof non-negotiables and no
excuses do not allow for conversations with adnviaiers around questions teachers
have about program implementation. Teachers daamiect new program
implementation with raising test scores, whichgeaed with closing the
achievement gap. These questions and perceivetignis&nts create tensions for
teachers in their daily lessons. The accountalbiith from test scores and the culture
of traveling and coaching facilitates conversatiaith administrators over what is
acceptable and what isn’t. As the discourses shbileweachers want their instruction
to be okay, they are not always committed or eveterstand the principle behind the
practice. There is a perception that the administraadvances programs that “look

good on paper” but are not practical. There islagoperception that some of the
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expectations of the administration are “absurd.&3énperceptions are revealed and
remedied during teacher meetings.

As teachers have time to dialog with each othey Hoeially construct a
discourse that is similar, but not identical, te irevailing discourse. Through the use
of prior knowledge and shared experience teaclmrstiuct the theory-in-practice at
the school. Due to constant reform efforts new @otg with new languages are often
introduced with no time spent on addressing howiptes discourses are integrated or
affected by the new discourse. The discourse sftdacher meeting shows how a
teacher team does not replace previous discoutdestalgamate the new discourses
with prior ones to create a discourse that is tbeimn. Their discourse intentionally
mirrors the new initiative in appearance but naguibstance. During the meeting
teachers turn worksheets that are forbidden irohter-made curriculum and
eliminate the “p word [packets]” from their vocahny but not their practice. These
subversive conversations include three teachersmdi@-up about a quarter of the
ILT membership. They are fully committed to theiersof the school and without the
presence of administrators they work hard on dgwe¢pan instructional program that
“works in your scores.”

The discourses of silence and appearance havechipspst. When Maria
comments, “They can’t control my mind” she is ackiexiging that they do control
her language and the appearance of her classratraation. The teachers have found
ways to make things appear and sound as they shatikhow that it only “looks
like” they are doing what is expected. The countaratives the teachers construct in

support of the vision and values of the schooleanetionally exhausting, as they exist
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in relation to that powerful and non-negotiableimegof truth constructed by

administrative discourse at ACS.



CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

TheColeman Repoiin the 60sA Nation at Riskn the 80s, and in the new
millenniumNo Child Left Behindhave all highlighted patterns of inequity in studen
academic achievement that continues to this dafprRes constant but there is little
or no change in the achievement gap. As the naggms yet another reform effort,
the Common Core State Standards, the questioaliniiroposed in this study is even
more pressing. Are we seeing real reform or isat tinderlying these many reform
efforts are unchallenged and unchanged epistenuabgssumptions that nurture
existing theories-in-use despite whatever is theecti espoused theory.
Summary of the Study

Through the use of discourse analysis and thedemscropolitics,
administrative and teacher conversations have beamined for how they have
constructed the social reality of the school shte,regime of truth. What emerged
from the data is the remarkable way the macropalitieality of high-stakes testing
and school accountability worked to establish therading discourse of power and
position within the learning community. At bothesitthe discourse of high-stakes
testing had the priority of position and exerciiael most power on how leadership
was stretched over leaders and followers at a $cAbboth schools the results of
high-stakes testing has now become the way ingtrued quantified. The implications
of this finding is how the Common Core State Stadslanfluences 21st century
learning will be much more around the construcaod implementation of the

assessment tools than around the accompanyingithétbe epistemological
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assumption, the results of instruction can be dfiedtwill still define the context of
the Common Core for conversations around learmsghe conversations at the
schools site show, the context sets the boundfmieBscourse.

Another question for this study was what the dissewf administrators
reveals about distributed leadership practiceseasthool site. The study findings are
in accord with Spillane’s (2006) comment aboutribsited leadership, “what is likely
to be most salient is not the fact that leaderghgstributed but how leadership is
distributed” (p. 102). Conversations at both s#ieswed considerable distribution of
leadership but in different ways. Using Blasé amdiérson’s (1995) Micropolitical
Leadership Matrix neither principal operated prithygfrom the quadrant associated
with democratic, empowering leadership where pawexpressed primarily as power
with. The conversations at both sites show thatdeship is distributed and how it is
distributed.

Another purpose of this study was to identify whRaticault (1988) calls the
“spaces of freedom we can still enjoy and how mamnges can still be made”

(p- 11). Distributed leadership theory itself es&ied “spaces of freedom” where
there were conversations that challenged and cldahgeregime of truth at the
school.

Review of Methods

The setting for this study was two elementary sthooSouth East School
District. A total of 18 meetings were audio recatdiiring the 2010-2011 school
year. There were six ILT meetings and one teaclestimg at Rocky Sage elementary.

There were four ILT meetings and seven teacheringseat ACS. All of the audio
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was transcribed and used for analysis. Both oftheols had comparable API scores
but significantly different demographics. Rocky 8adementary was located in a high
socioeconomic neighborhood with about half of tluelents from Hispanic families.
ACS is located in a low socioeconomic neighborhetti a student body almost
entirely Hispanic.

This study looks at naturally occurring discoursechool sites in settings
where leadership practice might naturally be dstied. The premise of the study was
that by looking at enough conversations the aactyadmics of whether and how
leadership was distributed might be gleaned. Dissmanalysis claims to be able to
see beyond what people say they believe to unaay&rhat people actually believe
and how it is expressed in practice. As uncovehnioy leadership practice is
distributed is central to the study the additidnamework of micropolitics was
included to more thoroughly examine the politicseafdership distribution.

All of the data was entered into NVivo 10 as auaha text. The conversations
were then looked at to see if leadership practias @istributed and how it was
distributed. Discourse analysis is a repeated gooéanalysis, involving iterative
coding and re-coding of the data. Fairclough (1998¥%ents three aspects of discourse
that are interdependent: text, discourse, andabesultural. While the three need to
be considered together for the best analysis ofdheersations, in practice they are
often considered independently and then holisticall

This study designed and used a rubric to help gindanalysis of the data. To
help inform how the methods of discourse analyaiseheen applied to the data each

section of the rubric will be reviewed.
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Discourse Analysis Research Rubric (Methods arefpnétation)

1. What are the research questions? There are fiv@iqos that have guided
the research.

2. How are they matched to an analysis of discoursk@f Ahe questions
concern discourse and how power and position afffectonversations.
The fifth question on the usefulness of Micropodtitheory in the analysis
of discourse is different from the other four. Qirtdiscourse analysis is
designed to look at power relationships the usetbieory of micropolitics
specifically based on educational research shawldigle an additional
structure for discourse analysis. The use of Michtipal theory is seen in
the analysis and findings.

3. How are texts selected? This study used the coatvens of teams of
administrators and teachers meeting at two scltasotke discourse for
analysis. The schools were selected as being pessibellent sites for
looking at how leadership practice is distribut€de schools both had high
API scores and were located in a district thatéwadbrsed distributed
leadership both in training and in providing stures for leadership
distribution.

4. How are texts matched to the research question?éBearch questions
address how power and position affect the distiaoubf leadership
practice and the meeting where the conversations meeorded was

designed to facilitate the distribution of leadgosh
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5. What is the interpretative paradigm (theoreticaifpon)—ontological and
epistemological positioning? The use of Criticab@iurse Analysis for
this study sets the ontological basis where suiclyshas school systems
have a “materiality which is not conditional upt tfact or the nature of
human knowledge of them. Ciritical Discourse Aniglydso holds that
reality is nevertheless socially constructed, Huatial objects and social
subjects are co-constructed, and that discourstilootes to their
construction” (Fairclough, 2006, p. 12). Fairclougimbines this with a
realist epistemology that holds while reality igisdly constructed as we
experience it there is an external reality beyoodds.

6. How is the interpretative paradigm connected toddua gathering and
analysis? The decision to use audio only in a aéstic setting over an
extended period of time was done to preserve ah @msipossible “the
natural world which is regarded as taken for greugthe people we
research” (Holdaway, 2000. p. 165). The extent tiiatapproach
succeeded is seen both in the frankness of theeceations and comments
such as the one during an especially revealingimgéforgot he was
there.”

How the texts are considered for their (a) lingaitatures (b)
discursive practices (c) social practices? Faigihdsiframework shows
how analysis occurs, from linguistic features toiglpractice and then
from social practice back to reframing the lingui$éatures. The model

(Figure 3.1) was designed to look at these threedsions of analysis and
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has been adapted to illustrate how they interaatétbcky Sage in Figure
5.1. The text consists of teacher and princip&l faht generated the
discourses in the middle box. The discourses erddrgen the text and are
located in their sociocultural context. The listdigcourses is not meant to

be exhaustive but illustrative.

e Teacher

Figure 5.1: Dimensions discourse analysis at Rocky Sage Eliwane
In this study linguistic features such as theafsgpecific words like
“taboo” were considered in the context of sociagbices. How both
principals’ use relexicalisation to support theispion is another example
of how specific linguistic features are considetedrique identifies the

ILT as an “admin team” which clearly changes thsitian of the team and
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co-opts its power for administrative purposes. WRebert says the ILT
“said two things today” and “one is in terms of @mgy,” the term
“urgency” never occurred during the ILT meeting baime from an article
supplied by the superintendent. When considerieguilsive practice the
study identified discursive practice differenceviletn the two ILTs and
the difference in discursive practice between ILdetngs at ACS and
teacher meetings. The social practices, especralynacropolitical ones
were identified and considered as to how they caimstd and determined
linguistic features and discursive practice.

Discourse at ACS was analyinethe same way as Figure 5. 2.

e Teacherp

Figure 5.2: Dimensions discourse analysis at Achieving Ch&tdrool
The models show how the text established diffedestdourses at the two

sites within the same sociocultural context. Tle=aech showed the
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sociocultural context affected the constructiothef discourses at the sites
in different ways. At ACS the principal used powrer hierarchical
manner while at Rocky Sage the principal refensischierarchical power
when he says, “I really believe that, as a lealdean get compliance. |
could come in with a list and make us all do it.”

. How does the study include (a) convergence (b)eageat (c) coverage?
Convergence: The main findings of the study, suctha impact high-
stakes testing had on the conversations was shoeuagh a variety of data
points and was recognized theoretically as a “swibstfor leadership.”
Agreement is largely addressed through the cape@dentation of the
verbatim text along with the explanation of anadyJihe findings of this
study depend largely on the extent the reader gyaement with the
analysis of the text. Coverage was facilitatedulfothe inclusion of two
elementary schools and the discourse from manyingse{The coverage is
limited partially due to the selection of the sclsdaeing in the same
district that used distributed leadership and lsotiools having API scores
around 900. The purpose of the study was to loaklabols likely to be
using distributed leadership in an effective maraseexhibited by their
scores so coverage to schools not meeting thesei@is unknown.
Micropolitics and discourse analysis provided satear findings about
how leadership was distributed at the schools tisdeixpected that these
findings might be predictive of leadership disttiba at other schools. For

example, the finding that the discourse of highkasaesting determined
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the context for conversations around learning &t bdes is predicted to
apply to other schools. Also, the finding that disited leadership did not
predict how leadership is distributed is expectedgplicable to other
schools. The coverage of the findings of this stwdlydepend on their
explanatory power.

How does the study address intertextuality witlwoial and discursive
practice? Discourse occurs in the context of threect regime of truth but
offers possibilities for new truths to emerge. Tisigtertextuality, where
the flow of conversation has the possibility ofatreg texts challenging the
normative. This study has looked at the normatinetions of discourse at
the two schools and identified spaces of freedamn eikample, the
discourse of distributed leadership may have beeoretically associated
with participative and democratic discourse while tonversations at both
sites show how leadership was distributed primdmigrarchically. At both
sites there were conversations where power rekttips were challenged.
At Rocky Sage the principal compared their schath & similar school
and the teachers constructed a counter narratieeenthe schools were not
similar since their community was semi-affluent gared to an affluent
community. At ACS teacher were forbidden to useksbeets so they cut
and paste from the CD to make teacher created iaatexhich are
encouraged.

How is transparency in analysis methods and agpitaf theory to the

analysis achieved? In Chapter 4 significant pogiofithe conversations
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recorded at the two schools were included to tatdithe reader’s ability

to read the excerpts, follow the analysis, and nta&& own interpretation.

10.What is the context of the study? The context efdtudy is first

11.

12.

appreciative. Effort was made to find schools whbeze was a high
likelihood of finding distributed leadership pra&i Further, these schools
should be successful as measured by test scoresntiéresting that
schools were selected for inclusion because of tasi scores and the
study found that the discourse of high-stakesrtgstias the most powerful
discourse at the two schools. Perhaps schoolslewititest scores might
have had other findings although a school with Vewytest scores was
cited and they seemed the most extreme about teptdthe test. Next,
discourse analysis was both method and theorh#ostudy and provided
another part of the study’s context. Micropolitida¢ory and distributed
leadership theory were another part of the cordettie study. Finally, the
person of the researcher who has been both admatoisand teacher for
over thirty years was the final and certainly catipart of the context.
How are the linkages between the discourse anéhfisdiescribed?
Chapter 4 documents how short passages were giekethan considered
using discourse analysis and the lens of micrapsliAn attempt was
made to show the interpretive steps leading tditiaings.

How much verbatim text is given? Chapter 4 is avbundred pages and

large parts of this chapter consist of verbatint.tex
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13.Does the analysis critique itself? Clearly, anothdividual considering
the same texts would come to some different finglifdne question is
whether the careful reader of Chapter 4 agreestimglkey findings of the
study. Taking hundreds of pages of conversatiodssatecting less than
5% of the content certainly controls what the rea@d® access. However,
each finding had multiple texts that seemed to sttghe same
propositions. The many verbatim texts within thedgthelp the reader
critique of the analysis.
14.Does the researcher reveal personal bias? Thebihs researcher is
revealed in how the reader considers the samedeaxgtsomes to similar or
different conclusions. Not just because of the biake researcher but also
due to the bias of the reader. It is the presupiposof the study that
despite individual bias discourses such as thisediagtion in interaction
with the reader and the reader’'s community soc@lystructs education
theory and practice.
Discussion
The following sections present a discussion ofkénefindings of the study.
The discourse of high-stakes testing is considérstdas it established the context for
the other conversations. The discourse of distetbl#adership is considered next as it
is here we see how the language of participatieates the context for participation.
The discourse of the two principals is considerext mithin the context of the
previous two discourses. The discourses of the RG@§uage arts meeting is

considered next as an example of how the langufagarticipation creates spaces for
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new truths to emerge and how they exist in tengiibim the regime of truth. The initial
research questions are addressed in these seasitnosv power and position affect
individual discourses, how administrative discowaects leadership distribution,
how discourses vary between the two schools, andnhigropolitics is used in
assessing power/knowledge patterns in discourse.

Discourse of high-stakes testingThis dissertation’s first research question is
“what are the individual discourses of power andifian vis-a-vis members of the
Instructional Leadership Team.” What was not exgecbut emerged from the data, is
the remarkable way the situation of high-stakesrngsvorked to establish the
overriding discourse of power and position withie tearning community. At both
sites the discourse of high-stakes testing hagtiogity of position and exercised the
most power on how leadership was stretched oveelsan a school. There are
significant differences in how this discourse iatg#ed with the leaders and followers
at both sites, but there is no difference in therpy of this discourse in establishing
the context and content of much of the conversatidhis section examines the
conversations at both sites to see how the disemirsigh-stakes testing is
constructed. Further, the conversations will bex@rad to provide insight into why
this discourse has such priority and power ovewther discourses.

South East School District has placed schools ggdugcally in cohort
groupings of four to six schools that participateshared staff development activities.
One of the first activities of the year for all tbehorts in the district is to look at the
California Standards Test’s (CST) data from thevimes year. The test scores are

considered at all levels of the district, the s¢hthee grade level, and the classroom



195

teacher. The individual classroom data is assatiatth the elementary school
teacher who had the primary responsibility foritistruction of the children in that
class. Due to the sensitive nature of these digmssone of the conversations from
these meetings were observed or recorded for tilnay SAt both sites the
conversations and data from these meetings iserefed in meetings that were
recorded.

Different paradigms. The discourse of high-stakes testing did not oatgnn
a movement to have teachers “teach to the tese"clirent tests are standards-based
which had the purpose of being able to measuréiteg@nd learning. As the
conversations show teachers do not believe thaighwhat the tests actually measure.
As test scores become more important to the schewlg what works to raise test
scores becomes more important to the teachers. &vRacky Sage where a 900 API
is assumed, the principal regrets starting a mgetith a review of test scores since
the rest of the meeting revolved around how tohltéache test. Principals are one step
removed from the test scores, which apparentlyallthem to hold the position that
test scores are an indicator of good instructidns Tay not be because they actually
believe it to be true but rather it may be the angilable public discourse given the
current regime of truth. Teachers are aware treskiortest distance to the goal is a
straight line and identify “that stuff works in yosicores.”

At Rocky Sage there are significant conversationsrad high-stakes testing
during ILT meetings as well as conversations aratedlistrict Common Core State
Standards. While the principal, Dr. Robert Daveeras to have the paradigm that

good instruction leads to good test scores thigeation is not clear in the teacher
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conversations. It is difficult for teachers to féleht there is something more important
than test scores while the valued measurementtamdardized tests scores.

At ACS the recorded ILT conversations are not almgh-stakes testing but
are centered on the Common Core State Standarde Wh conversations are
minimally about test scores the administrative gya remains the same. Dr.
Enrique Monroy wants the ILT at ACS to focus onsahg the achievement gap and
he tells the teachers ACS is “being looked at siseathat is doing that.” Test scores
identify ACS as a school that is closing the achieent gap. Like Rocky Sage the
administrative paradigm is that good instructiosutes in good test scores. The
constraints on discourse at ACS prevent this pgradieing challenged during
conversations between teachers and administratbesconversations during teacher
meetings show that the teachers do not have thasljgen. In conversation they both
identify practice that they believe raises testasdut is not acceptable to the
administration and they identify practices requibgdhe administration that they
believe will not raise test scores.

Starting with test scores. Timperley (2005) in a related study looks at the
influence of test scores. She defines test scorestly connected to individual
students as an artifact and notes that “the ateetanstrained the meeting activities in
the sense that they focused on students, theiea®mment, and the teacher’s actions
associated with that achievement” (p. 21). Testescdirectly connected to student
and teachers produce conversations around impreWgent achievement. These

conversations she goes to note “could reasonabfgseciated with improvements in
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student achievement” (p. 21). Since her study Idd¥@th at leadership practice and
student achievement she was able to make this cbane

Timperley’s study also documents other teacher imgetvhere test data was
presented in summary form with no connection thegistudents or teachers and “the
teachers’ primary interest of ‘my students in mgssl was lost and no relationship
was made” (p.22). The conversations around impgpstndent achievement in this
situation did not produce improvements in achiev&mEmperley’s conclusion was
that the form of artefacts such as test scoresrdates how effective they are
influencing educational outcomes.

Substitutes for leadership. Spillane (2005a) considers how “aspects of the
situation define and are defined by leadershiptp@a interaction with leaders and
followers” (p. 147). The importance of high-stakesting makes it an aspect of almost
every situation where there are interactions tistidute leadership practice. Spillane
does not identify testing as a way leadershipsgituted but the discourse at both
schools demonstrates that it is one of the key wegdership is distributed.

The conversation at both sites demonstrates tleeutise of high-stakes testing
is an essential part of the context for discourserad learning and instruction. The
context of discourse is not merely a box in whidtdurse is analyzed but establishes
the conditions of possibility for the discourse.rKand Jermier (1978) recognized that
there are “substitutes for leadership” that carifgububstitute, or render irrelevant
the leadership of an individual. This study shows/hhe discourse of high-stakes

testing serves as a substitute for leadership.
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One of the ways Kerr and Jermier proposed thattsutes for leadership work
is to provide subordinates feedback and rewards gources other than their
managers. The discourses at both sites show therpmthe quantitative scores
provided by high-stakes testing. That the dissiatts the year with a look at the
results of the previous year’s test scores show ingportant scores are in providing
feedback. Since both administrators identify tr@idjinstruction leads to high scores
the scores work to reward or punish the teacher.

Firestone (1996) refers to Kerr and Jermier’s wanksubstitutes for leadership
when he writes that “regulation of instruction”dluigh high-stakes testing
“substantially reduce teacher autonomy without echry principal leadership” (p.
400). The conversations show how this happenstatdies. Teacher autonomy is
reduced and administrative leadership is not erddhriRobert tries to use
conversations around test scores to provoke coatvens around good instruction and
finds it leads to conversations around teachingpéaest. Enrique sets test score goals
and then focuses on Common Core implementatiorttanteachers have
conversations around teaching to the test. Digiibieadership is still conceptualized
using Spillane’s model of the triangular interaotaf leaders, followers, and the
situation. However, assessment data, specificaly-btakes test scores, substitute for
leadership practice over time.

One study (Dionne, Yammarino, Atwater, & James,2@0iticized Kerr and
Jermier because their model did not consider theemation or mediation affects of
individual leadership. Spillane notes that theeeadfects of individual leadership

when student assessment data is used as a lepdexhiHe notes that test scores
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“framed leadership practice in a particular waydwever, it “was transformed
differently in and through leadership practice@ath school” (p. 148). This study
shows that individual leadership does moderatenaediate these effects as can be
seen in the different ways this discourse affdotstivo schools.

Power of test scores. The power of high-stakes testing rests on its tytih
make concrete what otherwise is abstract. Thidoeaseen in how exact a goal is set.
A goal for the coming year in high-stakes testmget at 83% for math. The power
and control that the discourse of high-stakesngstkerts at both sites is clear through
the many conversations. ACS is closing the achievegmap, according to high-stakes
tests. Based on test scores one teacher idertifreself as number two in the district
while another teacher identifies herself; “I'm a”78he superintendent wants kids to
grow and learn and “he’s definitely still goingw@nt to see evidence that kids are
learning by whatever measures we have,” whichimamily high-stakes test scores.
One of the teachers identifies the essential p@ivergh-stakes testing in establishing
Truth in the way Foucault defines it, when she s&st it was working. That's what
I’'m trying to say. That stuff works in your scoresligh-stakes test scores establish
value and identity; there is no other power gretiten that in the conversations
recorded.

Shohamy (2001) writes about the power of testsréHlee power is not
Gramsci’s coercive civil power, egemonia of therblbof-a-gun variety, more the
insidious consensual power, akin to Foucault'slgipower, or Bourdieu’s
symbolic power, whereby the powerful and authaatacaptivate and in-corporate

the less-than-powerful into an acceptance, ancethdepport, for particular modes of
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action” (p. xxiii). The discourse at both sites wischow high-stakes testing spreads
power in a capillary fashion in the teacher tallkuenrd teaching to the test. The
discourse also showed that that due to NCLB reguisthigh-stakes testing also has
coercive power. A school with scores far below 8f@ferred to during a discussion
around test scores where the teachers there wargyshings like “just tell us what to
do and we’ll do it.” The principal of Rocky Sageeidifies this school as at the “end of
the gun.” At this school the whole conversatioansund how to raise test scores.
Unequal affects. This highlights another aspect to high-stakesrigdhat is
evident in the conversations; the lower the sclso@ist scores the more important they
are. The teachers at Rocky Sage, a school withdegiographics and test scores,
often reflect Danna’s view, “a standardized testasnecessarily a true view of the
student and their capabilities.” When the principlaRocky Sage accurately compares
them to schools with similar demographics the teeslkbome up with a variety of
excuses for not have similar test scores incluthiegnarvelous concept that their
parents are only “semi-affluent.” At ACS the corsagirons during teacher meetings
show that the teachers are very concerned with t'&/kaorking” to achieve the high
test scores goals of 83% in math and 90% in langass. The teachers at ACS are
also aware that there will be no excuses if thesedcores are not met. No matter
what the intentions of the Common Core Initiativenly implemented in these two
schools the only language to discuss successlordan education has been
established by high-stakes testing and accourtiabilne test then will still largely
define the context for conversations around legrntfow the Common Core State

Standards affects authentically engaging instraotidl be much more around the
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construction and implementation of the assessnoeig than around the
accompanying rhetoric.

Micropolitics. While the effect of the discourse of high-stakestitg was not
anticipated based on distributed leadership reBativeas predicted by authors in the
field of micropolitics. In the section on micropads in this paper a number of authors
anticipated this finding. Flessa (2009) notes tiespite distributed leadership’s and
micropolitics’ focus on the same things distributeaidership makes little or no
reference to micropolitics. Malen and Cochran (3G8ibute the depoliticizing of
distributed leadership theory to “how actions takéehigher levels of the systems are
permeating, if not dominating the micropoliticssehools” (p. 168). As discourse
analysis must consider the context of the discounsg study of leadership practice at
the school site necessarily requires the considerat the macropolitical and
micropolitical dynamics at that site. Distributeddtership research also requires the
consideration of the macropolitical and micropoétidynamics.

Discourse of distributed leadership South East School District has
encouraged distributed leadership within the distar a number of years and that
was one the reasons for choosing the districtfigrstudy. The formation of
Instructional Leadership Teams at each school iamelet aside during the week for
teacher meetings is partly due to their understandf how distributed leadership
works. The most powerful affect of distributed leeship theory at the two schools is
in establishing time and space for discourse. Apleetalk they socially construct

their reality.
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Spaces of freedom. It should be no surprise that the theory of distied
leadership and the vocabulary resulting from tle®iti works to form a discourse
where leadership practice is distributed. Ande(d®98) in his critique of discourses
of participatory reform writes, “l will argue, hower, that such approaches to
participation should not be dismissed as mereungnts of domination and co-option
but should rather be seen as contested sites lofdstourse and practice that contain
transformative possibilities for the creation ofrauthentic approaches to
participation” (pp. 573-574). The discourse at bathools showed that spaces for
discourse produced spaces of freedom where theatioerpower of discourse was
transformed during the flow of conversation andated “more authentic approaches
to participation.”

Spaces of freedom at ACS. The micropolitics of distributed leadership at the
two sites are significantly different. However, axag ACS where discourse is more
constrained, the varieties of spaces for discopirseide places where counter
narratives are constructed. An example of thishemwat the language arts meeting
teachers take the injunction against using workishesd share how to transform
worksheets into sanitized teacher created matebalsng these meetings teachers
clearly share in leadership power as they takelesggbtheory and turn it into theory-
in-use. The meeting time allows for discourse aisdalirse then allows for the social
creation of reality, their reality.

Many of the conversations at teacher meetings aygueersive in nature
constructing counter narratives. This is partidylaoticeable at meetings like the

language arts meeting where three of the five &acire also members of the ILT.
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Enrique is clear about the purpose of the ILT, “Yibay a very important role here at
this school because you're part of what we calk Thadership Team, and your

role . . . is to ensure that the vision and vabfe&CS are being carried through,
okay?” The vision of ACS is to close the achievetrgap and the conversations that
the teachers have away from administrators arestxton just that. The teachers
share a perception that some of the expectatioadrafnistration are “absurd.” The
expectations and process is absurd but not thenvi$ihe constraints Enrique puts on
discourse limits the conversations that go on duliif meetings but these
conversations do occur during teacher meetingseMieachers wrestle with what
espoused theory looks like in practice.

Spaces of freedom at Rocky Sage. At Rocky Sage conversations are far less
constrained and reality is socially constructed neladl can see. An example of this is
when Robert, in an effort to get Rocky Sage to tsrae urgency about raising test
scores, starts a meeting with a presentation aaeby district with similar
demographics but significantly higher test scofd® teachers then construct
discourse that establishes their truth that despgelemographic similarities the two
communities are significantly different. Robert@mmitted to collaborative work and
to accomplish this he is “purposefully ambiguousis not just his desire for
collaboration that creates ambiguity but ratheating spaces for participation creates
spaces for power to be distributed through disaurs

How leadership practiceis distributed. The discourse of distributed leadership
IS not proscriptive in how leadership is distrilwitg the sites. What this study found

was that leadership distribution requires discawéghout discursive space Enrique
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would have a more difficult time implementing hisien for ACS through the
distribution of responsibility. It may be just thpposite at Rocky Sage where Robert
is constrained from implementing his vision by cersations that construct acceptable
alternative visions for the school. At ACS teachmadicipate in leadership

distribution by ensuring fidelity to the vision thfe school. At Rocky Sage teachers
participate in leadership distribution by co-consting the vision for the school. At
ACS the vision is clear and there is the appearahadl implementation. At Rocky
Sage the vision is fragmented and the resultindgmpntation is partial.

ACS principal discourse This dissertation’s first research question isi&v
are the individual discourses of power and positigra-vis members of the
Instructional Leadership Team.” What was expectatiat the discourse of the
principal would be instrumental in how leadershigswdistributed at the site. What
was not expected was the extent the discoursegbtdiakes testing established the
context of discourse at the school site. The dismaof high-stakes testing and others
such as distributed leadership and the Common State Standards mitigate the
effect of the individual discourses at the site.

Thevision and values. The principal of ACS, Dr. Enrique Monroy, clearly
holds the power and the position of control. Howedestributed leadership has a very
elastic definition that places his leadership pcacas distributed leadership. The
leadership practice at ACS is that the responsildtir ensuring the vision and values
of the school is distributed. Enrique has a morgderative for the “vision and values
of ACS,” closing the achievement gap. The discoofs#osing the achievement gap

has been subsumed by the discourse of high-stekiisg at ACS. Closing the
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achievement gap is the goal but the measure i£higkt scores. High test scores then
serve as a substitute for closing the achievemamirg ACS discourse. The students at
ACS are lower income, second language, minoritidotm who generally do not do as
well on high-stakes testing as students with déifiéidemographics. Due to their high
scores ACS is viewed as a school that has clogeddhievement gap. ACS has
closed the achievement gap but they have not cib®gdnerely teaching to the test.
There is a rich curriculum at the school and thmiadtration’s use of power over
produces a high degree of program fidelity. Thengl@t be another just as successful
school based on test scores that could have disagrtly different learning
environment. The problem is not test scores pebséayather test scores are the only
text available in education to identify closing enehievement gap.

Enrique accepts that fulfilling the vision andwed has a cost and he says, “I
have my system and I think it seems to work, yoovkmvhat | mean. And yeah it's
intimidating, yeah it's kind of scary but | got&ltyou, you know what, we’re not
gonna move forward if we don’t do anything liketthdhis greater discourse, closing
the achievement gap by raising test scores, branggncy to all of the discourse at
ACS.

Non-negotiables. Enrique establishes closing the achievement gapnas-
negotiable. From this non-negotiable stream otbermegotiables that “everybody
needs to kind of live up to.” These non-negotialelegpower and constrain everyone
at the school site. Enrique’s use of language caimst power while distributing
leadership practice. He recognizes that the poWweow-negotiables rests on them

being truly, non-negotiable. Truth is no longeeetitiother “truths” are considered.
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There are no discursive spaces around non-negegiabhe language of non-
negotiables results in there being no excusesgi@says about non-negotiables, “we
need not just depend on the adult, we need to depethe belief and the passion and
that if we stick to something it's gonna happeraykBridging the achievement gap
is going to happen, it is evaluated by test scarésnon-negotiable, and there are no
excuses.

Enrique controls specifically what the non-negdgalare by using nonsense
words; “l expected to have boom-boom-boom’s in hagsroom.” Even though
Enrique is unclear about what he expects to see Very clear that where there was
“no boom-boom, okay. I've already had a conversatiith these individuals.” High
accountability with unclear expectations giveslad power to Enrique. When one of
the teachers in a round-about way asked what “bboam-boom’s” are, Enrique
responds, “I'm giving you guys the word of my réali He concludes the comment
by saying, “that’s the power of dialogue.”

The power of dialogue. Enrique is fully aware of the power of dialoguel dre
uses it to establish a regime of truth that costawld directs the distribution of
leadership. If Enrique only had traditional hietacal models of leadership there
would be less support for ensuring the “vision gallies of ACS” are realized.
Enrique’s discourse illustrates that times seteafid dialogue, when the leader
constrains and directs the discussion, can wodoteentrate power while sharing
responsibility.

The discourse of high-stakes testing empowers Eeaisgdiscourse around

closing the achievement gap. Without a concretantiiable, measure of what it
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means to close the achievement gap Enrique cotldai that ACS is “looked at as
a site that is doing that.” Since there is unaab#l evidence that they are closing the
achievement gap Enrique can insist upon prograetityd

What Enrique does not realize, since discoursesiptesence is so
constrained, is that teacher discourse revealgtibgirogram fidelity the teachers
understand is achieving high test scores. Whergierasks the ILT “how are we
going to hold each other accountable” he is thiglahspecific programs and not test
scores. In the conversation at teacher meetingseeehat teachers are working
towards program fidelity except where it seemspitogiram is not aligned with raising
test scores. When there is this perceived misalggmreacher discourse shows that
they align their instruction to raising test scores

This does not diminish the power and position ofidire’s dialogue rather it
shows how participants in the discourse can uraedsihe essential truth of the
discourse despite other ‘truths’ being put forwd&drique is constrained by the
context of high-stakes testing at a school whessief the achievement gap is
measured by test scores. This behavior on theopggachers to ensure that high test
scores are achieved, sometimes despite administiditiectives, shows that there is a
pattern of deeply distributed leadership at ACS fbn-negotiable of closing the
achievement gap makes it so the teachers “negdstatepend on the adult,” in this
case Enrique, “to ensure the vision and values@$ Are being carried through.”

Constraints on conversations. Enrique has helped foster an environment
where there is a high level of program fidelity bigo an environment where teachers

are psychically exhausted by trying to please tvasters, the administration and the
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non-negotiables. Enrique has established that ecpurse that questions the program
or expresses concerns is not accepted. Denisesseagréhis paradigm when she says,
“I don’t think we can do concerns because then oumd negative, and it is going to
be ‘what did you guys do? Complain the whole timi@Pie discourses at ACS show
that the discourse of no excuses had the powdfadtaf directing conversation
towards program implementation and creatively waglaround obstacles to
implementation. However, the interpretation of tthiscourse also prevented
conversations that teacher meeting conversations skeded to happen.

Leadership models at ACS. Alma Harris has a model of distributed leadership
practice (Figure 2.3). The model has two axest tighose coupling of program and
diffusely (uncoordinated) to deeply (coordinatewstributed leadership. Clearly there
is a tight coupling of program at ACS and therals® deeply distributed leadership
practice. This would place the leadership pracic&CS in the additive distribution
guadrant. The misalignment of practice is due tusalignment between
administrative paradigm and teacher paradigm. Eergges the Common Core State
Standards and other school programs aligned wigimgatest scores while the
teachers see significant parts of the program lingred with raising test scores.

Blasé and Anderson’s Micropolitical theory provige®ther lens to consider
the leadership style at ACS. Enrique’s leaderstyile dits the upper left quadrant of
their leadership matrix (Figure 2.4). This quadrarittled “Adversarial Leadership”
and corresponds to a closed leadership style anrashsformative leadership approach.
With this leadership combination a leader promdtes moral vision resulting in a

power over and power through dynamic that is doteshéy power over. Part of the
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power of Enrique’s moral vision, closing the acl@ment gap, is that it is a vision
widely shared by the staff at ACS. Enrique’s poaegr extends from his moral
vision to all aspects of the program. Earlier weniified leadership at ACS as deeply
distributed and we see here that Adversarial Ledgieihas a power through dynamic
that works to distribute leadership.

In a 2009 article on micropolitics the authors, 8theKimber, Millwater, and
Ehrich, drawing on the work of Blasé and Anderst®96), designed a new model of
micropolitics including the macropolitical conteXihe authors designed this model
both to show how the context of macropolitics cimiites to the micropolitics of the
school and how most individuals exercise powellitheee domains. They write,
“This macropolitical context is likely to be a stigpforce impacting upon the range of
micropolitical strategies used by school leaderns dsfines their contractual

accountability” (p. 34). This model is presentsd~ggure 5.3.
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MACROPOLITICAL CONTEXT

External pressures such as accountability requirements mandated by governments and interest groups
(e.g. parents, community members), as well as the changes stemming from globalization and technological change.

POWER WITH POWER OVER

Trust - close relationships Dominance,
Empowering Control,
Shared leadership | Authoritarian,
Supportive of staff, Closed

Open Communication
Collaboration

POWER THROUGH

Transactional,
Facilitative,
Negotiation,
Cooperation

Figure 5.3: A New Model of Micropolitics. From Power over, Wwiand through:

Another look at micropolitics (p.35) by J. Smeed, Wimber, J. Millwater, and L.

Ehrich, (2009). Ir_eading & Managing15(1), 26-41. Reprinted with permission.
This model can be reconfigured to represent the aspower by a specific

individual and is presented below in Figure 5.4raioghly match the leadership

practice of the principal of ACS.
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MACROPOLITICAL CONTEXT

HIGH-STAKES TESTING AND ACCOUNTABILITY, DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP, AND COMMON CORE INITIATIVE

POWER WITH

Trust — close relationships POWER OVER
Empowering Dominance,
Shared leadership Control,
Supportive of staff, | Authoritarian,
Open Communication Closed
Collaboration
<€ >
\4
POWER THROUGH
Transactional,
Facilitative,
Negotiation,
Cooperation

Figure 5.4: Principal Micropolitics at Achieving Charter Schoo
Adapted from A New Model of Micropolitics (Smeedinkber,
Millwater, and Ehrich 2009, p. 35)

The key is not how much the size of each domairchasged but rather how
the model shows the individual’'s dominate domaip@ier and how it affects their
use of power in the other domains. The macropalifictors listed are not supposed
to be exhaustive but rather coming from the findin§this study. There certainly are
other macropolitical factors impinging on the migotitics of the school. As the
model shows the principal’s main use of power aSAQas power over. The model
also shows there were times that power throughpamger with were used. Blasé and

Anderson (1995), like Foucault, identify Enriquei®ral vision of closing the

achievement gap as how power is expressed in Hacggunction of a shared moral
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vision leading to consensus. Consensus can beap@dethrough democratic
participation or consensus can emerge throughdherchnce of certain discourses.
Like the macropolitical power of high-stakes tegtihis requirement to “ensure that
the vision and values of ACS are being carriedughd is an example of power over.
Distributed leadership theory is not able to idgrttis difference due to the lack of
attention to micropolitics.

How leadership practiceis distributed. A research question of this paper was
whether Micropolitical theory would assist undenstimg teacher and administrator
power relationships as evidenced through discoiia&cy and Nguyen (2006)
criticized “distributed leadership frames” for th&lepoliticized, administrative
characterization of leadership distribution.” Exyaets they predicted the language of
distributed leadership masked a highly politicalisnment that is revealed through
the theoretical frame of micropolitics. Micropadsi helped explain how the discourses
at the school site interacted in terms of power @osition. The macropolitical
conversation on closing the achievement gap fohawision of the school while
another macropolitical conversation of high-staessing establishes whether the
vision has been achieved. Understanding the irntieraof politics at the micro and
macro level is essential in understanding theibigion of leadership through the use
of discourse analysis.

Helen Timperley (2009) warns about the limitatiofishe concept of
distributed leadership and remarks that the midrop® of the school often confound
the theoretical assumptions of how leadershipsgiduted. Alma Harris’'s model of

distributed leadership practice provide a theoa¢fimmework to understand the
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extent leadership is distributed and how coupleddiktribution is with espoused
theory. Her framework does not address the dynaafipswer and position at the
school site. The lens of micropolitics reveals fkeatership is indeed deeply diffused
at ACS based on the principal’s power over thd.stdfe next most used domain of
leadership was power through and resulted in lshgepower being distributed
through the staff. It is important here to emphashe clear difference between
collaboration and cooperation.

Robertson (2008) records what one principal saaitibollaboration:

When you have a situation in a school district teguires a combined

input of many individuals to resolve a problem réhare several facets

of the process that need to be considered. Firgl,dhe problem needs

to be identified. Secondly, the desired outcomelsde be identified.

And third, the process for getting to that desmed outcome needs to

be worked through and identified. From my very distjg perspective,

those three issues needed to be dealt with (p. 131)

The three facets given here for collaboration deatifying the problem,
selecting the desired outcome, and achieving tegatboutcome. If one or more of
these facets are missing then the combined inponaoiy individuals cannot be
identified as collaboration. At ACS leadership wasially distributed only for the
third step of how to achieve the desired outconmdlaBGoration implies that the
participants built the vision they are performingpperation means only that
participants carry out the vision. Without lookiagthe micropolitics of the
“combined input of many individuals” this cruciafférentiation might not be
identified.

Spillane’s (2005c) emphasis that “distributed lealip is first and foremost

about leadership practice” results in a focus eniniteraction between leaders and
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followers and not on how power and position infloerthe interaction. Leithwood,
building on Gronn’s holistic forms, structures fherformance of leadership as
different kinds of alignment. Again distributed desiship is focused on the interaction,
the activity of distributing leadership, and not ghosition and power of the
participants. By using the lens of micropoliticdaok at ACS principal discourse the
exercise of power and position in distributing leisthip is revealed in ways that are
not accessible through the use of distributed lesdwie theory.

Rocky Sage principal discourseTwo things stand out in comparing the
principal discourse at Rocky Sage with principalcdurse at ACS. One is that the
discourse of high-stakes testing has far less pawRocky Sage. The other is that the
principal is firmly committed to collaboratively nstructing the vision and program at
Rocky Sage.

Collaboration. The principal of Rocky Sage is conflicted abowt fower and
position he wants at the school. He points ouh&ILT, “that, as a leader, | can get
compliance. | could come in with a list and makellislo it.” But he says all he will
get is compliance and he wants to have buy-in gimawollaboration within the ILT
and within the larger school community. He cond8uke discourse of distributed
leadership at Rocky Sage around collaborative asatiens. Here leadership is
distributed in determining the very vision and \edwf the school. Robert has a vision
in mind, “it would be a great school if it was th&me on every page, every day.” He
hopes that this vision can be constructed throtigé group’s collaborative work.”
However, most of the conversations we see at R8akye work to affect a much

different vision.
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When Robert has teachers look at a school withHairdemographics the
teachers create a new term, “semi-affluent.” Teexhreate a new term to create a
new paradigm so the comparison to the nearby alffldistrict was inappropriate even
though their statistics were nearly identical. Rbstayed quiet during this entire
conversation and when it was over moved on to amndtpic without addressing
anything discussed during this time.

Timperley (2005) records a similar event involvangteracy leader sharing
about a decline in test scores with a teacher t&amliteracy leader was interviewed
after the meeting and “she expressed her frustraiiat the discussion was dominated
by these [no lunches and all that sort of thingemal causes” (p.20). When the
researcher asked why the literacy leader had ralkeriged the teachers she replied,
“Well that’s where they're at at the moment.’ I'noping that people will come to a
natural conclusion of getting past that” (p.20)mperley notes that distributed
leadership has changed “the analysis of poweroelstips” and this situation “left
the leader in a position of being led by the fokws: How she acted was determined
largely by the teachers’ responses and she feledess to change their thinking or
actions until they were ready” (p.20). Since thigdy used only naturally occurring
discourse the researcher was not able to ask Riblgeguestion asked of the literacy
leader. Robert’s lack of participation in the corpation does make it clear that
sharing the test scores did not produce the coatrenshe desired.

Leadership models at Rocky Sage. Using Alma Harris’s model of distributed
leadership the ILT discourse showed that thereanlasse coupling of the program.

The ILT conversations usually did collaborativeBsayn a plan but the exact nature of
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the plan was problematic since there were conversaairound that plan during grade
level meetings. At ACS ILT members were respondibteensuring the vision and
values of the school were carried through. At Ra8kge Robert said that they were
responsible for “grade levels creating somethirggtoer that they all do.” Leadership
is distributed at Rocky Sage and ACS. At Rocky Salgat was distributed was the
power to create something that they had the opi@wing.

Robert has a transformative approach to leadelsitipomehow the
conversations within the ILT seemed to be much nraresactional with teachers
focusing on the status quo and meeting expectat{ons of the problems confronting
Robert and the other team members was that theopitical realities would always
trump the programs developed collaboratively atsitee Robert introduced high-
stakes test scores to start conversations abauingeand the teachers had
conversations about teaching to the test. The &acteality is that teaching to the
test raises test scores. Robert introduced “strestuan element of the Common Core
Initiative in the district and the teachers asked/imany and how soon they needed to
implement the structures. The teacher’s reality thasthe district mandated walk-
through constituted what Foucault described asoafializing gaze, a surveillance
that makes it possible to qualify, to classify, amghunish.” The teachers knew the
walk-through was an examination and they wantddhtiw the expectations. It is
these reasons, based on macropolitical discounae&Rbbert was never able to get
across his transformational approach.

Using Blasé and Anderson’s leadership matrix Rébédiscourse appeared to

fit his leadership style to the upper right quadatheir leadership matrix that is
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identified as “Democratic, Empowering Leadershifhis is the one they identify as
the most desirable and it is typified by a “willmgss to share power,” and have “goals
achieved through collaboration.” Power is exerciséti the followers. Directly

below this quadrant, in the lower right, is Faative Leadership. This open leadership
style encourages dialogue and the voicing of aivieidal’'s own goals and desires
seemingly establishing a positive environment. ptablem Blasé and Anderson
identified is that the reality of the situation da®ot respond to the dialogue that's
been fostered. Flessa (2009) identifies this reallien he comments, “When policy
directions for schools are set far away and furtiethe hierarchical chain of
command, local micropolitics can be seen soleljnarsagerial obstacles to be
overcome” (p. 346). Is the leadership style idesdiin the upper right quadrant of the
Micropolitical Leadership Matrix accessible in th@ucation environment today? To
the extent it is accessible Robert’s leadershife ditg this quadrant. To the extent it is
not accessible, Robert’s leadership style fitdakeer right quadrant where leadership
often runs the risk of manipulating others. Considgthis, many of Robert’s
discourses that appeared to be promoting demodeatiership now seem
manipulative and coercive. The new model of mictfibigs is employed here in

Figure 5.5 to show how discourse revealed RobexiEscise of power at Rocky Sage.
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MACROPOLITICAL CONTEXT

HIGH-STAKES TESTING AND ACCOUNTABILITY, DISTRIBUTED LEADERSHIP AND COMMON CORE INITIATIVE

POWER WITH

Trust — close relationships
Empowering
Shared leadership
Supportive of staff,
Open Communication
Collaboration

POWER
OVER ]

Dominance,
Control,

Authoritarian,

Closed

\ 4

POWER THROUGH

Transactional,
Facilitative,
Negotiation,
Cooperation

Figure 5.5: Principal Micropolitics at Rocky Sage Elementakgapted from A
New Model of Micropolitics (Smeed, Kimber, Millwateand Ehrich 2009, p. 35)

Robert’s apparent struggle to operate primarilpggiower with but ending up
using power through identifies a challenge to eweeyin education. The effect of
macropolitics so constrains the use of power theguadrant Blasé and Anderson
identify as Democratic, Empowering Leadership isavailable to most
administrators. The question is not whether Rolag genuine with the teachers but
whether he had fully considered the ramificatiohthe macropolitical realities. The
work of Anderson (1998) and Arnstein informs thisdy on participative discourse.
Arnstein (1996) writes, “There is a critical difeerce between going through the

empty ritual of participation and having the realyer needed to affect the outcome of
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the process” (p. 216). The teachers understoochthatatter what the conversation
there was still going to be accountability for tesbres and program implementation.

The situation was further complicated at RockgeSia that Robert, more than
the teachers, was responding to the pressure lbfdtakes testing. Some of the
empowering and shared leadership discourse thaawagpression of power with
accomplished what Robert wanted, democratic, empowéadership. It may also
have accomplished lower test scores.

ACS language arts teacher discours&everal of the key findings from the
language arts meeting are discussed in the semtialstributed leadership. The
discussion in that section covered how teachering=eare a place where counter
narratives are constructed and how teachers waakgo their instructional program
with new program implementation and test scoresrd@lare other aspects of the
meeting that were in the context of distributingdership practice and are pertinent to
this study.

Discourses of prior knowledge and conceptual change. The discourse of prior
knowledge and conceptual change occurred onlyedetrel of teacher meetings at
ACS. The assumption at the administrative levéhas new programs replace existing
programs. The teachers recalled how administrdtazhat one time presented
Susan’s packet as a model of something “you neédve” and after the new
implementation administration response to the sauaerial was, “I don’'t wanna see
a packet.” This did not mean that teachers abarttpaekets and during this meeting
they were referred to as “the P word.” The P waad the same discursive presence as

semi-affluent did in the conversation at Rocky Sage
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Several of the discourses of the language artsingeate about how to
assimilate new learning and behaviors with existings. Since education is in a
perpetual reform cycle with each new program inicetl on the same premise that
they now represent best practice these integraisgpurses seem both practical and
necessary. Laura points this out when she respondsria saying, “ But, that’s just
the thing is as humans, or as English teachersmake a connection to what you
know to what you're learning.” The conversationshed meeting demonstrate how
teachers collaboratively construct organizatioeathing that makes connections
between what you know and what you are learning.t€achers understand that what
the administration wants is total fidelity to thewnprogram and Maria speaks for all
them when she says, “They can’t control my mindceyfban’t see inside my mind
when I'm trying to connect.” These conversatiols® &how a level of trust allowing
them to express theories-in-use.

Discourse of silence. The trust that teachers exhibited without an adstriator
present disappears when the resource specialitst tie team. The specialist’s very
first words as she enters the room are, “This iatvidnrique just asked me, what he is
asking, is remember not to be separating readidghaiting.” This is typical of ACS
where administrators have little genre switching erost of the time speak using the
power of the administrative genre. The conversatien resolves into one where
teachers are asking to be told what is okay and isheot okay. Power over is the
primary way leadership is being distributed witk #pecialist in the room. Teachers

did not ask clarifying questions, yet their conatien after the specialist leaves
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showed they were confused. There was no eviddeachers asking or answering
guestions honestly.

Leadership model for language arts teacher meeting. The new model of
micropolitics is useful here to compare how powerks within a teacher meeting and
is shown below in Figure 5.6. During the meetiractesrs exercised power with, but
the meeting changed when the administrative spscaltered the meeting to one of

power over.

MACROPOLITICAL CONTEXT

External pressures such as accountability requirements mandated by governments and interest groups
(e.g. parents, community members), as well as the changes stemming from globalization and technological change.

POWER

POWER WITH OVER
Trust — close relationships Dominance,
Empowering Control,
Shared leadership Authoritarian,
Supportive of staff, Closed

Open Communication
Collaboration

< =
POWER THROUGH

Transactional,

Facilitative,

Negotiation,
Cooperation

Figure 5.6: Teacher meeting Micropolitics as Achieving Cha&ehool.
Adapted from A New Model of Micropolitics (Smeedinkber,
Millwater, and Ehrich 2009, p. 35)
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Although there were times that certain teachergwsked to for professional
expertise the main difference in power betweertéhehers was expressed in
knowledge differences and not position differenddee few times power over was
exhibited in the meeting was on the basis of oaelter having knowledge, such as
this year’'s CST results, that other teachers dichage. Power through was exercised
more frequently through negotiation, cooperatiord facilitating. Teachers negotiated
on topics such as how to construct their daysctude everything required. Teachers
cooperated in activities such as making the pdetesharing when the teams got back
together. Teacher meetings exhibited most of tlaeacteristics in the power with
domain and this was the primary exercise of poweind the meetings when only
teachers were present.

Teacher meeting spaces of freedom. The discourse of distributed leadership
provides significant space for discourse and hasiged for power with leadership
distribution at the level of teacher meetings. Tecropolitical context, however, still
establishes much of the context for the convematiBurther, the micropolitical
pressures of power over and power through from adtnation form another level of
constraint. Despite the limitations discourse atrtieetings shows how dialogue can
socially construct a discourse that is similar, titidentical, to the prevailing
discourse. These discourses work to form a commwonhitollaboration,
organizational learning, and trust that reducehlteacsolation. The analysis of the
conversations using Figure 3.3 shows the flow ofveosation within many of the
situations generated significant new truths topbiat there was almost a subversive

element to the discourse. The teachers shareadigar that is different from the
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public paradigm of the administration where newgpam implementation and raising
test scores are equated. These teachers share ocdmowledge of past practice that
they collaborative integrate into new programs #ns design their theory-in-use.
These teachers share the experience of attemptingptement programs that “look
good on paper,” are not “working for anyone,” aadsurd,” and aren’t “very
realistic.” So when the resource specialist tellsa that “it does look like they're
[her class] reading” the other teachers recogiearicongruity of her words, “look
like.” As the specialist leaves they share in hysté laughter that things only look
like they're happening and really aren’t. The caofséhe hysteria is that they realize
how close to the truth the comment was, it onlk®like they are doing what is
expected.

Collaboration, organizational learning, trust. This shared experience
develops close trusting relationships. It also ewgrs teachers in that they share a
common bond of knowing they all feel like they ampected to accomplish the
impossible. Without this knowledge isolation andtguould grow over their
individual felt incompetence when they fail. Thag able to share leadership since it
is knowledge based at the teacher meeting and ik have “stuff that works” as
evidenced by the school’s high level of achievemEntlaboration is enhanced as
they try to integrate new practice with old andifimays to look like they are doing
what is expected. This leads to deeply diffuseithstion of leadership that is not as
tightly coupled as it would be without the meetimgs perhaps more practical. If
Harris’ model of distributed leadership practiceswsed for this teacher meeting it

would show flexible structure and deep coordingtettice. The flexible structure
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comes from the creative ways teachers adapt espoiusery to theory-in-use. The
deep distribution comes from the collaboration amigational learning, and trust that
are evident. It is only in the context of powerhwibat this study found the
collaboration, organizational learning, and trirstttRobertson (2008) held were
required for distributed leadership to emerge addeship practice.

Conclusion

This section is divided into five parts where tleg Kindings of the study are
reviewed and potential implications are considered.

Discourse of high-stakes testing conclusioihe power of the discourse of
high-stakes testing comes first from how it shomat schools with high demographics
achieve high test scores. Next it draws power fppaviding quantitative data for
what is otherwise a qualitative environment. Findbly acting discursively for
bridging the achievement gap it provides a mea$leemay to show that the gap has
or has not been bridged. Politically this discoudsmvs power from high demographic
areas where their educational success is confirfrad, the larger society where
numbers establish a scientific measurement of ilegrand from low demographic
areas where there is a measure that holds schomsratable.

Standards-based instruction and the high-stakésdehbat drives it have
changed the paradigm of learning. A finding of ttigdy is that administrative
discourse equated learning with test scores amthéealiscourse equated teaching to
the test to test scores. Raising test scores ismypthe indicator of closing the
achievement gap but discursively substitutes fosiolg the achievement gap. Thus

there are few conversations around closing theeaehient gap but many
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conversations around raising test scores. Teseés@mt as a substitute for leadership
by providing value and identity. The nearer anwidlial is to instruction the more
their identity and personal value is determinedhgyresults of high-stakes tests. The
nearer an individual is to instruction the moreytigentify high test scores as a goal
and less as an indicator of learning. The moreifstgnt the repercussion for test
scores the more important the test scores becoeaeh€rs at schools where high test
scores are assumed are less focused on test acoresore focused on learning. The
lower the test scores of a school the more thegega as the goal and not the
indicator. Students then at low performing schdwaige different instructional
programs than students at higher performing sch@dblks Common Core Initiative
continues this paradigm where learning is quattiéiaand represented by the results
of high-stakes testing. The dynamic that is in apen with standards-based
instruction will continue with the implementatiohtbe Common Core. The intentions
of the Common Core Initiative, as were the intamtiof standard-based instruction,
are not and cannot be measured with existing ggqeed tests. Students in low
performing schools will continue to have differamtructional programs. The
guestion asked at the beginning of this studyilispgrtinent, are we seeing real
reform. The answer is that it is hard to measutiedfonly measures are the results of
high-stakes testing. The discourse at both sitewshhe power and position of high-
stakes testing and how the results have discuysstdistituted for bridging the
achievement gap. As a measure of bridging the aehient gap this is such a limited

measure as evidenced by how infrequently a studlysesburse during team meetings
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failed to reveal the richness of their instructigm@grams that was apparent through
observation.

A finding of this study is that the discourse aflinstakes testing has increased
hierarchical leadership and decreased the posgibflparticipative discourse.

Discourse of distributed leadership conclusionSpillane (2005c) says that
distributed leadership is the new flavor of the than the education business (p. 2).
One of the reasons for the appeal of distributaddeship is that “it can become all
things to all people; various versions of distrémiteadership have been associated
with democratic leadership, participative leadgyshollaborative leadership, and so
on” (Spillane, 2006, p. 102). This association $mlith East School District to adopt
distributed leadership within their district in thentext of the discourse of
participation. The most powerful affect of distribd leadership theory at the two
schools is in establishing time and space for dissm Leadership distribution
required discourse since it takes place in theactens of leaders, followers, and
their situation over time.

The discourse at the two schools was significadifferent. At Rocky Sage
discourse was more democratic and participativéhodigh conversations worked to
establish both ends and means of the program sienwvas fragmented and the
implementation was partial. The discourse showatldadership was distributed
largely by what Gronn would identify as numericefian. Numerical action is where
there are multiple leaders and individual teacleigroups of teachers making

leadership decisions for their students independtktite larger community.
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At ACS ILT discourse works to distribute leadersthipough distributing
responsibility for ensuring program fidelity to thsion and values of the school. At
ACS teacher meetings discourse works to distrileadership through the
construction of counter narratives that adapt tiseructional program of the school to
the realities of the classroom teachers. The visfalosing the achievement gap is
maintained and what is challenged is the instraeliprogram. Teachers changed
elements of the instructional program that theyetveld did not support raising test
scores, which they equate with closing the achi@rdrgap. So at ACS it is at the
level of teacher meetings that leadership is distad through numerical action. The
key difference in the distribution of leadershipgviaeen the two schools is that at
Rocky Sage the vision and implementation are fragetewhile at ACS the vision is
intact while implementation is fragmented.

Robertson (2008) found that collaboration, orgaioral learning, and trust
were required for distributed leadership to emegéeadership practice. At both
schools there was what might be called collabonaithough the micropolitics of the
collaboration were different. This study identifikcht collaboration, people working
together to accomplish a task, was a bit like dhisted leadership in that it can exist in
different power relationships. Collaboration caowadn environments of power with,
power through, and power over. Using the tools miopolitics the power
relationships of collaboration are revealed. Thelgisuggests that where there is
power over or power through collaboration wouldoe&ter understood as cooperation.
Robertson’s study did not consider the micropdité distributing leadership and so

collaboration is identified as occurring but with@umalysis of how it was occurring. A
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finding of Robertson was that organizational leagnenhanced distributed leadership
practice and this proved true in the current stédiythe meeting times provided
spaces for conversations that assisted the patitsgo learn and adapt in a collective
manner. These conversations also generated orgjanalaknowledge as the
participants shared organizational stories sudkashing to the test and turning
worksheets into teacher created materials. Trusttalked about at both schools but
had specific contextual meanings. Enrique telldtfe “I trust and | believe that you
guys will carry out that mission, okay.” This i€@nditional trust based on outcomes
and not persons. There is another type of trusgbertalks about when he says, “I
think we need not just depend on the adult, we neeepend on the belief and the
passion and that if we stick to something it's gphappen, okay.” Here Enrique is
talking about non-negotiables where he believesthit at ACS should place their
trust. Trust at ACS is not in persons but in amegof truth. Teacher conversations
reflect this and as one teacher comments aboditdheent classroom visits and
immediate feedback for program inconsistency, ‘dams | don’t trust you though.”
Trust, like collaboration, needs to be consideré@tiwthe dimensions of power and
position that affect it. It is not enough to sagttlrust matters, but what the trust is in?
At Rocky Sage discourse is less constrained armthéesa express their
opinions during ILT meetings. The contexts of hgjhkes testing and administrative
walk-throughs are also present at Rocky Sage.|&ads one of the teachers to tell
Robert that they do not trust what he says sineg ltielieve that he “wants these

scores.” Trust, in the context of high-stakes testind the accompanying
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accountability is result oriented. Trust at bothcas is in the context of our data is
good therefore | trust you and not in the contéxttoust you that our data is good.

The micropolitics of the sites were different. Hw®g the time for discourse
provided by the discourse of distributed leaderstithe sites provided spaces of
freedom where transformative changes in powerioglatoetween teachers and
administrators were enacted. This makes the diseafrdistributed leadership, by the
terms of this study, an emancipatory discourselliistrate this envision leadership as
the interactions of people in their situation. Digse constitutes the interactions and
by its nature those conversations construct thess@ality of the school. As the
conversations at both sites show the power of timative is immense but not
monolithic. In the flow of conversation there apase of freedom where new truths
emerge that would not have been possible if thasmdrses had not occurred. As
Enrique says, “I'm giving you guys the word of ngality. Now you guys need to
take the word and reflect on it, and create youn,avkay.”

ACS principal discourse conclusionGreenfield (1991) in his study of
leadership in an elementary school says that thet fpotent sources of power are the
shared norms, values, ideals, and beliefs of thicgmants themselves” (p. 183).
Enrigue uses this power to establish a regimeutti it ACS. Blasé (1993) identifies
this as normative power where “effective principatsculate their visions, set their
goals, explain their expectations, and in large, patermine the means to achieve
such ends. Teachers are normatively influencetiug into the principal’s agenda™
(p- 158). Teacher discourse at ACS showed thah&adiad bought into the

principal’s agenda. Where there is an apparentligisaent it is because of



230

differences in paradigms. Enrique is focused onemgnting the Common Core State
Standards at ACS and assumes that test scoreemiin high. Teachers are willing

to implement the Common Core except when it caisfiaith achieving high test
scores, which they understand means that theydiased the achievement gap. Due
to a discourse of no excuses the conversation drtinenCommon Core and test scores
never happens in Enrique’s presence. Using Aimaisiamodel of distributed
leadership practice Enrique fits the lower righadrant of additive distribution. Here
there is deeply distributed leadership with cocatia forms of practice.

Enrique’s leadership style fits the upper left qaad of Blasé and Anderson’s
leadership matrix, Adversarial Leadership. Witls tleiadership combination a leader
promotes their moral vision resulting in a poweewand power through dynamic that
is dominated by power over. Without addressingnin@opolitics of the school this
study of discourse would have shown that leadensagp distributed but not been able
to address how leadership was distributed. Usiadehs of micropolitics provided
insight into the power and position of Enrique’satiurse vis-a-vis the teachers at
ACS.

Rocky Sage principal discourse conclusianfwo things stand out in
comparing the principal discourse at Rocky Sagh ptincipal discourse at ACS. One
is that the discourse of high-stakes testing hake$s power at Rocky Sage. The other
is that the principal is firmly committed to collatatively constructing the vision and
program at Rocky Sage to the extent the macrogpalitorces from beyond the school

will allow.
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Robert tries but is not able to access the normatower of shared moral
beliefs. Students at Rocky Sage are expected teetion tests and they do. When
Robert tries to encourage teachers to see thatctidg do even better there is no
moral argument to support his position. When Rotress to engage the teachers in
collaborative efforts to construct a vision for g@hool the macropolitical realities
that boundary the construction of the vision caulsegeachers to question whether he
is authentic in his discourse.

Robert wants to be a transformative and open inlisisourse but his situation
seems to control him. He is open but boundariethagropolitical realities, which
establish norms that cannot be avoided. He attetofiits transformative but is unable
to articulate his vision, set his goals, explas éxpectations, and determine the
means to achieve his ends. Enrique was able tdisseurse to distribute
responsibility for articulating the vision and vatuof ACS while Robert’s openness to
participation results in a fragmented vision angantial implementation.

Robert wants to have a democratic, empowering fshgestyle but perhaps
due to a lack of a moral imperative and normatiaerropolitical realities his
leadership style best matches Blasé and Anderssadership matrix lower right
guadrant. Here leadership is facilitative resuliim@ power over and power through
dynamic that is dominated by power through. Robapen leadership style
encourages dialogue and the voicing of the teasloevh goals but the reality of the
situation does not respond to the dialogue. As Bebpoints out during an ILT
meeting, “the big monkey [superintendent] we haydike, we need to have the

scores up.”
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Using Alma Harris’s model of distributed leadershiactice Robert fits best
in the upper left quadrant defined as ad hoc tistion. Here there is flexible
structure to the extent allowed by the macropalitrealities but uncoordinated
practice. As at ACS the lens of micropolitics illumates how leadership is distributed
at Rocky Sage.

ACS language arts meeting discourses conclusioRecent discourses around
participative decision-making and specifically distited leadership have resulted in
SESD providing a variety of times for discourseareling instructional practice. At
ACS teacher conversations without administratoesgmt are significantly different
from when administrators are in the room. Teachadg level and department
meetings without administrators present have predspaces of freedom where
teachers socially construct new discourses. Asipuswesearch (Blasé, 1993, p. 154.,
Chrispeels & Martin, 2002, p. 360) has shown theduction of shared decision-
making structures actually increased teachers’li@rment in decision making.

Teacher conversations allow them to integrate manning with prior
knowledge to construct their theory-in-practiceesé same conversations allow them
to express feelings and opinions about programeamphtation that reduces isolation
and guilt over not being able to perform as expkdising Harris’ model of
distributed leadership practice for this meetiegdership practice was in the top right
guadrant of autonomous distribution. The deepibigion of leadership found in this
guadrant stemmed in part from the collaboratioganizational learning, and trust
that were evident in the discourse. Robertson (RB8Beved these were three features

of distributed leadership practice. In this stuidgyt appear only as three features of
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distributed leadership practice when power witthesmain domain of power in
leadership distribution. Organizational learningurs when leadership is distributed
by power over, through, and with. However, collatmn and trust do not appear to
be necessary for leadership practice to be dig&tu

The development by teachers of counter narratsvest necessarily because
they question the vision and values of the schaothey question the means to
achieve them. Teachers at ACS are committed tongjdee achievement gap but
share with each other concerns about the alignofahe current Common Core
implementation and the instructional approachesftwlitated the school doing well
on the high-stakes tests. Teacher conversatiorsraghcounter narratives that
support the vision and values of ACS but do ngraWith the powerful and non-
negotiable regime of truth constructed by admiatste discourse. This creates an
environment where teachers are psychically exhdustdoth trying to perform the
impossible and by trying to appear to perform thpassible by meeting both
Common Core and high-stakes testing goals. As Besags, “l wish it was up for
discussion, and | know it's not, but | wish it was.
Implications of the Study

There are several implications that can be draam this study. One
implication is that leadership practice can beriisted by power over, through, and
with. The effects of these different ways leadgyshidistributed will likely affect the
outcomes of leadership distribution. So studieb@n distributed leadership

influences outcomes needs to consider not onBaidlérship practice is being
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distributed but how it is distributed. Distributkshdership theory is able to consider
how power affects distribution if Micropolitical ¢lory is included in its use.

What is true about leadership distribution is dise about collaboration and
trust, two elements that Robertson (2008) assaciaitd distributed leadership
practice. This study suggests that collaboratiai tdikes place in the context of power
over and power through would be better understsotbaperation. Without looking
at the political context of collaboration a studight infer collaboration is present
when it is not and thus confuse the results. Tieuatsimilar construct and this study
suggests that in conditions of power over and pdtweugh trust cannot be in persons
but in measureable outcomes or moral constructs.

Another implication is that many of the macrogoét influences exert power
over education which limits the extent power widmde exercised in distributing
leadership. The macropolitical discourse of distidal leadership produces spaces for
conversation where discourses that distribute lsége by power through and power
with are possible. The spaces of freedom occasibyele discourse of distributed
leadership facilitated organizational learning desgleloped organizational knowledge.
It also decreased teacher isolation and incredmssedgportunity for new truths to
emerge that were subversive to the normative. Thase spaces were used to
continue and enhance hierarchical leadership ttreaogsensual power that is similar
to Foucault’'s capillary power or Bourdieu’s symlogdiower.

As this study was focused on how conversationsaked the power and
position of the discourse it is not a surprise perhaps the most significant

implication is based on the discourse with the g&gower and position at the
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school site, high-stakes testing. The study fainadl test scores were more important
to the school where they were evidence of bridgfregachievement gap than they
were to the school where high test scores wererasaue to demographics. If
correct, then students at low performing schoolshave instruction that is more
focused on bridging the achievement gap which tirdyshas shown means getting
good test scores. This focus will be maintainedheyCommon Core State Standards
that continues the paradigm that learning is gfiabte and represented by the results
of high-stakes testing. This may mean that at higleenographic schools the
Common Core State Standards will have a greateactrip instituting changes that
focus on student understanding and applicatiomofitedge skills as opposed to just
recall of information.

The final implication is based on the finding thfatre is only one powerful
discourse around school accountability, which ghkstakes test scores. This means
the language for talking about the achievementagabaccountability is dependent on
these scores. This study has shown how teacharederémselves by the scores,
schools set goals based on the scores, and thresstiscursively substitute for
bridging the achievement gap. The issue this stodyd is that there are no other
accepted texts and discourses used for accoutyabifiere is a deficit in the language
available for discussing the achievement gap. défgit impacts lower socio-
demographic schools by structuring conversatioaarat bridging the achievement
gap to raising test scores.

This leads to the final implication that as Comn@wnre State Standards are

adopted, there should be additional measures ofitegrand learning. This will
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produce a variety of texts and discourses with tvitactalk about these complex
subjects. One of the difficulties of this is thia¢ tresults of high-stakes testing are
partially so powerful due to their ability to quépteaching and learning. To balance
this, approaches need to be developed for evafuegaching and learning that will
also produce quantifiable results. By introducitigeo measures of teaching and
learning the discourse around these subjects withbre complete. Foucault (1977)
notes that only by changing discourses can theeedb&ange in the construction of
knowledge and power.

It is beyond the scope of this study to suggestwiese measures might be.
Less than twenty years ago standards-based tegtisdpeing developed into its
current form. It is possible to project twenty y@&om now, with the increased power
of computing, that there will be measures of preesdike cooperative learning,
creative thinking, and student curiosity. By expagdhe number of powerful
discourses around teaching and learning the cucerdition of inequality has a much

better chance of being addressed.

Recommendations for Further Research

For distributed leadership theory to be explanaitowill need to account for
not only that leadership practice is being distiglobut how it is being distributed.
This is true also of some of the qualities assediatith distributed leadership such as
collaboration and trust. Collaboration and trusbadeem to be different constructs if
they operate with different dynamics of power. Reslke on a wide variety of

discursive communities such a Professional Lear@ioghmunities and teacher teams
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needs to account for differences in power betweehvathin these communities since
it is clear that interactions that on the surfamkIthe same might be expressions of
different micropolitical pressures.

The use of discourse analysis was shown to betalgeplain how leadership
was distributed in this small study. Other studis#g the same methods to look at
teams of administrators and teachers would be itapbto establish the convergence,
agreement, and coverage that is necessary toishtahlidity in discourse analysis.

A purpose of this study was to demonstrate thatalirse analysis in an
educational setting could reveal discourses of p@md position. The use of
discourse analysis could be used in consideringlifeourse of parents and children
with the educational community where parent pgéton is considered necessary.
Like leadership distribution it is more likely hquarents participate will be more
important than the fact that parents participatke lthe discourse of distributed
leadership it would be informative to see the poarat position of conversations
between professional educators and parents.

This study has observed that standards-baseddatisin and the high-stakes
testing that drives it have changed the paradigfearhing. Raising test scores is not
only the indicator of closing the achievement gapdiscursively substitutes for
closing the achievement gap. As the Common Capeatign place what will the
conversations around learning be like at the lef#étachers? What is the paradigm
teachers have for the Common Core tests? Do they tithat the tests are a measure of
good instruction or do they think that good testres are an indicator of good

instruction? Are conversations around the Commore @te same before there are
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scores from Common Core based high-stakes tesit®wasire after there are scores?
Do conversations vary around the importance oirtgdtetween schools where high
scores are assumed and schools where high scerdesared? This study noted the
power of the discourse of high-stakes testing argldiscourse is not replaced by the
Common Core State Standards. What affects wilQdemon Core have on this
discourse and perhaps another area of researchl Wwewvhat affect will this

discourse have on the Common Core.



APPENDICES
Appendix A
Research Study Participant Consent Form

Project Title
Participative Discourse

Purpose

My name is Jerry Merica-Jones and | am studerttearjdint doctoral program at the
University of California San Diego and Californitag University San Marcos. | am
studying participative decision making at the sdisite by looking at the
conversations and other discourses of School Ilcisdnal Leadership Teams. Your
school has been recommended to me as a placeaihas\participative decision-
making. | am interested in learning about discopéerns that facilitate or hinder
participative decision-making.

Procedures

| am requesting permission to attend and audicafijé the School Instructional
Leadership Team