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The difference in performance between students of color and thete whi
counterparts, better known as the academic achievement gap, incAras prompted
many scholars, practitioners, and researchers to seek solutiomslithaip eliminate it.
Researchers are beginning to investigate underlying socialorkstwand tenets of
organizational learning for the purpose of gaining insight into structhegssupport,
constrain, or have no impact on the diffusion of research evidenh& withools and
school districts. This study investigated the processes tglo dthools in corrective
action, sanctioned under the No Child Left Behind Act, engaged in tofidprdblems
and solutions, and how these schools defined, acquired, used, and diffusechresea
evidence in service reform. There has been very limited résdare this area. Future
research efforts that continue to investigate the convergence edrelsevidence,
organizational learning, and social networks in school districtssadhe country have

the potential to improve student achievement.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

In contemporary America today, there has been much publicity about the
struggles of our public school system. Many critics have drattention to the
persistence of the ever-increasing achievement gap as a sign failing schools. The
federal government passed the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) A@OO1 in an effort to
address this concern. NCLB requires all schools to close thesesteat gap by having
all students performing at a proficient level on state asssgsmbased on state
established standards by the year 2014.

The NCLB law has imposed high accountability demands and sanctions for
schools not making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Schools not makiRg not
achieving expected academic growth targets, are placed inrd@rdgiprovement” (PI)
status, and receive sanctions. The sanctions become progressivelyestaoctive each
year, and after seven consecutive years end with schools faomgete restructuring or
being taken over by the state. There are increasing nunfsekamls entering sanction
status each year. Although the intention of this law was tease student performance,
this law has actually produced unintended new challenges for alsgadgling schools
(Mintrop, 2004).

In recent years, there has been research conducted with utcestricts and
schools, and the findings indicate many common features in thdsetivef
districts/schools (Marzano, 2003; Skrla, Scheurich, & Johnson, 2000; Togneri &
Anderson, 2003). For example, successful schools have strong lepdehstiienging

goals and effective feedback, data-driven instruction, and professmn@srzano,



2003; McCallum, 1999; Ross, 2004; Teddlie, Kirby & Stringfield, 1989). Although
research has identified examples of effective schools andctistit appears their
successful strategies have not been effectively shared ocatepliin many struggling
schools (Togneri & Anderson, 2003; Mintrop, 2004; Mintrop & Trujillo, 2007).

When reviewing current research on school performance, therergappedae a
discrepancy between schools that have students performing well lagx dhat are
failing and falling into status. One explanation for this discrepa@ocyd be linked to
how schools learn and share new strategies for improving studeotnpente at an
organizational level. Organizational learning concepts may pliagyarole in dealing
with schools in need of improvement (Knapp, 2008; Silins, Mulford, & Zad@99).
Learning is a social experience, and as such an organization would bene&xiploring
the social networks that support or hinder the spread of new leallisaig 2003; Penuel,
Ftrank, & Krause, 2006). Organizations should not only examine the stsictutieeir
social networks, but the quality of the knowledge, information, and inmgathey are
sharing through these networks (Nutley & et al., 2007; Nutley & Davies, 2008).

The NCLB Act has stated that reform efforts should involve the afse
scientifically-based evidence (SBE) in practice. Even though @ieBNegislation calls
for the need to use SBE, there is little research indicating schools use it to improve
daily practice (Honig, 2008; Smith, 2003). Researchers are begitmnegognize that
this may be an important area to study in reform efforts, andhbaise and sharing of
SBE needs to occur at an organizational level (Honig, 2008; Daly & Finningan, 2009).

Despite the apparent emphasis on research of the NCLB law, aleestill a

great number of failing schools. This may be attributed to theepses schools use to



diagnose their learning problems and the solutions they select tedisgen these
problems (Daly & Finnigan, 2009). It is beneficial to explore hotwsls use RE that
aligns to their students’ needs and any holes in their curriculunwvlether concepts in
organizational learning and social networks theories support thiscprad here is little
empirical evidence concerning the processes schools use in sidmsion-making
during school reform efforts, especially in corrective action astrueturing schools

(Daly & Finnigan, 2009).

Statement of the Problem and Rationale for the Study
The NCLB legislation has created a conundrum for public educati®he
number of schools under corrective action is predicted to climb to 6,088 (Daly
and Finnigan, 2009). In California, where this study will take placg6 schools
serving over one million students were designated as Pl during 1200@presenting
nearly 45% of all the schools in the state receiving federal rigndCalifornia
Department of Education [CDE], 2009). The number of Local Education chegen
(LEA) is also increasing with 298 districts in PI for the 200%4l000l year, representing
47 percent of all districts in the state receiving federal fundearly 60 percent of
districts in California have been in PI for multiple years (CRE)9). Moreover, despite
numerous efforts at reform (Mintrop, 2004; Mintrop & Trujillo, 2007), only fcest of
LEAs improved enough to be removed from PI status (CDE, 2009). IHgnicader
NCLB students who have been traditionally ‘left behind,” and for whoesymably the
law was enacted, are now educated in systems that dispropatyosuster the effect of

sanctions (Stullich, et al., 2006; Sunderman, Kim & Orfield, 2005). WMoisening



situation has been described as one of the most pressing set@@-givil rights issues
facing the United States (Sunderman et al., 2005).

The NCLB Act requires schools to improve through four principles, onéhath
is an emphasis on proven teaching methods. The law makes approxirhatel
references to the need for the use of scientifically-basedrods€SBR) in district and
school reform (Smith 2003). The emphasis on proven methods illustratesgortance
of SBR. The NCLB law requires schools to use SBR to imprawdest achievement
and close the gap for marginalized students, but has not provided a npas teahow
schools should accomplish this goal. There is little empirical re@¢hat substantiates
district and school use of SBR in reform efforts and there isymautbiguity as to what
RBE means and how it should be applied, especially in program iempent schools
(Honig & Coburn, 2008). Research indicates that SBR may not beragathrly in
reform efforts (Nutley, Walter, & Davies, 2003; Nelson, LefflerH&nsen, 2009). One
of the reasons that SBR may not be taking hold may be that theizatian is not
learning or effectively sharing information, knowledge, and innovation througheut
organization.

Researchers are beginning to explore the importance of organa&dearning to
address requirements needs of schools in need of improvement (Honig, 2008).
Organizational learning is characterized by a need or a prabknteads to a collective
search to a solution (Leithwood, Leonard, & Sharratt, 1998), such as ntihgnee
achievement goals. Organizational learning is the processhichwnembers of an
organization identify and act on information that leads to actions rémilt in

achievement of the groups’ goals (Honig, 2004; Mulford, 1998) For ordmmah



learning to occur the right conditions have to be in place to enabteganization to
learn (Huber, 1991).

Organizational learning promotes the spread of social capitafganizations.
Social capital refers to the “goodwill that is engenderedhkyfabric of social relations
and that can be mobilized to facilitate actions” (Adler & Kwon, 2@027). This type of
learning is a social act, involving social interactions, and tbexdhe relations between
people should be examined as a part of understanding an organizayinaalid An
analysis of the concepts underlying organizational theory neaydmeficial to help
schools facing sanctions in order to promote effective teachingeannirlg strategies
throughout the organization.

According to Honig (2004), organizational learning has to happen purposafully
organizations as new information is acquired and used. Research sutgésone
important aspect of organizational learning in school reform couldéalility of the
organization to effectively share knowledge and innovation throughout rihee e
organization (Fullan 2005; Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2006). Schools need teelie abl
effectively share information and new learning, such as effestrategies based on RE,
throughout the organization in order for schools to move all their studewtsrds
proficiency. The dissemination of new learning throughout the orgamaaill require
effective social network connections between individuals in an edoahtsystem
(Chrispeels 2004: Datnow & Stringfield, 2000).

School facing sanctions, especially those in the corrective acticse phaay
benefit from investigating how to build strong social network stmest into their

organizations to help disseminate new learning throughout the engemization.



Research suggests that networks with strong ties, thatpemyse in the right places to
connect different groups with information, communication, and innovation, @ tamt
in organizational reform efforts (Datnow, 2000; Song, Nerur, & T@0§,7). There is
little empirical evidence about how social networks in schools andctistupport or are
neutral to communication and the transfer of knowledge.

Social Network Analysis is a method for analyzing the networkcgires of an
organization. Research is just beginning to tie this key concept into school rBimeh (
& Spillane, 2004; Coburn & Russell, 2008). In addition to having effective Hictept
social networks to help disseminate new learning throughout the aaganijzit is
valuable to explore the quality of the content being shared throudimurganization
(Datnow & Stringfield, 2000; Nutley & Davis, 2008 ; Knapp, 2008; O’'Day, 2002).

Given the ever-increasing number of schools and districts needingviempent,
it Is important to investigate ways in which schools identify problem areassdiutions,
and determine the extent to which research evidence is used twv@mpAlso critical to
affecting systemic change in failing schools is to investighow knowledge is
transferred throughout the organization. With many schools struggliggnirational
learning might be a new avenue to explore as a way to betterstand how knowledge
enters the system, is disseminated, and finally supports oramansspractice. Educators
can begin measuring processes that are put in place at schemltsitdetermine
effectiveness that could lead to reaching desired school goals (Griffith, 2003).

In order to address this lack of research, there is a needdstigate how
schools define problems affecting achievement, determine seésitbgsed on research

evidence to solve problems, and apply it to inform daily practice. Kihd of learning



needs to occur at the organizational level with social networksuppost the
dissemination of the new learning throughout the organization (Dd&fngigan, 2009).
For students failing in systems that are not meeting theusnebere is urgency for
finding answers to these kinds of inquiries. Therefore, researchsanhdy¢hese issues is
timely for deepening knowledge about addressing district and school reform.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

NCLB has labeled many schools in Program Improvement status. A school enters
the corrective action phase as a result of not meeting AYRree tonsecutive years. If
schools continue to fail they will be restructured and eventually taken over &tatae

In all of these stages schools are supposed to be informing thetic@rasing
research evidence, yet many of the professionals working in sisbsels and for these
schools have limited knowledge of what this means and direction fordhawptement
it. Research suggests that these schools have limited docessv information or
resources to help deal with the changes needed. There is a rilethéovoid in this
empirical research. Therefore, this is a study that irgegstil the processes school sites
used to identify problems, define solutions and use RE in decision makihgoi
corrective action high schools. Also investigated the ways andhab @xtent RE was
disseminated through the schools.

The purpose of the study was not to define research evidence, but trathe
investigate what staff believed it meant in terms of its application to sokfooin.

The study focused on the following questions:
1. What are the processes that schools in corrective action degtmse problems and

identify solutions?



2. How do schools in corrective action define, acquire, use, and diffgsarch
evidence?
3. In what ways and to what extent is information, knowledg# jrammovation diffused
throughout corrective action schools through social networks?

Overview of the Methods

The study utilized a mixed methods case study design. It adopa larger
longitudinal study involving high schools in corrective action in Calitorand New
York. For this study, case studies were conducted in two high scimootsrective
action status in a large urban district. The data collection raigisss included interviews
and documentation review. Extant survey data from the larger, longitstiuty was
also included. Protocols used for each data set were analyzed tthredghmeworks of
organizational learning and social network analysis as thetedela the definition,
acquisition, use, and diffusion of research evidence. Extant data from the largevasud
used to corroborate findings from the interviews, and document review.

Staffs at the two schools and district personnel were interdideweascertain
information related to the process schools undertake in reformseffde participants in
the interviews were chosen through the use of a purposeful selpobioess based on
principal input and district personnel’s responsibilities for improvemefarm. The
document review included analysis of artifacts relevant to sdahgmiovement efforts,
such as the School Site Plan for Student Achievement and achievést@nihe data
analysisencompassed a variety of measures. The qualitative data wdyeednand

studied for codes and themes related to the questions asked in the study.



Significance of the Study

There is a potential benefit from this study to inform educabut effective
ways to disseminate knowledge and strategies based on researcitevideughout a
school. This helps promote decisions based on best practices gronmdsdltis. The
study may be especially beneficial in understanding reformtgfforunderperforming
schools that are in corrective action under NCLB. It provides insight intofi@tance
of the process involved in defining problems and selecting solutionstnease the use
of research evidence in schools in order to assists schools in nedddotjve decisions
leading to improved student achievement. This study shared ipraaatt perceptions
of how they worked towards growth in the current accountability ofimetd this can
illuminate the importance of bridging the work between reseesc®l practitioners in
understanding how to address the challenges of the declining aukigvgap. The
results have positive implications for policy, practice, theory, famare research by
getting us closer to being able to provide social justice to swdbat are most
commonly left behind under NCL

Organization of the Study

There are five chapters in this dissertation. Chapter ones @ffeoverview of the
study. Chapter two is a review of three areas of literatrganizational learning, social
network theory, and research evidence. Chapter three descrilmasthtals, procedures
and instruments used. Chapter 4 includes an analysis of theotlatded, and Chapter 5
provides a discussion of the findings and makes recommendations. niZatigsal
learning and social networks were utilized as the frameworkigns through which the

research evidence use was examined.



CHAPTER 2
Introduction to the Literature

One of the most significant pieces of legislation in recerdrsyeaffecting
educational reform was the passing of the NCLB Act of 2001. |awevas intended to
help schools improve their performance, especially highlightiegneed to close the
achievement gap. The Act set targets or goals for all chiltiree performing at
proficient levels based on statewide assessment by the 2¢da, and embedded
sanctions for schools not meeting the targets as a way to etliertawn’s expectations
(Orfield, Kim, Suderman, & Greer, 2004). However, with its high accadiliita
demands and progressive sanctions, the result has been aneiroréds number of
schools entering “Program Improvement” status (CDE, 2009).

Research suggests that there may need to be a shiftwatheducators address
reform efforts (Mintrop & Truijillo, 2005). This change will requirer@ve from a focus
on individualized parts of an organization to a focus on the whole ogg@mmzs one
interconnected unit (Smilie & Evans, 1996). In order to understand how ragans
improve outcomes, it may be beneficial to examine the concepisived in
organizational learning (Silins, Mulford, & Zarins 1999). Organdaral learning is the
process in which members work collectively to arrive at soluttonthe challenges
facing their organization (Chrispeels, 2004; Spillane, 2006).

In addition to the role organizational learning plays in reformrestfasome
investigation into how organizations share new learning withhall tmembers will be

illustrative. This involves examining the existence and function wforés that facilitate
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access to and sharing of knowledge throughout the system. Sdwarkéheory may
provide insight into how knowledge is acquired and disseminated.

A final aspect of understanding reform may involve examination ofjulaéity of
the strategies for improvement that are shared. The NCLB Actlkarly called for the
need to use RE in educational reform. Using RE effectivelynfrave practice and
increase student performance requires an understanding and awafethesproblems
affecting the lack of achievement and knowledge of strategiesldoess these issues
(Daly & Finnigan, 2009; Tseng, nd). This new approach to reform magtessary in
order to move more schools out of the “Program Improvement” stapes;ialty those in
the corrective action phase.

Therefore this is an exploration of the relationship betweennmatsonal
learning, social networks, and RE in reform efforts. The focus is on how the otgamiza
uses RE in practice, and social networks that support, do not impdthder the
implementation of RE within schools and throughout the district. Thjiginy attempts
to unpack the concepts of organizational learning as they relate éamdRsocial network
analysis in service of improved student achievement.

Current Educational Context

The NCLB has established accountability requirements for latladds and school
districts. Schools and districts have responded to accountabilityndentarough
increasing teacher quality, reforms, and disaggregated datgsian@\lintrop, 2004;
Mintrop & Trujillo, 2007). However, instead of achieving in the endedo close the
achievement gap, there have been more and more schools surfacaighgss¢hools

(California Department of Education [CDE], 2009).
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The law has not provided any direction or answers concerting how scredls
achieve their goals. Although research has identified example$feative schools,
many more schools exist in which not all students are succeséttording to the
Center on Education Policy (2006), there was a 49% increase in schoedsructuring
in California (restructuring occurs after five years of coiive action sanctions) due to
the raise in AYP targets. More critically, the majority tbbse schools are in urban
districts, where students who have been marginalized students atf€ne. trend
continues and every year there is an increase in the numbédroaiséacing sanctions.
During 2009-2010, in California alone, 2,796 schools were designated asatrogr
Improvement’ (CDE, 2009).

Along with the accountability sanctions in NCLB, the Act also nexguthat all
schools implement RE to improve teaching practice and promote studeeveanent.
One of the four principles of NCLB is an emphasis on using proven teaoiethods.
These teaching methods are to be grounded in research evidBmedNCLB law uses
the term research evidence 110 times in its document (2@@B8), yet educators have
no common understanding or agreement on what the term ‘evidence’ amebhew it is
being used for improvement (Honig & Coburn, 2008). Scholars have suggedted tha
research is the blending of wisdom and practice (Smith 2003). Haoviteigegllso argued
that for many years the emphasis has been more on anecdotal wistormmpirical
research (Smith, 2003).

Although NCLB was implemented in 2001, there is now a renewed interest
exploring the use of RE since attempts to disseminate réseaf@rmation have

previously had little success (Nutley, Walter, & Davies, 2003)ere has been limited
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empirical research conducted on the use of RE in classroom prédetson, Leffler, &
Hansen, 2009). Much of the early study of practice based on RE haddrezm other
fields of study. The intended goal of NCLB was to help school ipcaers become
savvy about what works in improving student performance, and edisenlase the
achievement gap that exists in many schools around the United States.

Researchers are beginning to address the lack of a common undegstandi
“research evidence”, and are increasingly aware of the toeesk it in successful school
reform (Davis, 1999; Slavin, 2002). For example, Pfiffer and Sutton (2000) have
explored the concept of the knowing-doing gap. They discuss the disctetween
knowledge and action. In school settings, there may be a need foritbenatidtudy on
the processes schools undertake to diagnose the problems affaafiegt $earning and
achievement, and the alignment of the solutions selected to rem#thate problems
(Daly & Finnigan, 2009). There may be a need to examine thesespest at the
organizational learning level for system change to occur.

Some studies have suggested that schools tend to draw on existingepract
routines in working toward improvement (Mintrop & Trujillo, 2007). This pescef
accurate problem identification and selection of RE solutions mahkeeent in effective
schools and may be contributing to why some schools are sucadsstiting sanctions,
and others are not. Not only is there a need for educators to knowhehabblem is,
they also need to match the problem with effective RE to artia@@opriate solutions
(Argyris & Schon, 1996). Nonetheless, research literature in @@uwf other areas
suggests potential approaches that could be fruitful to pursue ifeve achieve the

goals of NCLB.
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Research evidence has to match specific contexts, be accessililesseminated
in an efficient way at the organizational level for positive cleangstudent performance
to occur. This is predicated on the premise that the organizatiolate is accepting of
innovation and supportive of knowledge and information exchange (Levhtagch,
1988; Rogers, 2003). In order to fill the knowing-doing gap, districts endoss may
need to start by investigating how their organizations work as a&wNakley, Walter, &
Davies, 2003). School reform may need to involve organizational learnifggaskivell
as addressing the quality of the content in reform efforts (D2989; Silins, Mulford, &
Zarins 1999).

As learning is ultimately a social exercise, it is benafito examine social
networks in school settings. Research indicates that the useiafrsetworks can play a
critical role in organizational performance, communication, knowledgmsfer,
innovation, and productivity (Song, Nerur & Teng, 2007). These factorsupport the
implementation of RE in education. According to Datnow (2000) succesdiobls
tend to have tighter networks of communication that enhance sociallcapitits spread
throughout the organization. The literature on social networks is begirtai offer
insights into what supports or constrains organizational learning (Knapp, 2008).

Importance of Organizational Learning

Recent research is beginning to investigate the importance of enfdenping
schools and the need to analyze the quality of the solutions tleey sdlen addressing
the problems that contribute to under achievement (Corcoran, Fuhrman)cBeBe
2001). The possibility that poor solutions may be implemented emphésezealue of

using research evidence in reform efforts. The processféatigely selecting and using
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RE in improvement efforts may need to improve at an organizatievall (Daly, 2008).
Organizational learning supports the notion that in order for an organization teeagper
success, all members must take on the responsibility of learning, shariegrhing, and
engaging collectively in working towards desired goals (Honig, 2004faxdi, 1998).
Reform efforts, especially in corrective action schools, cannouroat isolated
classrooms or sporadically on a campus. New strategies and innawedido be shared
throughout the organization for fundamental change to take hold (Honig, 2004).).
order for this to happen, it would be beneficial for schools andatissto understand the
underlying concepts involved in organizational learning (Honig, 2004).
Organizational Learning Theory

The concept or theory of organizational learning comes from thdsfief
business and management. Scholars and practitioners have studiedatioyedi
learning as a way to improve the output of organizations for praditggpowth. This was
done in an effort to help businesses resist stagnancy and mairtampetitive edge
(Levitt & March, 1988; Senge, 1990). There are many definitions ommatonal
learning, but all share a common premise (Fiol & Lyles, 1985; Hub881).
Organizational learning is the process by which members ofgamiaation identify and
act on information that leads to achievement of the groups’ goatsdH2004; Mulford,
1998). The theory of organizational learning is based on the prémisan organization
must have the potential to learn, unlearn, or relearn based on itsepasiors (Fiol &
Lyles, 1985).

Organizational learning is more than the sum of the learninghaividual

members; it increases the collective efficacy of the orgdioin. Organizational learning
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is transmitted by way of organizational histories and norms, whetepre behavior. A
group’s effectiveness is summarized by Hackman and Morris (189Bj)de themes: the
effort by group members, their level of skill and knowledge, and thEorpeance
strategy they apply.

Organizational learning involves developing and maintaining systents tha
influence members and are conveyed to others by way of the ortgamiaestories and
norms (Lawrence & Dyer, 1983; Martin, 1982; Mitroff & Kilmann, 1976). Triew
learning will reflect the organizations’ history and cultures, and withtkcwhat and how
an organization learns and what the organization will retain (L&viklarch, 1988).
Organizations that are open to learning create cultures conduddgnong, and develop
strategies that allow for flexibility within the organizati They build structures for
innovation and the exchange of new ideas. Their environments have permeable
boundaries and have cooperative personnel (Fiol & Lyles, 1985).

According to Huber (1991) there are four phases of organizateaaihg. In the
first phase, organizations acquire new knowledge. This may dmenatished by the
sharing of information from members already in the organizatiorfroon studying
similar organizations in the field, or from new members joiningottganization. In the
second phase, the organization shares information throughout the entireairgani
This can occur when a single source shares the information or throddjndaollegial
relationships, or by a combination of the two. New information mgynbegith someone
at the top of the organization but then spreads laterally. The phiase involves
interpretation of the learned information. This may result in agdam organizational

behaviors, norms, and routines (Argyris & Schon, 1978). The final stage occurs when the
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organizations store the new learning in organizational memory. néke learning
becomes part of the organization’s culture and will be spread to meabens through
organizational norms (Huber, 1991).

Another aspect in organizational learning theory relevant to schoobverpent
efforts may deal with the level of change related to single-lodpdauble-loop learning.
Employing a single-loop approach to meeting desired goalshaolsor district might
implement changes based on existing organizational norms. Howeveteugisof
change may not produce the level of achievement desired. A doubleppopach
would require implementing changes that are not within the orgamaatinorms
creating fundamental change. (Argyris & Schon, 1978).

In businesses and organizations, organizational learning is esi@uifthrough
communities of practice (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002). Devsopi
communities of practice is a cornerstone of an effective knoelethgring strategy.
Communities of practice consist of teams and business units ¢laé cshare, and apply
knowledge within and across the boundaries of the entire company. Hawmgunities
of practice is one way to create true knowledge sharing in @agams (Wenger,
McDermott, & Snyder, 2002).

Communities of practice help cultivate human imagination and organize
knowledge to address problems facing organizations. They can bdousdtlence
company strategy, breed new business opportunities, transfer raetitgs, connect
personal development to company goals, and recruit and retain higimiethpersonnel.
Communities of practice are beneficial for companies’ lomgp teuccess, as well as the

success of individuals who work in them. (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002).
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Support for the importance of organizational learning in schools grehe late
90’s (Leithwood, Leonard, & Sharratt, 1998). In a school setting, orgamaatearning
is referred to as the way the whole school staff learnalmmiatively and applies learning
on a continuous basis (Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 1999). Consequently, earairg
organization, learning becomes the responsibility of individuals, teand, the
organization itself. Fullan (2001) confirms that there is a needesponsibility for
“knowledge building, knowledge sharing, knowledge creation, and knowledge
management” in schools (p. 77).

Researchers are exploring models from management and orgarakat
psychology as a preliminary framework for examining schoolcefeness and have
found that components of a school organization can be evaluated utiliamagement
and organizational models (Griffith, 2003). Other researchers haveodeddPath Model
predictors of organizational learning in an effort to better wstded how schools might
become more successful organizations by engaging in organizagamaing (Silins,
Mulford, & Zarins, 1999).

Organizational learning is understood to be prompted by a neeprobleam that
leads to a collective search to a solution (Leithwood, Leonard, &r&thafl998).
According to Honig (2004), organizational learning must occur intentionaitllyin
organizations as new information is required and used. With mamyghtrg schools,
organizational learning might be a new avenue to explore to hettgrstand how
knowledge enters the system, is disseminated, and finally suppateg@raEducators
can begin measuring processes in place at school sites tmidetehe effectiveness of

them in supporting progress toward desired school goals (Griffith, 200&)ig (2004)
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further states that, “Opportunities for organizational-environmentiatactions over time
facilitate the ongoing exchange of information at the heart ohagaonal learning” (P.
534). Little is known about these knowledge and information exchange proaesses
schools, presenting an area ready for further investigation.

Organizational learning in schools would incorporate the effectllaboration
between the members of the organization and results in improvedngactd learning
(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Ash and Persal (2000) suggedirtieaspent on
effective collaboration is equally important to the time spenhéndassroom teaching.
Schools have to provide more than the space for teachers to teadmavketp organize
the human, technical and social resources into an effectivetogd@nterprise (Newman
& Wehlage, 1995).

In many school settings, communities of practice have evolved intesgiohal
learning communities. Professional learning communities arg) lmeeated as a way to
address how to turn what we already know into action (DuFour, DuFdker,EBaMany,
2006; Fullan, 2006; SchmokéxQ04). The core of a learning community is centered on a
commitment to each child’s learning. Members of a professieaahing community
recognize that they must work interdependently to accomplish theofaaducating
every student (DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2006). Professional lgarnin
communities are one way of building cultures based on organizational learning.

Many researchers have sought to understand the contributing fecttaam
effectiveness in an effort to uncover solutions that will supportesscin organizations
(Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). District staffs, principals, and teashmust grow and utilize

social capital to maximize organizational learning. This warggssts that optimal
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organizational learning requires having access to researel-lpaactices to facilitate
decision making. Therefore systems in schools that effectarayefficiently encourage
reciprocation in the dissemination of information and knowledgedesgable (Daly &
Finnigan, 2008). This process involves vertical and lateral caphaitging. This
networking system needs to have tight connections with crgexable in the right places
(Tsai, 2001). Organizational learning involves social interactions, eftrer
understanding social exchanges are important.
Networks for Promoting Organizational Learning in Schools

Research findings indicate that in order for organizationahilegrto occur, a
strong system must be in place to help streamline the flow afnation, especially of
effective research evidence strategies for school refornty,(2808). Developing
effective social networks may be an important feature to expilorgoromoting
organizational learning (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2005). Social networke i@elationships or
ties between people that help to improve an organization’s output. These se@sktst
in distributing and building knowledge. This facilitation and transfepacts the
dissemination of research evidence in schools. Therefore, partttdation should be
paid to the way relationships that affect information-seekingawiers are built and
maintained. Researchers conclude that networks can either centobait hinder team
effectiveness (Ahuja, 2000; Borgatti & Cross, 2003).

In searching for a way networks can play a role in how pe@gle Iwith and
from each other, it may be of value to take a closer look atetheiency and
effectiveness of a school’s networking system, by using soeialork analysis to help

analyze the flow of information between the members in schools anidtdis A social
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network is defined as the connections between people, and the resu#nagtions. In
organizations such as schools, connections or ties between diffeveptrgembers form
networks, and are important in the facilitation of communication aadsfier of
knowledge. Social network analysis is one method for measuringckinganformation
routes.

There are two central concepts that can be tied to sociabrikstwstructure and
content of the connection between social groups, better known as dgadBaikundi &
Harrison, 2008). The structure is what defines the purpose of tirketand it is
associated with supporting the transfer of resources among individdys& Finnigan
2009; Coburn & Russell, 2008; Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2007). The content is the
information being disseminated between the dyadic ties or gralpged to the purpose
of the organization. Research concludes that both strong and weatr tesnections,
are important in sharing information (Borgatti & Cross, 2003; Burt, 2@d&novetter,
1973).

It is these connections or relationships that can facilitatenghand acquiring
information within and between the individuals in an organization (Balk&nglilduff,
2005). Not all relationships or connections between the individuals of gheipation
are the same. The type of ties in an organization can detetineirflow of information
between the individuals. According to Hansen (1999) strong @gsgnl important role
in transferring tacit, complex knowledge between individuals. Strimsgatre present
when information is shared between individuals from one group to other inds/idua

different group. This type of tie helps bridge and bond groups fortig#esharing of
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information (Burt, 2000). These ties are important to understand bibth sthool level,
and at the district level.

Research suggests that strong ties or tight ties are Irkelg to be evident in
effective schools. Members in a network system with strong ties are providedatibn
through an efficient structure for sharing throughout the dist$athool staff members
who have access to information and other connections are betteto adidquire new
learning. Schools that have structures or networks designed fosteoision-going
collaboration are utilizing strong networks with strong t{&hildress, Elmore, &
Grossman 2006; Daly, 2008). Organizations that have strong ties are able tarsusta
successful reform efforts towards desired change (McGrd&hagkhardt, 2003; Tenkasi
& Chesmore, 2003).

Weak ties or structural holes, on the other hand, may presemultyffin the
exchange of resources (Balkundi & Harrison, 2008 in press). When peaepleota
connected, information does not always reach every member. Ciitigaling or
information could be missed, and therefore obstruct efforts to improve the organization.
Weak ties can hinder learning if people are not connected and elylyon their
individual learning, without benefiting from their social capitaleathers that do not
work collaboratively, and only work in isolation, miss out on the abibtgain broader
knowledge from exposure to peers’ thinking (DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2006)

Weak ties, however, are not necessarily a negative or a disageaard can be
instrumental in the diffusion of ideas (Granovetter, 1982). Weak &insatso refer to
connections in which individuals or groups have contacts with a diverge rain

disconnected others (Granovetter, 1973). The weak ties provide a wideobas
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information sharing that allows for accessing many perspectiTherefore, weak ties
can assist teachers, for example, in accessing informationsfsarnes other than school
personnel, which may include from individuals in other schools, or a tsstcentral
office. Weak ties allow site personnel to keep informed on the wasént best
practices that can be disseminated through the strong ties whiischool (Morris,
Chrispeels, & Burke, 2003) Therefore, these two types of tiesrarertant and relate
to the context of the information to be shared. A network needs to inohiestrong
and weak connections for optimal communication and transfer of infimmatBoth
strong and weak ties increase and improve the quality of stafflabment at a site
(Daly, 2008). Schools and districts possessing quality networks coddmdine
learning as referred to in Huber’s four stages of organizatieaating: acquiring new
learning, sharing the new learning throughout the organization, irttagprihe new
learning, and storing the learning in the organization’s memory (Huber, 1991).
Another helpful aspect of effective networks is that they hayeplayers in the
right positions. For strong and weak ties to develop, individuals anggreed to have
trust in the actors who share information. An effective networkkbgispeople at the
center of the network to disseminate accurate informatiogieitly (Daly, 2008). It
would be beneficial for schools to design quality networks, withegfia personnel in
central positions, to efficiently keep the flow of information comamgl going to the
right people. At a school site, the principal, academic coaghdslead teachers are
central to knowledge transfer occurring. For collaboration purposegcialy in
corrective action schools, key personnel need to have the trustfofoskee effective.

When leaders understand the structures of social networks - oncerttierstand the
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frequency and interaction patterns of communication and knowledge tréetfezen
individuals and groups - they may be better able to meet orgamabhgoals (Ahuja,
2000; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998).

In learning how members of an organization interact and how thesaatbns
can contribute to or hinder success in achieving the goals in ganipation, it is
important to consider how effectively their network is working. &addetwork Analysis
is a method used to assess how well the network is meeting degiad
(Haythornthwaite, 1996). Researchers are beginning to recaipeizealue of using this
tool to assess the quality and frequency of information sharingpatiens in districts
and schools (Daly, 2008). There is a need for more empirical research in this area

There are very few examples of studies examining schools 88IAgo measure
the effectiveness of their networking systems. One cristadly (Daly, 2008) was
conducted in an educational setting using SNA to assess the qualitydtricts’
network system for communication and transfer of knowledge. Ty shvolved
schools in a district under the “Program Improvement” status @esult of the NCLB
legislation. The results indicated that the district, made ughaiads, did not have an
effective networking system. There wesgarse ties among the schools in this district
and a centralized network structure that inhibited exchange of conmdtEnmation,
which interfered with change efforts. The school blocked outside sonfra&@®rmation
completely. There was no causal relationship drawn in this dtutdyhe lack of a tight
network may have contributed to their “Program Improvement” designation.

In addressing reform efforts, researchers are beginning to 8tadelationship

between organizational learning and the diffusion of new learrmgughout the
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organization (Fullan, 2005). When discussing organizational learning, theisually
not a focus on the content of what is being learned and diffusedh(S20003). In
addition to understanding the concepts in organizational learning aral setiork
theories in school improvement, there is a renewed interest onrthef pasearchers in
the importance of using RE to improve teaching and learning. Studyiray an
organization may draw on in solving problems and accessing solutiapssapport
schools in filling the knowing-doing gap that challenges schools todatiefNet al,
2003).
Research Evidence

The NCLB law makes approximately 110 references to the use oinRES
document (Smith, 2003). However, there does not appear to be a commaiodesmi
understanding of the term research-based evidence among educSwmestifically-
based evidence has been referred to as research-based practiti#jcally based
evidence, research-based education, evidence-based decision makaegceimto-
practice, research evidence, and data-driven instruction (NutkyeM& Davies, 2003;
Coburn, Toure, & Yamashita, in press; Honig & Coburn, 2008; Tseng, n.d.)th&ll
terms refer to local decision making. Others use the termregda more limited ways,
such as, the policy demands on school district offices that lea@rious forms of
evidence (Honig & Coburn, 2008).

In the NCLB Act (2002) Congress (subpart 37 of section 9101) defines
scientifically based research as, “studies that test randamples of the population and
involve a control group that are scientifically controlled.” It is aldined as, “including

experimental or quasi-experimental studies, with a preferemaaridomized controlled
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trials.” Scientifically-based research is ranked by duality or levels of evidence:
randomized trial, quasi-experimental, correlational studies wiglisstal controls,
correlational studies without statistical controls; and caseesty@mith, 2003). Simply
put, an instructional program or practice is grounded in sciaadtyfibased research if
there is reliable evidence that the program works. It ishetritention of this study or
literature review to arrive at a definitive definition of scikoally-based research. This
study has unitized the term research evidence throughout for congisiéecterm RE
encompasses the various definitions by researchers and practitioners.

Although there appears to be controversy about the kinds of researcshdbt
be conducted in education (qualitative or quantitative), some believeethatical
research such as those studies conducted in the field of medicimxample, are also
necessary in education (Slavin, 2002). Davis (1999) suggests thati@thicatsearch
should be able to meet the criteria of scientific validity, kctical, and be relevant for
the context in which it is applied. He purports that RE in educatioratgseat two
levels. The first level involves utilizing existing evidence fraworldwide research and
literature. The second level involves establishing sound evidence arhstiag evidence
is lacking or of questionable, uncertain or weak nature. He fustlggests that research
evidence, once appraised for relevance to the context, should be combthed
professional judgment and expertise.

Practitioners’ work on RE has come from various fields, such dthbae, social
care, and the criminal justice system, as well as educ@tiatiey et al., 2003). For
example, Kittson, Harvey, and McCormack (1998) conducted research mettieal

field and concluded that successful implementation of researcciprattice is a function
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of the interplay between three core elements - the lexélnature of the evidence, the
context or environment into which the research is to be placed, ancgthedwr way in
which the process is facilitated. The authors offered a cond¢dpanmaework for the
importance of a balance in the three core elements (Kitson et al, 1998).

The framework emerged from the following equation: SI=f (E, C,wHkere
Sl=successful implementation, E=evidence, C=context, F=fdi@htand f=function of.
In their framework evidence is defined as the combination of i@dseemical expertise,
and patient choice. Context is defined as the environment or settimdnich the
proposed change is to be implemented. The context is subdivided iato dbre
elements: prevailing culture, nature of the human relationships, agahipation’s
approach to routine monitoring of systems and services-measurenaeilitation is
defined as a technique by which one person makes things easidreia. dtacilitation is
the type of support required to help people change their attitudets, ledilis, ways of
thinking, and working.

Kitson, et al. conducted four case studies in nursing facilitiesest the
framework on high and low combinations of the quality of the eviderm#ext, and
facilitation. Results indicated that all three factors nedakethigh for maximum use of
research evidence in practice. In education, facilitation miglklyeto assistance from
the district personnel or staff developers. The authors conclhdéedailitation is a
feature overlooked in the importance of cultural change in adoptirearctsbased
evidence into daily practice.

In education, a recent study (Nelson, Leffler, & Hansen, 2009)osttto

investigate how RE is defined by practitioners and policy males,how and under
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what conditions practitioners and policy makers used RE. The sawhaled that
practitioners and policymakers “did not draw a distinction betweetterge based on
empirical findings and ‘research findings’ derived from thedm, popular professional
journals, the experiences of others, gut instinct, and their persopatience.” (p. 51).
The recent attention on the development of policy and practice baseddencevihas
challenged educators with the dilemma of how to devise effectivategies for
integrating evidence into policy and practice. Nutley, Waliead Davies (2003) have
designed a framework consisting of six main interrelated concerasgaide to looking
at policy into practice. The implementation of research evideremessitates an
understanding of the problem or set of problems interfering witheat achievement. It
also requires the knowledge of strategies or policies to retaeitia problems. This
knowledge implies that the practitioners involved understand or know wdwy dhe
selecting specific strategies to address the issuesddlatpoor progress in learning
(Davis, 1999).

Nutley, et al. (2003) call this type of knowledge the “know-about,” tkivvhat,”
“know-how,” “know-who” and “know-why” of RE use. Currently, educatappear to
emphasize the “know-what” part of research evidence implementattbdo not seem to
address the other critical features important to knowledge attegr The authors
suggest there is a knowing-doing gap in the use of RE in school settings.

Research evidence can be used in many different ways. eudowthere does
appear to be a need to bridge the gap between the worlds othessand practitioners
in order for RE to be used in the most effective way. NutleyDawies (2008) describe

three ways in which research is used. Research isinsedmentallywhen it brings
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about change in behavior and practice. It is used directly inialeersaking or changes

in behaviors. This is akin to first order change suggested by Mar¥saters, and
McNutlty’s (2005) research on the stages of change. Evidencealsanbe used
conceptuallywhen it brings about change in levels of knowledge, understanding, and
attitudes. The evidence shapes how individuals think about problems andnsoluti
Conceptual use involves second order change (Marzano et al.2005) affieelieig
system thinking. Research evidence can also be taséidally when the evidence is
used to justify reform efforts.

To fill the gap between researchers and practitioners’ uadeliag of research
evidence use in daily practice may involve a blending of conceptstfre “research into
practice” and “research in practice” models. This requiredatence of evidence seen
in the “research into practice” being external to the world attgroners, held in the
confines of the proverbial Ivy Towers, and the evidence seen irdh@s in practice”
which is acquired through the generation of professional practice andeegae(Nelson,
Leffler, & Hansen, 2009). In order for this to be achieved, evidenceotherseparated
from the social context. Educational researchers and practg#ioeed to understand the
social construction of knowledge and how this requires the involvementctitipreers
in the change (Nultey et at. 2003; Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002$4999). There
needs to be a balance between replication and innovation. This rebaleesing
research knowledge with context knowledge (Nutley, et. al, 2003).

The research relevant to the implementation of research evideggests that
adopting a practitioner-as-learner lens may assist policy resemnchaderstanding how

individuals interact with and shape policies (Nutley et al., 2003se&chers claim that
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districts are continually searching for information from aetgriof sources. In current
times, one of the challenging issues in seeking evidence mvérehelming amount of
evidence available for districts/schools to sort through and interpietthe search
process many district personnel tend to limit the range of esgdelue to time and
attention constraints (Honig, 2003). The search is often narrowedawghdency to
search for and pay attention to evidence that resembles whdisthets already know
and expect to find (Hannaway, 1989; Spillane, 2000)

When a district selects certain pieces of evidence, it thgages in a process in
which it decides whether to use the evidence and if so how tihneseformation. This
process is referred to as sense-making or interpretationaf®pilReiser, & Reimer,
2002). In the sense-making process, individuals interpret the evidedadmastruct an
understanding of the meaning and implications of the evidence. Theyseake of this
understanding and interpretation by fitting the new information inéwr tpre-existing
cognitive frameworks or working knowledge (Kennedy, 1982a).

The use of research evidence in practice does not happen in anaearhere
researchers convey their findings to practitioners and they, in fypty, i effectively to
improving teaching and learning. It is a complex process thahare social and
interactive (Balkundi & Harrison, 2008) The work on sense-making, using a oraeititi
as-learner-lens, suggests that policy researchers frgmebkem based on root causes,
select evidence from the abundance of available sources, and balemdenowledge
and experience on the construction of meaning (Weick, 1995; Spillane, Reiser, & Reime
2002). This process of transferring research into practice oiccarsnulti-dimensional

way. District personnel must be able to disseminate the iatmmthroughout the



31

organization and the information must be applied in meaningful watfsetoontext of
each school in the organization for effective reform to occur. Clyrédmere is little
research on the impact of social processes on research use antaodoeygNutley &
Davies, 2008).

Cultural Overlays

In addition to the limited literature and empirical researclRén the complex
social and interactive processes involved in selecting the reg#arch evidence in
district/school reform, and the districts/schools’ ability to sgstully share the research
evidence throughout the system, there may be another contributing tta¢he lack of
effective use of evidence in districts and schools. The resistarareating a culture of
change may be hindering practitioners in the implementation of R&r example, in a
case study of five low-performing urban high schools conducted blgataand Smith
(2005), it was concluded that one of the barriers for utilizing datsfdan practice was
cultural resistance.

This cultural resistance is not only occurring at the individehbols sites, but at
the district office level as well. Corcoran, Fuhrman, & Belc{101) examined the
roles of central office staff in shaping and supporting instrudticefarm in three large
urban districts, and found that although leaders wanted to build resaadeimce based
cultures, district and staff members were not willing to pudeasid patterns of decision
making and look at effects of evidence decisions.

Although cultural change has not been found to be the only hinderitog fac
schools and districts when it came to utilizing RE or data to drsteuctional practice, it

appears that the cultural challenges are a prominent factefomr efforts. In a study
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conducted in nine designated Continuous Improvement high schools with diverse
settings, Ingram, Louis, and Schroeder (2004) set out to assastatienship between
school culture and implementation of Continuous Improvement practicesartiougar,

the focus of the study was to examine the levels of data-basesibdemaking by the
school staffs.

In their study (Louis, et. al, 2004), the authors found that besides dachnd
political challenges, there were also cultural challengeshthdered the implementation
of data-based decision making at the school sites. Some of thlas@lcchallenges
included: teachers relying on their own methods for judging thieility to teach as
opposed to external measures; the staff basing instructionalothscon experience and
intuition instead of data; and teachers not relying on data. Tiseydil not see a
correlation between their instructional practice and student academcomes. In these
schools’ cultures, the teachers did not embrace the idea or conagph@fresearch to
influence their practice (Davis, 1999).

The research on cultural resistance relating to the lackeadfugsearch evidence
in practice aligns with the Kitson’s et al, research findingshe nursing field. They
concluded that in order for RE to be used in practice, all thréar$aaf quality evidence,
context, and facilitation need to be present. Facilitation imptigsthe personnel would
be available to make things easier for staff to take on RE imictipe. This type of
support is required in order to help people change their attitudes, Is&bits,ways of
thinking, and working. These concepts are in agreement with otharaleses’ findings
on how RE should be implemented (Nutley & Davis, 2008). This kind oinRaictice

is conceptual and tactical becausebrings about change in levels of knowledge,
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understanding, and attitudes and can be used to justify reform efffMeGrath &
Krackhardt, 2003; Tenkasi & Chesmore, 2003).
Summary

The literature reveals that the lack of “culture of charigeschools and districts
may be hindering growth and progress in our school system ®ai®99; Corcoran,
Fuhrman, & Belcher, 2001). This review of the literature suggleatshere needs to be
a systematic, organizational learning approach to how knowledgecessed and
disseminated by staff members at the various levels in schodlss&hool districts.
Practitioners in education need to develop a system in which the engjanization
engages in learning how to access and implement new practiogs rakvant, valid
research evidence for new learning to penetrate the engemipation. District staff
could play an important role in the facilitation and disseminatiomuality RE into
practice at school sites. Districts and schools would benefit frendevelopment of a
systematic process for facilitating the sharing of new kadgeé within and throughout
the entire organization (Kitson, Harvey, & Mc.Cormack, 1998).

Research in education on the use of research evidence in gaiticeris in the
early stages of development. Researchers are beginning to dkelarge RE in reform
efforts (Coburn, Honig, & Stein, in press; Daly & Finniga, 2009). Thadlings are
indicating that the use of quality RE may be an integral paget school's ability to
improve student achievement, and for those schools in “Program Impnat/eamsl
“corrective action” status, may increase the possibility»atiregy the sanction (Ingram,

Louis, & Schroeder, 2004). Research further suggests that trergeed to investigate
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the processes districts and schools use to diagnose problems weadne and select
quality research evidence to remediate these problems (Daly & Finnigan, 2009).

In order to use RE effectively in reform efforts, reseaesults are indicating
that the use of RE to improve teaching and learning needs to ocauroajanizational
level (Honig, 200; Daly 2008). Researchers are exploring conceptgamipational
learning theory that support the flow of innovation and knowledge withonads and
throughout the entire organization. Learning involves social interacimhshe sharing
of new learning needs to occur throughout an organization (Bryk & Stsmel002).
This implies the need for strong social networks.

The process of identifying the problem affecting student achiewvenand
implementing effective RE needs to occur not only as regudatipe, but it must occur
at an organizational level (Kitson, Harvey, & McCormack, 1999). eReé indicates
that the use of RE as a regular practice may not be occunringany schools when
planning for improvement (Coburn, Honig, & Stein in press). Not onlydueators not
using RE in a consistent manner, many educators do not appear t@ ltavmemon
understanding of the term (Honig, M. |., & Coburn) This lack of understanding of RE and
lack of systematic use of it may be a missing feature hodcreform and may be
hindering schools’ ability to exit the “Program Improvement” status.

Gaps in Literature

There appear to be some gaps in the literature when invesiigatnof research

evidence in school reform. There is limited research on how schwdldistricts define,

acquire, use, and diffuse research evidence into daily practideere is a need to
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examine the processes districts and schools use to diagnosemgrablerfering with
their students’ achievement, and how they select RE to solve their identified pgoblem

Another gap in research is related to studies being conducted in &Rrogr
Improvement” schools. Many more schools are being labeledemsilh of not meeting
NCLB requirements. To date, there has been little research ¢edduchese schools,
especially those in the corrective action phase. Researath lwewlaluable in assessing
whether using quality RE helps schools in corrective action exit this status.

A final area where there appears to be a gap in the literstim the convergence
of organizational learning theory and social network theory atiogl to the use of RE in
reform efforts. Further research into how RE is defined, acjumad used at an
organizational level and how it is diffused throughout the organizatiag be a
beneficial exploration in improvement endeavors.

The above mentioned gaps may point to inherent features in effechivelsc
They may be the critical attributes missing in schools notimgeBICLB goals. There is
a need for further research in these areas to explore whiedyerontribute to improving
schools, especially those in Pl status.

Conclusions

There is a collective effort being made by educators, andradss alike, to help
find solutions to our nation’s increasing problems in public educatiomyMee trying
to find out what makes some schools successful. Researchers are begiltok@tdhe
role organizational learning plays in school reform. This kind ohlagrinvolves social
interaction, a key component of organizational learning theoryedRelsers are also

starting to examine the role research evidence plays in safoant Quality research
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evidence needs to be used throughout the entire system. In additionng t@vimon
understandings of how to define, acquire and use RE effectively, sehoald need to
know how to disseminate innovations, knowledge, and communication throughout the
organization. Ties between school site members and district personageincrease
access to resources and information, as well as opportunitiegnorésaarch practices
for implementation in the classroom. Effective and efficientadaoetworks may be
required. There is little empirical research to date addigsbese issues in school
reform.

Figure 2.1 below displays the concept of examining orgaaiztiearning and
social networks for the purpose of developing a better understanding ofelsearch

evidence is and can be implemented in school improvement efforts.
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Organizational Social
Learning Networks

Research
Evidence

~ Figure 2.1. Theoretical Frameworks
Chapter three describes the method design and methods that were utilized to

collect and analyze the data to explore the research questions in the study.



CHAPTER 3

Methodology

Method Design

For this study, a comparative case study design was used toecttppke areas of
inquiry in two high schools that were in the corrective actiorsphaf NCLB (a) the
processes that schools in corrective action used to diagnose pradheimsientify
solutions, (b) how the schools in corrective action defined, acquired, usediffasdd
research evidence, and (c) in what ways and to what extent inionmienowledge, and
innovation were diffused throughout the corrective action schools throughl socia
networks. A case study approach was selected because theafatueephenomenon
had a level of complexity that required multiple methods and data sources in oraler to g
an in-depth understanding of the participants in their naturahgettlin, 2002). A case
study design was an appropriate approach when there is an intdfmiveoainderstand
a single unit of study within a complex context.
Connection to larger study
This study was part of a larger longitudinal comparative casly £onsisting of

two phases and spanning a three-year period. The larger longitstirtyl was
investigating the degree to which corrective action schools, ddipnw&CLB, diagnosed
problems, defined solutions, and acquired and used research evidencerocdss. It
also addressed how the flow of resources within and between schoalsstiud office
supported or constrained improvement efforts. The main purpose of thea large
longitudinal study was to gain insight into the improvement processclobols in

corrective action and to contribute to educational reform effori®his study utilized

38
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selected extant data (survey and social network analysis gitegred from the larger
longitudinal study. The design of the larger study and this stiadyto mutually inform
one another.
Context and Participants

Selection of district

This is a case study of two high schools in corrective action large urban
district. According to Merriam (1998) the suitable method foec®#lg sampling for
gualitative research is the non-probability sampling method. nidst common form of
non-probability sampling method is referred to as purposeful samplifgchw
emphasizes selecting only information-rich cases which can gdebtideal of learning
about issues of central importance (Patton, 1990). Using the purpoasiplirg
procedures, the investigator endeavored to discover, understand, and ghinairmigd
the issues of central importance and therefore selected a s#mplerovided rich
learning opportunities (Merriam, 1998). The school district providesl ribh context
from which to investigate the research questions and was alsoofpdine larger,
longitudinal study described above.
The school district is one of the largest school districts ilifdDaia. It has a diverse
student population serving approximately 133,000 students. At the tirhés aitady,
the demographic data for students consisted of 44% Latino, 25% White, IB%&nAf
American, 9% Asian, and 7% Filipino students. Sixty-three percenheofstudents
received free and reduced lunch, classifying them as socio-ecailignticsadvantaged,
and 15% were identified as student with disabilities. Twentyqercent of the student

population was identified as English Language Learners, with 3pdresg the
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prominent language spoken. Of the districts’ 250 schools, 54 scho@srwprogram
improvement with 23 in the restructuring phase, and 14 in correctil@ ag&chools in
the corrective action and restructuring phases had significaigher percentages of
non-white students from lower socio-economic backgrounds.

Selection of schools

A comparative case study selection is defined by Miles and Hamer(1994) as
selecting individuals, sites, and groups with the same relevaraatéastics over time.
Using this type of selection procedure was appropriate in thectlisecause it had 14
schools in corrective action, which displayed similar charadteyistver time. The case
study focused on two high schools in corrective action in districth Bigth schools in
this study were of similar size and demographics, and both were in year foureaftive
action status.

One of the high schools in this study was called School A. Tlhisosserved 354
students. The student population consisted of 87.0% Hispanics, 7.1% Afreanican,
2.5% White, 1.1% Filipino, and 2.3% other. The Total population at School B%¢/s
Seventy-four percent were English learners, and 97% of the studenés socio-
economically disadvantaged. This high school was in year four ofctggection and
the Academic Performance Index (API) ranking in 2008-2009 was éwstigt and 1
compared to similar schools.

The second low performing high school in this study was School B. sthigol's
demographics were very similar to the first school: 77.2 percespiadic, 11.3% African
American, White 9.9%, 1.2 Filipino, and 0.4% other. The total population fos¢hol

was approximately 487. The English learner population was 35%,93a%d of the
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students were socio-economically disadvantaged. The schoolstaAking in 2008-
2009 was a 1 statewide and a 1 compared to similar schools. Tod s@s also in
corrective action status year four.
Selection of participants

Select personnel from the sites and district were chosen tccipatel in
interviews. Ten personnel from each of the in-depth case studies afrrective action
schools were interviewed totaling 20 staff members, including theipails. In order to
increase reliability, stratified purposeful sampling techniquese wesed (Miles and
Huberman, 1994). Teachers were selected based on principal input, ardahand
informal leadership position held on campus. Each site had an instaldeadership
team, with approximately 10 people on the team representing tlbbessubject areas on
campus including the principals. Interviewing 10 staff members feawoh site
represented a third of the personnel on campus. The purposeful sekshiphing
technique was utilized so that the participants would reflect septation of specific
groups, thus capturing the range of responses in the different domains being theasure

Three interviews of district personnel who were mostly responsibte
improvement of schools were conducted. These interviews included thengnmkent,
and two High School Improvement Officers (SIO). This intentionalparposeful
selection sampling technique was utilized to ascertain thactsstunderstanding of
organizational learning, RE, and social networks as compared e® arsonnel’s’

understandings. A total of 23 interviews were conducted, transcribed, and analyzed.
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Data Collection

The data collection for this case study involved interviews, docureeigws and
relevant extant survey data at each school site and the didticet Refer to Table 3.1
below for a summary of the research questions, methods, and analysis.

Qualitative data
Document review

Improvement plans, report cards, annual reports, and district deeeiments
such as district accountability reports, and improvement plans welgzad. Also
reviewed were documents the schools used to develop school-wide refategies
focused on exiting corrective action status. A document revietognl (Appendix B),
designed by the larger project and modified for this study, wad asea guide for
collecting data on how the organization identified problems and solutiefestesd
strategies for improvement, and how schools defined and used resedesiteyas well
as how this information was diffused through the schools and from thietiscentral
office through networks.

Each document was analyzed for key elements and the findinggulased with
interview and survey data collected. The document review was ampaoot corroborate
and augment evidence from other sources (Yin, 2003), in this casdighement of
espoused theory and theories in use (Argyris & Schon, 1978) in improvefhens.
Content analysis was used as the systematic procedure fobihgstne content of the

relevant documents collected (Merriam, 1998).



43

Interviews

Ten interviews were conducted with administrators and staff msnalbeeach of
the two high schools in corrective action. These interviews, iniadd data review
and extant data, provided additional information on the process usel&tBymining
problems, selecting strategies, and defining, acquiring, and uss®arch evidence
throughout the system. A staff meeting was conducted to provideeasiew of the
intent of the study and to provide the staff with an opportunity to asitiqgos. The staff
members were selected using a purposeful selection techniques (RlilHuberman,
1994). The staff members were contacted individually and asked ifvéeywilling to
participate. Personnel were interviewed using a semi-strdctoterview guide focused
on ascertaining their perspective on the process described évyopendix A). The
semi-structured interview guide (Patton, 1990) drew on the concemtgarfizational
learning, social networks, and research evidence. The purpose ofdheeiv was to
see how personnel identified problems, how they arrived at possibleoss|usind the
degree to which related evidence was obtained and used withirchbel.s These
interviews also informed how individuals at these schools defined evidence thasdae
to improve student achievement, and judge the depth to which resealehceviwas
used when applied to the identified problem. The information gathetedteef whether
the evidence used was on a surface level or if it was alignadidress the solution to the
identified problem.

The interviews also helped reveal the social network structuezs toshelp or
hinder the flow the information and innovation between the schools andctdistri

Interview questions addressed how networks are developed, what kindowfcess
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flowed through the network, and why certain types of resources flawtth and
between schools and the district office. The interviews alssgssef other external
networks were used within the system for staff to acquire knowledge and innovation.

The school staff selected included members involved in school sitsicthe
making teams. The interviews took approximately an hour, andaueie recorded and
transcribed verbatim (Appendix D). The interviews consisted of day@gations related
to personal background, identification of problems/causes, developmiempraivement
plans, definition, acquisition, use, and diffusion of research evidence, aiml soc
networks. The interviews were voluntary, confidential, and held téRBestandards
(Appendix C). Interview questions were previously piloted with dtaffn corrective
action schools not involved in the study and were revised and refitezdcahsultation
with the dissertation chair.

Three district central office personnel charged with school impremem
responsibilities were interviewed using the same semi-stractumerview protocol.
These interviews vyielded information about how personnel in high digtasitions
perceived the organizational learning, use of research evidence, anth&éosocial
network structures operated in service of corrective action high schddlese district
staff members were the Superintendent and the two High School kempeov Officers
that worked or had previously worked closely with the schools. The enterview data
was triangulated with the document review and extant data, asdiseussed in the
following section.

Quantitative data

Extant data: social network data
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The quantitative data for this proposed study was taken from surveys conducted in
the larger, longitudinal study (Daly & Finnigan, 2009), and conductetiéoiongitudinal
team with school and district staff on social networks. The purgioe survey was to
gather information on how people are connected to one another and hovhdheg s
resources. It helped assess the way in which new ideas etiiterschools, relative to
how problems were diagnosed, solutions were selected, how resaadeimce was
accessed and used, and whether the information exchange supported or linder®d
neutral for organizational learning. The data provided insigbt witether the schools
and district searched for new ideas from outside sources, or debamd internal
knowledge, and the ways in which research evidence was defined, acqagddand
diffused to make decisions in reform efforts.

The social network analysis data was important for understandingldagev
transfer and discrimination information. The social network dataaledenow people
were connected to one another, and how they shared resources throughout the
organization. The social network analysis measures informedttinlg on the structure,
frequency, and strengths of the interactions among schools andt gistsonnel around
the exchange of information and knowledge, and the qualitative dataled
information on the actual content and context of these interactions.

Data Analysis

This study utilized a variety of measures for analyzing the data cadllecte
Qualitative data analysis

The process of qualitative data analysis involved preparingldtee for analysis

by going from the particular, detailed data to the general cadgshemes in order to
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understand the larger, consolidated picture (Creswell, 2008). In tualitasearch, data
collection and data analysis are iterative activities sinegiquisly collected data was
constantly compared to other data. The researcher was contiragitying the data in
looking for major ideas. Reading and rereading qualitative klaliged to develop a
deeper understanding of the data collected from participants fifioainte understand the
phenomenon studied (Creswell, 2008).

The analysis of qualitative data helped indicate the level of aa@mmal
learning occurring each site and, also helped assess the useatheevidence in the
decision making process. This lens provided a focus on how well schoaséctwe
action defined, acquired, used, and disseminated research evidencedat@asburce
was examined in isolation for its own merits and then it wasyasalcollectively to
obtain the themes that emerged from all the sources.

Interviews

In order to determine answers to the research questions thigdgine study,
interviews were conducted with school staff and district persomelnalysis of the
transcripts helped develop a picture of the phenomenon of the organizétemming
from the different perspective of the participants around social onletw and
identification of research evidence.Using a constant comparative analysis approach
assisted in making meaning of the data (Creswell, 2008; Merd888). Transcripts
were explored for emergent patterns where trends were iddntfieled, and linked to
representative quotes. Noted relationships were compared in thestodsss where

common themes were established (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
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Interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. The interviewstiven coded
to identify themes. (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 92). The first cutefriterview data
analysis elicited codes which allowed for important themesnerge. These themes
emerged out of the data rather than being predetermined pratataéocollection and
analysis (Patton, 1990). The research questions guided the developrhentadds and
themes.

Miles and Huberman (1994) describe the process of coding as assigdeg) c
tags, or labels to units of meaning in descriptive data. Caales the form of
understandable category labels, and are attached to words, phesesces, or
paragraphs that are connected to a specific concept. The imgataaof the connection
with the identified codes was the meaning of the underlying worgdmses. Codes
assisted the researcher in pulling together cluster sgegmaating to specific questions
or themes. Clustering the sets allowed for drawing conclusiotigianalysis of data
(Huberman, 1994).

The next cut included utilizing a constant analysis method (Boeije, Z&@8ser
& Strauss, 1967). This method involved checking and rechecking emehgnges
(Miles & Huberman 1994). This process of recursive analysitolédth descriptive and
explanatory categories and provided a deeper understanding of theidledén(& Guba,
1985). The emerging themes were constantly examined through the ofens
organizational learning, and social network theory. After sewensl essential themes

were determined that best reflected the findings of the study.
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Document review

Document review analysis, in conjunction with interview and surveg, deas
part of the content analysis conducted using a thematic approadahi(iyd2001) to
detect patterns. The researcher analyzed the documentdecbliesing the existing
protocol to analyze ideas around research evidence and social netwdrkshelped
identify significant themes and regularities, dissimilarjti@sd patterns that resulted in
propositions to consider for the research questions leading this ¢Mitgs &
Huberman, 1994).

In qualitative research triangulation is used for corrobora@wuglence from
different individuals, types of data, or methods of data collection. pfdeess was used
to confirm descriptions and themes discovered from the different esowt data
collected (Creswell, 2008). Triangulation reduced the risk of eigwonclusions that
reflected systematic biases or limitations as a result of using onlyoomee of method in
data analysis. By using multiple sources a researcher canidexathf share
understandings on the conclusions addressing questions researchedingrtime threat
to validity (Maxwell, 2005). To further strengthen the reliabiéisywell as the validity of
the study Yin (2003) suggest that converging lines of inquiry enkatesimilar patterns
and categories exist in the data analyzed. In this resdabhhdata was collected from
multiple sources, and analyzed using a variety of techniques.

Quantitative data
The quantitative data collection and analysis was drawn from latger,

longitudinal study described previously in this study. The data cordplete
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comprehensive picture of the phenomenon studied and complemented théi\pudbtia
collected and analyzed.
Extant data: social network analysis

The extant data analysis was obtained from the longitudinal stddhe five
distinct networks of information, trust, innovation, knowledge, and communicaticn we
examined in order to understand informal networks in the correafi@achools and at
the district level.

Density measures were used to determine the frequent ties wiéch of the
networks to help measure the connectedness in a network. Thignpagant for
organizational learning because it promoted social capital whictecessary for new
learning to occur throughout an organization such as a school setlegse networks
have tight ties and can move resources more quickly than netwilrk$ess dense ties
(Scott, 2000). This process can assist with effective exploitatiohexploration for
innovation of ideas and new learning to occur.

Closure measures the relationships between people in a network, including
cliques. Organizations with high levels of close relationshigndfave a higher level of
organizational learning and performance (Ahuja, 2000; Tsai & Ghoshdbsur€ in
organizational learning can facilitate shared language fornil@gr common
understandings of goals and curricular demands, and the ability émplepéo feel
confident in supporting each other’'s development. This can reinforc@rdgsess
needed for successful single loop and double loop learning in problem icdeiutif in

developing solution in reform efforts (Argyris & Schon, 1978).
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Centrality is another measure of the relationships in a netwarkpl® who have
central positions in a network have increased access to resondcéseaability to link
and spread social capital throughout the organization (Stuart, 1998; Tsai, Z06)
measure helped determine the existence of boundary spanners, irditichtabring
inside or outside sources and facilitate connections. There wadvealan analysis to
determine the flow of information and whether it was from inteongexternal sources
(Burt, 2000) enhancing the exploration and exploitation of new leaamdginnovation
(March, 1991). Table 3.1 summarizes the research study

Table 3.1. Study Research Questions, Methods, and Analysis

Research Questions Method Analysis

1. What are the processes that e Interviews Constant Comparative
corrective action schools use to e  Document and Attifact Review Analysis

diagnose problems and identify Coding schema
solutions? Content Analysis

2. How do schools in corrective ° Interviews Correlations

action define, acquire, use, and e  Document and Artifact Review Constant Comparative

diffuse reseatch evidence? Analysis

e  Social Network Analysis (extant o
data) Coding schema

Content Analysis

Network Measures—
Density,
Closure, Centrality

e  Social Network Analysis (extant Network Measures—
3. In what ways and to what extent data) Density, Frequency,
is information, knowledge, and e Interviews C/P Structure, Longitudinal

innovation diffused throughout the Network Measures
corrective action schools through

social networks?

. Document and Artifact Review

e Student Demographic and

Constant Comparative
Performance Data P

Analysis
Coding schema
Content Analysis

Adapted from Daly & Finnigan 20009.
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Researcher’s Role and Ethical Considerations

As researcher, | needed to consider positionality because dhandutation of
this study | was an administrator in the district in whible study was conducted.
Although | was an administrator in this district, this not did irterfwith my objectivity
in this study. | was an elementary school principal and dyiadisiesign had very little
contact with high school personnel. My positionality, however, allowedasier access
to district communications and contacts at the high schools. Myiqmadity also
provided me with insight of the nuances of the district, and knowledge of the struetures
place. |took caution to avoid bias, and remained objective throughout this project.

All participants had the opportunity to remain anonymous and withoudtttoe
their current positions. All individual information remained confid@ntiThe UCSD’s
IRB requirements were met by the researcher, and the stymglaif the process were
followed throughout this study. The study involved only adult participantsthere was
no anticipated risk of harm. The risks were considered minionatdgative affects to
their emotional, psychological, physical, social, economical, or gallivell being. The
participants were notified of the study’'s premise and procedurndsthair participation
was voluntary. They were informed that they could withdraw at amg turing the
study.

The interviews were conducted without using participants’ namesg;, onl

positions. To increase the probability of participation and receivguat® number of
surveys, a professional development session was conducted at eaghdsfor school

district personnel addressing the concepts being studied befmertlesy was given out.
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These meetings presented a rationale and clarified understanding péirpose of the
study. It also informed the participants of the benefits andevaf being part of this
study because it would help inform their next steps and futureingaopportunities to
influence and guide their reform efforts. During these sesdlmre was a general
discussion of social networks survey questions, interview, and documeetvre
procedures and lasted about an hour. Study results will be sharesditeviind district
office staff involved.
Limitations of the Study

The case study offered insight into the improvement processhufols in
corrective action under NCLB. However, there were some liimitatto the scope and
generalizability of this study. They involved limited context aathple size, interim
district leadership, and temporal concerns.

The first limitation addressed the limited context and sampke & the study.
The study examined high schools in corrective action status inga laban school
district. The findings may not address all educational set8ngh as elementary and
middle schools, rural settings, and small school districts. The ga@seaused by the
schools studied may not be generalizable to high performing scbhodshools in
different phases of the program improvement status or successhitilyg corrective
action status. The sample population included high school and distscnpel only,
and a limited number of participants. The sample population wasteal by a
purposeful sampling procedure and participants may not have representedtitbe

school personnel or high school personnel from other settings.
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Another possible limitation was the status of district personilizleat in this case
study. The district had an interim superintendent, deputy superinteadenpeople in
key leadership positions. The district had been in a statexoirflthe last five years, i.e.
four superintendents in the last five years. This inconsisten@adefship may affect
site personnel's knowledge of district support, organizational legristructures,
networks and flow of research evidence for best practices.

A final limitation for this study involved temporal issues. Th&adallection and
analysis represent only a particular point in time. Schools isttltyy were undergoing
constant accountability demands that may change year to year.

Given these limitations, it was critical to pay attentionthe way data was
collected, analyzed, and interpreted. In order to produce valid aableetesults there
needed to be high levels of trustworthiness in the research probessga(n, 1998). To
ensure high levels of trustworthiness the researcher used multiple sourceleoée and
established a chain of evidence (Yin, 2003) as outlined in the methdas safcthe
study. To further promote trustworthiness in the study, careful triangulatiba data

was conducted to report consistent findings.
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RESULTS
Through the analysis of the data, it was evident that theséitoschools in
corrective action had more in common than not. They both becamessmadils at the
same time, both shared similar challenges as the two lowestmarf) schools on a
common site, and each served a similar student population/demograpisiosill be
shown when analyzing the way in which both schools diagnosed problersslatidns
in their organizations, there was no significant distinction betweanthe two schools
operated. Therefore, the findings will be presented collectivelyssinteere was a
significance difference in schools’ responses to any given topic.
Table 4.1 displays the participants their role at each of theoks: For
confidentiality purposes, the schools will be referred to as S¢hamld School B. The

participants will be referred to by school and a number, as shown on the table below.

54
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Table 4.1 Interview Studv Particinan Schoo A & B

School A Staff Leadership Role Gender Years of
Experience
School/Total

1A. English Learner Support Provider ILT Female 1/20

2A. Social Science, Video Production,| Union Rep. Male 4/11

and Year Book Teacher

3A. Art, Graphic Design, and ILT female 4/4

Government Teacher

4A.Language Arts for English 1-4 Academic and Intervention Committees. Male 4mo./4

Block

4A. ESL Teacher None Female 20/20

5A. Earth Science and Algebra Teacher  None Male 1/10

6A. School Counselor ILT, Program Imp. Team, Lealigr Team Female 10/10

7A. US and World History None Male 5/12

8A. Resource Specialist None Male 3mo/6

10A. Principal School Leader Female 2/8

School B Staff

1B. Spanish Teacher ILT Male 3/10

2B. Math Teacher ILT Male 5/8

3B. English, ESL Teacher English Dept. Chair Female 3/4

4B. Secondary Counselor New Counselor Female 1/2

5B. Marine Biology Teacher Writes Grants for Dept. Male 3/3

6B. Gr. Eng. Teacher Key WASC Coordinator, Restmieg Committee, | Female 2/4

Intervention After School Program, ILT

7B. PE Teacher None Female 1/1

8B. Science Teacher Team Leader Male 4/4

9B. Government Eco. World Hist. ILT Female 3/4

Teacher

10B. Principal School Leader Female 2/4

Central Office Staff

Superintendent District Superintendent Male| 1/4

School Improvement Officer (S10) Male 2/3

School Improvement Officer (SIO) Male 1/23

As shown on Table 4.1, the interviewed staff in corrective action séhbad a
work experience at the site ranging from 3 months to 20 years, t@mlof the ten staff
members interviewed were at the site since the adoption of thk srhool model in
2004. The total work experience of the interviewees at this schgal@a years. Three
of these participants were members of the Instructional Leadership(Tlegm

Table 4.1 also indicates that at School B the site work experiehcthe
interviewees ranged from 1-5 years. This range indicatesntma of the interviewed

participants were at the school when it transitioned from a cdrapsése high school to
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a small school. The average for the total educational work ierperat School B was
4.4 years. Four of the participants served on the ILT.

Quantitative Extant Data

Indicated on Table 4.2, participants for the survey included 21 dea@nd

paraprofessionals from the A high school. Only one person did notipateian the
survey, so the response rate was 95.2%. Therefore, the analysis sample ofytigs2€tud
Eighty five percent of this analysis sample was classrooainées, and 15% were non-
classroom teachers. The survey respondents’ work experiencefaal $c varied,
ranging from the first year to 20 years, but the averages yddveing at this school was
4.06 years (SD=4.412). The staff seemed to have been at this schomotfatively short
period of time. Their experience of being an educator also showatkaange from the
first year to year 30, with an average of 12.76, which indicatedhtbaurveyed teachers

and staffs were generally familiar with the education profession (SD= 9.871).

Table 4.2. School A Survey Participa

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

YrsSch 18 1 20 4.06 4.412
YrsEducator

17 1 30 12.76 9.871

For School B, Table 4.3 shows that the sample included 27 teachers and
paraprofessionals. The response rate was 88.9%, and 83.3% of thés aszatyse is
classroom teachers, and 16.7% are non-classroom teachers, ineldifimgstrative and
counseling staff. The survey respondents’ work experiences at & vaoled, ranging
from the first year to the seventh year, but the average gkbhesng at this school was 2.

58 years (SD= 1.895). The staff seemed to be at this school dotyashort period of
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time. Their experience of being an educator also showed a ande from the first year
to year 25, with an average of 8.26, which indicated that the surveaatete and staffs

were generally familiar with the education profession (SD= 7.302).

Table 4.3. School B Survey Participants

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

YrsSch 19 1 7 2.58 1.895
YrsEducator

19 1 25 8.26 7.302

The next section will present an overview of the qualitativia.daRelevant
guantitative data will be utilized throughout the chapter to help infamoh support the
gualitative data. The interviews, extant data, and the documents reviewed pitaine
the answers to the study’s research questions.

Research Question 1
What are the processes that schools in corrective action use to diagnose problems and
identify solutions?

When seeking understanding related to the research questionsstudyisit was
important to take a close look at how these two schools identified prepknd how
they established solutions to the problems. This information sheahgibdw corrective
action high schools address their reform efforts as they wiexit sanction status. In
analyzing the process they used in decision making, it wasnaggotant to identify the
structures established in the process and whether these sssipported the schools’

attempts to systematically and consistently address their problems.

Structures/organization
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Participants in this study from both of the schools sharedbatbst common
way for identifying problems was by bringing up issuestradir weekly Tuesday
meetings. Every week on Tuesday afternoons students were éidremdy from each
school. This minimum day provided the staff with time to meet andgeng either
professional development or in staff meeting sessions. Some sfaffienembers did
not make a firm distinction between professional development orms&tings. They
used the terms interchangeably. Some of the teachers at s¢Hoolekample, referred
to all of their meetings as professional development. One of therads“Well, we have
PD every week...” (5A); While on the other hand, other teachers“sadery Tuesday
we have a staff meeting.” (5B); and yet another also sharedmdfly, staff meetings
once a week on Tuesdays, and that is with the principal.” (8B). $dimaply referred to
having ‘meetings’ once a week.

Whether professional development or staff meetings, the staffpgielaa to be
clear that at these meetings, issues could be brought up and possitiens to
problems could also be discussed and determined. The following comrmaiedcsed
how staff members described the process for identifying problems at tesjr si

“Probably a fairly informal process which would just be bringing

comments up at our meetings, and also sending e-mails or dropping in

talking to the principal....” (5A).

We have weekly meetings that we go to, and from time to isswees are

brought up and discussed among... among the staff. Issues...English

Learner language issues have been brought up. In fact, there&'s bee

professional development that we've gone to in how to best approach

English language learners. There has been disciplinary idsatehave

been approached, and we’ve developed a program where we can focus on
some of our troubled students... (6B).
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Based on the responses from several of the teachers, what tivggnaees called did not
appear to be of importance. What appeared to be of importance wabegh&new
Tuesdays were their time to meet and work together as a staff.

Tuesday afternoons are, they're crucial. They're cruciahumex there’s

so little time for us all to get together and we wear soyniats. | mean |

teach three classes plus the student government, you know, and plus the

PBL’s and plus everything else, there’s just, in a small schzojust

really difficult. So those times when we get together beaomngal and a

lot of the time it's taken away with data which is important baty know,
that's where a lot of our collaboration happens. (3A)

Everybody knows that Tuesday is the best time to share because
everybody will be there. (7A)

Every Tuesday we have a staff meeting and this is somethitigytha
know, no one has an excuse for, there’s no, you just know, you don’t
schedule anything, you don't leave early unless it's like an ganey of
course.....” (5B).

The most important forum for staff members, according to tha, deere the
weekly Tuesday meetings. The staff understood that attendativesatmeetings was
expected and they were aware that other matters would havepiat be hold for that
day and time of the week. The statements made by the stafben® above were
confirmed by the school documents that indicated that Tuesday aftermemnset aside
by the principals for staff meetings and professional development training

Although these meetings were non-negotiable, it appeared baskd data that
the staff valued this time because through these meetings tthélyehapportunity to stay
well informed. It also appeared that the topics for professional developonem¢etings,
were geared to discuss and address the various student aativégssessments for which

they needed to prepare depending on the time of the year. S8imofal Development
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depends on what is going on throughout the year. For example, todaybié will senior
exhibitions.” (7A). This was reflected with other staff members as well

In our Tuesday afternoon professional development meetings wdyusual

have some kind of professional development, but then we also look at

testing scores and we also look at discipline issues and eachféxidised

on kind of one aspect or need as we go through the year. (3A).

Contradictory to the comments in support of the Tuesday meeticggsronade
by most of the interviewees, a few staff members reportedhtbafuesday process was
not systematic for identifying problems and solutions, and it presentew challenges.
One concern, for example, was that these meetings were too stiore @eriod for
identifying problems and coming up with possible solutions.

....you bring up the problem and in the hour you're not going to solve

your issue, and so that's probably the hardest part is that alsoeeanot

really difficult problem is that not all the teachers disciplinehe same

way. | mean some people at the school will let you listen, argtlideen

to the IPod and have it in class and do whatever, where in myodassr

like that's not allowed. When you walk in the door you better take your

hat off or I'm going to ask you every day. So not every teachar ®ard

or following the rules that we have set out and we have talked db®ut t

rules probably about 30 minutes the first day of when the teacher cam

back. (10B).
Another teacher simply shared, “...It's not obvious if there is a process.” (1A).

In general, Tuesday meetings appeared to be understood by stdferaeas the
place and time for sharing concerns and for bringing up issugBough not all agreed
that this was an effective process, there seemed to be eangistnd agreement about
this structure with the majority of the staff members according to the data.

Use of data to determine problem areas

Student data was analyzed at Tuesday meetings to help idemdifgddress the

problems associated with the school’s overall low performanceording to the staff,
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analyzing student data helped to determine the problems that tbeg &0 that
interventions could be put in place. Analyzing student data app&aree common
practice at the school sites, and the process for accehsirdata was made simple by
utilizing a district-wide electronic system, DataDirectdihis computer system allowed
teachers to access current student data very quickly and eaBiis quick access
provided teachers and administrators the ability to closely kesmgk tof students’
academic needs, which was relevant to their focus on improvement.

It's real simple, but just for documentation purposes, we can look up thei

CST scores we can go on DataDirector and look up their sttoges if

they're in 1¢" grade or above we can look up their CAHSEE scores and

see if they got the high school exit exam or not and then withkmew |

do individual assessments, like their reading assessments andtkmnger

of growth in reading and see if they’'ve grown on top of that dutieg t

year. So there’s different data out there that we can lookdatemchers

have access to all of it, (4:47 inaudible) and data director aréwthe

common ones that is the entire school. (3B).

The number one process is analyzing data that we already have. A lot of it

comes from middle school. Other data is determined by WASQobioa

reports that we can get ourselves through DataDirector. heisbeést

report center for student grades, scores, behavior, and citizenship. (7A).

Based on the data analysis, the process for identifying pnsbégpeared to be
that the staff members met on Tuesdays to discuss school coneértts analyze data
for the purpose of identifying their students’ academic needs. Hjmity of the staff
members appear to be in agreement that this process was aecwnsi@y to keep
informed and to address the academic gaps associated withhib&'smverall low
performance. The analysis of student data was reported td firepmplementation of

interventions to improve students’ progress.

Types of problems identified



62

Both of the schools in this study are in corrective action yearldased on the
NCLB sanctions. For this reason it was important to gain insighonly on how the
staff engage in identifying issues and solutions but also relewvamxplore what
problems the staff members identified as getting in the way of their gsogre

The staffs reported a number of reasons for underperformartheimaschools.
Although staffs at each school identified students as the root gifrdidem, they had
different perspectives on what that meant for each. At schodbrAexample, the
interview data indicated that staff members at this school fashtheir major problem
as having a disproportionate number of EL’s at their school. THegvbeé that it was
because of the low academic achievement level of this partisubgroup of students
that their school was underperforming. It was clearly eviderthe data that the staff
was convinced that it was the low English language levels of Hmglish learner
population that was to blame for their corrective action statwsmadke this point, the
administrator from school A shared the following response,

Sixty-six percent EL’s, of which 51% are in the Beginning andyEa

intermediate levels on CELDT. More EL’s than any other hidgtoskin

the district. Language is a huge issue at our school.  Students

predominately Spanish speaking students. Another issue is kids don’t

have the language skills to pass the CAHSEE, which include ELA

standards. (10A).

The following teachers from school A shared a very similsparse to the same
guestion.

Well, the reason is because we have the majority of studeots sthool

are English learners, and it really takes a long time afor English

language learner that has moved here, you know, recently, to be at pa

with the other students especially because many of the studentsneve

their own language they do not have the preparation that other student
might have. (5A).
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Language, | mean it's just when you bring a student in whenrthéyp

and expect them to take a CAHSEE test at 17 it's not posgdaeknow,

there’s not time to acquire a language to that ability.... (3A).

“....Iwould say the first and foremost is that we are 70% English language

learners and related to that the CAHSEE test is impossiblsofoe of

these students. CST phrasing and it’s just the level of Englisio great

for some of these students to comprehend. (2A).

School B also mentioned having a large number of EL's and that tlsatawa
problem for their overall progress; however, this did not surfacées number one
reason for their underperformance.

At school B the staff members identified their biggest chgéeto be that their
students lacked high school readiness skills. They stated thastindents were simply
not well prepared academically or socially to attend high sch&aff identified this as
their major reason for their schools’ underperformance. One abthenent shared by a
teacher at school B was,

“Oh | feel like it really has to do with who’'s coming in, who came

through our doors, | think it's the preparedness level of the studadts

you know we get what their total experiences are, the sseseand

failures are so far in education, but by this time they'rdeigh school. So

it's still our responsibility to try to have them become as ssfoé as

possible but it's a huge challenge because a lot of thenodes behind

that they come with very low skills.” (2B).

Teachers at this school felt that they had the lowest perfgrstirdents on the
entire campus. The frustration with the academic level in whicteats were arriving to
their high school was expressed by most of the teachers athael. They shared that

although the students might be at the right age to be in higlols¢heir academic skill

levels were certainly not.
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| see that honestly, we're getting students in here thawareat least two

years below grade level. They're coming in as supposdtiy&ers and

really they're more like B grade. | get students that want to use the

bathroom and | tell them okay, fill out a pass, they can’t read|tio,c

they don’'t know how to read a clock. They're coming in at suahwa |

level of education. ...... Yeah, so altogether their skill set is not, yok |

at these kids as 14, 15 year old students and honestly they’re malt8,like

11, 12 year olds. (9B).

One of the main ones is just, you know, when we get our students, they

are. . They are tested. They're coming . . . They're comingtmay you

know, fifth grade level reading, fourth grade reading levelswisen we

get them, you know, maybe we’ll bump them up two grades or three

grades, but | mean it's impossible . . . Or it's very difficult, not impossible,

very difficult to get somebody from a fourth grade reading lldge
perform. . you know, to perform the expectations from the schoas. It
very difficult. (1B).

The formal documents indicated that both schools were challengedhe low
academic performance of their students. The scores ovpashgears reflected that the
schools have not met expected growth targets in student performaruthk. sddools
reported that their students were not prepared to achieve &igmmbfevels on district or
state assessments and therefore this resulted in their schools’ underperéorma
Other contributing factors of underperformance

In addition to the main problems identified above, both schools also mehtione
having other factors influencing their schools’ poor performancssuek dealing with
discipline, attendance, and parent, teacher, and student apathy werepalded by
staffs. Some teachers shared that poverty, transiency, and loutgetere other also
contributing factors. Staff members attributed that these problroempanied by their
students’ second language issues and poor readiness skills, affieetedschool’s
academic performance and scores. The following commentepresentative of the

staffs’ concerns.
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“...Attendance is a big problem.” (3B).

Another problem is attendance. Historically attendance has be&8P87-

Students are below grade level skills. The poverty level, 94%vecttee

or reduced lunch. 10% are foster and homeless students. We enroll year

round. We are the neighborhood school and have a very transient

population. (10A).

Attendance surfaced as being an equally challenging problem for bdtie of
schools. According to the data analysis, staff members beliee¢amne of the reasons
that students would miss school was because of lack of money to pay for transportation.

Another problem that staff members said contributed to their schools’
underperformance was apathy. Several teachers shared that apathy onothteegehers
and students was a problem. The following comment is representétie overall
statements made in regards to apathy,

Apathy with teachers and students. They are apathetic, theyfelrike

they can change and, um, they feel like they are stuck in thisharelis

no way of getting out. | came in an F student | am going to astaly

student. | came as a mediocre teacher and it's working. H ringd's

how..... (7B).

When it came to discipline issues at the sites, some teduterged that students
not only lacked the academic muscle, but also the social condexpeéoience success at
the high school level. One teacher stated, “In this school | havetilseenost defiant
behavior | have ever seen. Therefore there hasn’'t been any nfehmmgovement
because of this.” “This is a party zone, they come here tolizecand they get away
with that.” (6A).

Finally, there was another problem that surfaced in the intesviéiis problem

was attributed to the small school model. A staff member @A, felt that their
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school was underperforming because when the comprehensive high schaiwided
into small schools, their school inherited the lowest performing students.

If you take any comprehensive high school and you cut off the bottom

15% or so and say, you're a separate school. And do the same on the top

level and say, you are a separate school you're going to haventiee sa

kind of issues we have here. | don’t think we are unique. | think that
because of the small school strategy, we’ve isolated the -joevésrming
students and created this as a separate school with a separeifElpr

We have the lower. | don’t feel. We DO have the lower. (6B).

The main problems identified with the schools’ underperformance repmted
to being the students’ low level of performance on district ané sisgessments when
they entered the schools. Specifically, at school A, the masorecited the number of
EL's and their low English language levels. For school Bmhe reason reported was
the students’ lack of academic skills. At both schools, other gignif but secondary
reasons, according to the staffs, were also reported. Thesengeemged from
attendance, discipline, poverty, and apathy.

Solutions identified

In analyzing the process the two corrective action high schoelsnuseform
efforts, the study investigated the solutions selected and how dfieasived at the
solutions to their problems. The problems and solutions identifiedexarained for the
purpose of seeing if the solutions directly addressed the probleims.daka indicated
that there were similar issues being recognized as proldsm&ll as similar solutions
being selected to address the problems at both schools. For exéwipleschools
identified the problem of low CAHSEE scores and passing ratestdén to address this

problem the two schools implemented intervention programs such as safteol

tutoring, and CAHSEE small support groups (one of the schools calx"HEEE Boot
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Camp). “Small group pull outs are based on CST scores to help bumppheveryone
is hands on board.” (10A). One teacher described her role in pregaushents for the
CAHSEE,

We have an English teacher that teaches the CAHSEE prep lmldour

principal wanted me to run the CAHSEE Boot camps...... | got the

struggling 18' graders who can't write a sentence in February and had to
take the CAHSEE in March. (7B)

So since the beginning of the school other things that have besifiedt

have been after school programs, for example, | run a before sattbol a

after school tutoring program. So an hour every morning befdm@kc

it's an open door, kids come in and they can just hang out or they can get

help with their homework, it's call a breakfast club, we have foadd

available and then after school every day except Tuesdays whernveve ha
staff meetings students can come in and drop in for tutoring. (2B).

To address the discipline, attendance, and excessive tardiness s dile staffs
selected many different interventions. To help address disciplotdepns, the schools
adopted the Positive Behavior Intervention Strategies (PBIS). PBt8 is a program
that the district supports and trains teachers at sites to d#oaiétter plan their schools’
systems and daily functions to support positive student behaviors addctease
behaviors that negatively influence student achievement. All schaotbeasite
implement this program. Stricter consequences were also n@dfdo minimize
tardiness and absenteeism. Students arriving late now have to Bperdrich time in
detention. For this to occur, teachers give up an hour of their prepotimake sure that
students that are supposed to serve their time do so. Attendancemasfbeus for the

administrators at the schools, so much so that the attendandealk A¢ for example,

has improved from 87% to 92% within the last year. The schools adiediaice
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incentives for students such as recognition certificates. Ocbeteahared, “We now
have recognition assemblies and we offer raffles for good attendance.” (7A).

Although both sites reported many interventions implemented on casgus,
staff members expressed concern over the effectiveness aftéineentions. They felt
that there was not an overall plan to address issues sys@igatiuestioned the quality
of the interventions, and that students were not taking advantage afténventions
offered.

“I think there’s no system, | mean we try to set a systenh thom’t think

there is a set system. | think we look at the problem and syive it in a

minimum time.” (2A).

“We've had after school programs available to students who are

CAHSEE support. We have natural classes, they've been held after

school, they've been given on weekends in the past and it's alivays t

same story, it's like pulling teeth to get the kids there. 'Sadt that we

don’t offer things, it's actually how do you get the kids, the same kids who

were not interested in school, how do you get them to participatéemn af

school stuff to fill in some of the gaps. So we have programs, good

programs the students take advantage of, but theyre not effective in a

sense that so few people do take advantage.” (2B).

Another teacher shared that professional development, as @\sti@tenprove
achievement, does not meet everyone’s needs at the site. lonatgacher felt that the
focus for their PD was not necessarily on target to making pemjress. He said,
“Professional development yesterday was a waste of time. Ther@areaalistic things
we need to do. Teaching to the test professional development does not help.” (6A).

One of the solutions selected by the staff to address theagsligcipline at the
school sites was detention, however, one of the teachers expreaselistipline was

still a problem and follow-through with detention and consequences inafj@res also a

problem.
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“....we don’t have follow through when it comes to discipline in the sense
that students come and go as they please, they are here ldte@nd
nothing we really do.” *“.....there is no consequence for anythidtyrea
detention, nobody goes to detention or very little.” (5A).

Student discipline problems were reported at both schools. Acgdadthe data,
it was an ongoing problem. Staff members gave up some ofaveirtime to put in
place a school-wide system of detention to eradicate this probldmse efforts were
making some change, but not as rapidly as desired.

According to the data, most teachers did not believe thatvibeid be able to
exit program improvement sanctions despite their attempts towaptdsvement efforts.
They felt that their problems were too profound to exit sanctionse @ the teachers
shared his doubts by saying,

We try a lot of things, so we can identify things, we can impigrtreem,

the question is, | think the more important question is, how effecteve ar

the ones that we've tried. So far they haven't been that iwetiut we

are trying different things (2B)

One teacher also shared that although they were making s@mevéments at
the site, it will most likely not be enough. He shared, “..I thigkare going to improve.
Are we going to improve to where we need to be? No...” (9B). The magirresponses
were very similar. One teacher did not only believe that ¢ti®d would not exit
sanctions, he also believed very few other schools would exit théenstated “Under
present plan we won’t, maybe 1% in the nation will do that, butréisé will fail.
Revisions need to be made to what NCLB set out to do — it's palit{é®l). One of the

teachers directly referred back to what he stated was tlsonrefar the school's

underperformance. He stated, “Actually, no. If we continue with the same popuwieti
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probably won't be able to because we have such a heavy burden icahd Bnguage
population...” (5A).

The quantitative data strongly supported the teachers’ intervépenses at both
of the schools. When asked whether their school would move out of Rrogra
Improvement at the end of this year on the survey, 16.7 % of dffeirstschool A
believed that they would, and 83.3% believed that they would not (Table 4 4thdol
B, 15.8% of the staff believed that they would exit sanctions, and 84.2&vdxblihat
they would not. The analysis was based on a sample of 18 respondéms4d(ba The
items were based on a four-point-Likert-scale. One point indicdiat participants

strongly disagree and four points mean that they strongly agreed.

Table 4.4. School A Belief in Exiting NCLB Sanctions

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 3 14.3 16.7 16.7
2 15 71.4 83.3 100.0
Total 18 85.7 100.0
Total 21 100.0

Table 4.5. School B Belief in Exiting NCLB Sanctions

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 3 11.1 15.8 15.8
2 16 59.3 84.2 100.0
Total 19 70.4 100.0
Total 27 100.0

Decisions making process

Another area that was an important aspect when investigating the sphoctss

was who engaged in the decision-making as solutions were peasgribed for the
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problems identified. The study set out to find out if there weseiBp key players in the
decision-making process, including the role of the administratiotaff géiembers
responded to direct questions about who was involved in making decisiond telate
problem identification and solutions selected at their sites.

Several staff members shared that everyone on campus had oppsrtongfiee
input in decision making. They said that they could bring up issues saussliideas for
addressing problems at the weekly meetings. *“...well we hastafmeeting where
everybody can raise their voice and concerns..But yeah, definitehaweea say in the
matters.” (9A). Another teacher shared “I think that, you knoeguwple of teachers will
tip the principal off and then the principal will address it ineetimg, and as a group we
will come together and figure out... OK, what do we want to do.” (7B).

Some participants identified the principal and other key staff eesnas the
decision makers at the site. One teacher shared, “The priacigalounselor deal with
decision making. Staff brings up concerns and solutions are magengypal and
counselor.” (6A). A teacher shared that she was a part ofridapleteam that is
supposed to meet to help make decisions at the site, however, ttesrthbad only met
once in over three months, “lI guess you could say, my principaly praith makes
decisions and | think being part of the leadership group, | mean welyanet once this
year, so | mean.....(10B). Another staff member also sharedlthaugh there were
teams that helped with the decision making at the site, the gaineas still seen as the
decision maker, “Well, the decision makers are definitely thecipals...... She also

leads the teams that are to work on certain things... (5B).
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In addition to being able to provide input at staff meetings iardsgto decision
making, staff members reported that several committees esmnblished to problem
solve and help make decisions around certain aspects of the schodleaCmer shared
that teachers signed up for committees and although the consrate@redesigned the
committees had an opportunity to decide how best to address any igivgiors related
to their committee.

So groups were pre-designed, your choice was which group you want to

belong to and then that group’s function...., you know, it was up to you

guys in the group. ..So for example, like if you were on a social ctieami

you'd work on creating some sense of a community on the campus

through organizing happy hours or raffles or holiday parties, oetgong

like that.” (4A).

One of the committees most talked about by staff was the Instructieadétship
Team (ILT). The ILT, according to the staff, was coregd of classroom teachers
(mainly department heads), other key staff members such asuhsetors, and the
principal. This team was said to help come up with decisions aitthéy discussing
issues as a small team and then bringing the issues back to the staffdackeed

We have an ILT team which is a leadership team where, you know, a

smaller group of teachers look at these problems. We trydik w

solutions....for different areas and then in our meetings...our Tuesday

meetings, we open it up to everybody to participate and to include
them...and help the team decide what'’s best. (1B)

So the principal and the leadership team and the teachers all kivatlof

together as far as building information as far as ideas that toebe

focused on, and then the leadership team, their primary goal is tofkind

weed out and figure out what we actually can accomplish and theh put i

together and then bring it back to the faculty. (3A).

Staff members from both sites reported being a part of theiaeaisaking

process. They felt that at the Tuesday meetings, everyaré share their input and
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have a say in matters of decisions needing to be made at ¢thewls Serving in
committees was also a way to help make decisions at ¢éhacsibrding to the interviews.
Some felt very comfortable going talking to principal to makggestions. Many staff
members also identified the principal, counselor, and the ILT agettision makers, but
especially the principals.
District involvement in identifying problems and solutions

The majority of the participants shared that the weekly mgetwere the
structure that supported their process for identifying problems smadching for
solutions. They also reported that they had opportunities to give itimeit at those
meetings. However, that was not the case when the communicatieebehe schools
and the district’'s central office was examined. The commuarcéihes between the
schools and the district was altogether a different perception.dataandicated that the
connections between the schools and the district office were weaamle cases, it was
reported that the district was not much of a support at all vireammie to being involved
in helping the schools identify problem and solutions. A couple teackrsssed that
the district mainly pointed out their weaknesses. Here is afabf the teachers had to
say,

The district, you know, they pretty much tell us you’re not meetomg y

goals, do something about it, they don't give us, | know I'm not for the

teachers per se, something very special, that’s probablycoornag from

district to the administrator then the administrator implements a way for us

to reach those goals. Nothing specific from the district tagheher is

given, you know, where its district, principal, teachers..... So ingain

support | don’t think we’re getting very much of it. (3B).

Another teacher shared a similar concern,
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They're happy to tell us our weaknesses. ...there are tests everywliere tha

are being close to scrutinized the CAHSEE results and C8lis,ese all

have access to DataDirector and we’re encouraged and required &t look

that and keep track of how students are doing. So | mean we know how

our kids are doing, that’s the easy part. The hard part is to do it. (2B).
One of the teachers felt very strongly about her discontentm#nthe district because
she believed that the district office is not really looking aippes but numbers. She
shared,

| think that the district is too big to be specific to schoolshink that the

district is looking at numbers and figures and | don't think theidiss

actually looking at human beings, how to really increase themganm

we’re supposed to like, we want to increase our scores, so thenefore
have to teach to the test... (10B).

The responses strongly suggested that although personnel fraentha office
had visited their site on a couple of occasions, they did not relpywith identifying
solutions for their school. In regard to this question, one teachkede“l think the
budget cuts make it tougher right now, so it might say on paper and try to say thdd they
that, but they don’t.” (8B).

Other teachers explained that although the district has hadiseoheement with
the school in terms of helping them identify solutions that they dietirt of really
fulfilling that need. This is what one of the teachers shared atheutdistrict’'s
involvement with their school,

It's probably not as good as it could have been. The districthg a

machine, | believe it's the second largest district in Galify, which it's a

little bit too big, just a little bit too much stuff going on so | don't think the

district has, how should | put it, maybe they could have done anittte.

(9A).

One of the administrators was in sync with the other staff menmbéerms of the

lack of district involvement or leadership in supporting the schools. nVésked the
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guestion of what role the district played in helping identify pnoisleand to search for
solutions, she stated,

None. Our SIO kind of knew of the issues around enrollment and things

like that, and the he would talk to the cabinet and then superintendent

(name) and the board expected us to come up with a restructurmg pla

But most district folks don’t really understand small schools, anthingy

that we do has to come from us because there hasn’'t been |lgadenshi

the top around how we interpret working together as small schdoie |

can't figure it out as six principals no one is giving us direction or mandate

other than superintendent “name” has said, ‘you need to look at your

English learners and look at how to improve achievement for all kis.

did have a retired administrator facilitate two leadershigaést to help us

look at the five areas that we have to focus on ...But we hadnte cip

with the ideas on our own. (10A).

In summary, staff reported that they had a process forifigiegt problems and
solutions. They stated that the process involved using studenbditetmine areas for
improvement, discussions of options, and coming to an agreement on thensofati
implementation. The staff shared that the weekly meeting eaprimary structure for
the process of identifying and solving problems. Some staff memifientioned formal
committees that engaged in decision making, however, they shatetthehcommittees
brought the decisions back to the weekly meeting for staff input. stdie members
reported being able to share input, but ultimately the principal woalks: rthe decisions.
The interviewees stated that there was little district invoks@ in decision making on
site related to improvement efforts.

Research Question 2
How do schools in corrective action define, acquire, use, and diffuse research evidence?

In order to gain a deeper understanding of how these two schools ectiverr

action applied solutions to the identified problems, it was important to take a close¢ look a
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how the staff members defined research evidence, how they acqiseell,and diffused
it. This will help understand what information they are utiliziogrhaking decisions for
the problems they have to support their efforts in improving theirativacademic
achievement.

Definition of research evidence

The analysis of the data indicates that staff members s¢ t@rective action
schools shared a common definition of the term research evidenceed Bastheir
responses to the protocol questions, research evidence was defstedent data. Any
student assessment with a measurable score was considered dataerffor example,
the annual California Standard Test (CST), the California Higho8 Exit Exam
(CAHSEE), and any other on-going district and school assessrtattamight be
available for the purpose of determining students’ overall acadstatics was considered
to be research evidence. One of the staff members summed opetlal responses
provided as the definition to the term research evidence bygd¥vidence is just test
results. That's the bottom line”. (1B).

Many of the responses were very similar to the one aboventghitle room for
any misunderstanding about how this term was defined by theast#ifie corrective
action schools. Whether it was a new hire or a seasoned teachmmnber of the
Instructional Leadership Team (ILT), a counselor, or a PEh&athe response was
unmistakably student data. Here are what they shared about hodetihmed research
evidence at their school, “Test scores, that is how we measidensiearning, any kind
of data” (7B). “Test scores, quantitative over qualitativ&B)( “Both quantitative and

qualitative” (9B). “Test scores and data related to t@sX). “Data, just data. | think
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that is what everybody thinks it is.” (7A). “Evidence | would guessuld just be
objective results that indicate that students are learninghagher rate, | think” (2B).
“Numbers, statistics, scores, API scores” (10B). “...It comes down to @&is5¢8B).

Some of the staff members defined the term a little rrocepth. Albeit, they
did not disagreed with the definition given by their colleagues abbeg, just simple
added that aside from data, the term meant a little more to. th®ne teacher, for
example, shared “Well, | am a science teacher, so for evidehtke to see concrete
data to support that. But not everything can be done that way. Sasetirare’s
attitude, there’s behavior. There are indicators of improvementatiganot always
guantified” (6B). One of the administrators defined evidenceTamys that work at
other schools. Structures that can be put into place that will tuelprés be successful”.
(11B). Another administrator elaborated even further than that anteddhe term as
follows:

Achievement data, CST, CAHSEE, graduation rate, Benchmark, student

monitoring sheets, attendance data, suspension data, professional

development agendas, and notes, SSC agendas and minutes, who’s
involved in reviewing data, subgroup data: EL’s, Hispanic, low SED,
smart goals, classroom observation data — written feedbacksgFradate

by teacher, a lot of individual student data. (10A).

One of the administrators believed that thanks to the learning ichvdghie is
involved through her doctor program, she is better able to understseatate and its
purpose. She brings in research to share with the staff trelev@nt to the needs that
they are facing at the school. She shares articles to suppoiddas behind possible

interventions at their site that could support their efforts towamgroving in their

achievement. She is also encouraging and working on arrangitsgfersher teachers to
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go to other sites for the purpose of exposing them to other teacutices that might
help improve student performance at her school.

There is a clear, concise, and common language that staifbeng use to define
research evidence at these corrective action high schools. émMdénce matches the
way in which they indicate and diagnose problems as well asisktablutions at their
school.

Acquisition, use, and diffusion of research evidence

Extensive student data is not exclusive to administrators at the scho®@aigeis
also very accessible to all staff members through a computgrapnp DataDirector.
DataDirector is the most common place from which staff mesnban retrieve student
test results such as CST, CAHSEE, Benchmarks, and class.graélé staff members
have been trained on how to navigate through this program so thatr¢halgla to pull
up, either, existing reports or create their own report based orfispei@rmation they
may want or need to analyze. Having access to this ‘evidemgetended to provide
staff members with the necessary information for the purposekihmdecisions about
how to help students improve.

Student data, as stated by staff members, is the evidendefdinats them about
their overall academic school status and progress. Staff memddgron the data to
identify problems and it appears to be the driving force thattdgtidue focus of their
work as they move toward implementing interventions for improvement. When asked for
example, What types of evidence does your school use in decision mmalitef to
reform? One teacher responded, “CST, the CAHSEE, you know, usingii2ataDhas

been huge.” (8B). All teachers are expected to know how teastedent data through
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DataDirector including teachers that do not necessarihteathe classroom. A PE
teacher describes here how she is no exception to this expectdiWe've had to
research all of our class and look at each student individually laartl @ut like where
they are on each test, even though I'm in PE I've learned ttieimce, their history...”
(8B). A school counselor responded by sharing,

The number one process that we have is analyzing data thateaeyalr

have. Some of this data follows the students from middle school and other

data is determined by WASC, or by reports that we can pull up on our own

using DataDirector. (7A).
Finally, a classroom teacher responded, “I think with the researdanee, we look at
data...” (5A).

Based on the data analysis, the staff members at the tograction schools
defined research evidence as student data. These data weie [saidcquired through
reports retrieved through DataDirector and everyone at both scheolseba trained to
use this computer program. Furthermore, every staff member grusahat works with
students directly is expected to know how to access student datdl.aghe next step in
the analysis was to investigate how these data, or evidenceysegta@s an instructional
approach to prescribe solutions that supported academic progress.

When the staff members were asked to provide an exampleeaient rreform
their school had adopted, where it came from and what evidence thetousemport its
adoption, the responses were predominately around the same issueshrthehstaff
reported being challenged. One of these issues was thatlehsexcessive absenteeism

and tardiness at the schools. Based the schools’ attendance datertdence rate was

as low as 87-88%. Due to these disparaging percentages, the schodkd de
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implement the Positive Behavior Intervention Strategies (PBf&)gram. The
implementation of this program was proving to be making some psogrehis area.
This is what the principal at school A, for example, explained abeutmprovement of
tardies and absenteeism based on the adoption of this program,

As a complex we adopted PBIS to decrease student tardiness andesbs
school wide, the program is from Safe and Civil School Consultant Group
and Research. We used to have 30-40 tardies per day. This hasedkecreas
our period one tardiness. (10A).

We've had historically 87-88% attendance and when students aren't in
schools or are late to class they don’t have the skills to davthk
without being here, without teacher assistance. We have now\veatpr
attendance. Attendance rate has improved to 92%. Our goal for 2010-
2011 is to increase to 93%. (10A).

Several teachers also referred to the PBIS program as a reformyrecieqied to
improve attendance. This is what one teacher had to say,
The PBIS program. All principals agreed to do this prograndon’t
know who'’s idea it was originally, but I know that they went to other
schools where they had been already implementing it and had improved
their schools. | think, from where | can see that most of th&¢eabave
bought into this and it has improved a lot where, you know, the students in
my classrooms are on time. There aren’t any students ihalhgays.
The campus is a lot cleaner and | see overall that the kidbedier
behaved because they have, you know, true consequences and are held to a
higher standard, which the students are actually responding to positively
(9B).
Some of the responses in this particular area of inquiry appeatss tery vague and
even non-related to the more fundamental issues facing the schooks.teacher for
example, responded, “Yeah, lanyards. | think that it helped. Beforevgald see
students . . . Even though it's a smaller school, sometimes you woulchéavieachers

that they didn’t know all the students, or it helps for securigagswas that, you know,

you’re able to identify them, you know, a lot better. So it's shimgtthat . . . something
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that works.” (1B). Another teacher responded as follows to the gaestion, “..I don’t

know, | can’t think of anything. Oh, a nutrition break, we didn’t haveutrition break

last year. Now we have nutrition break. So that students can drsmgick and eat it
between first and second period.” (7B).

Although the responses to this particular question left room for dewet of
uncertainty in regards to what current reform measurest#ie hed implemented, a
deeper analysis of data revealed that the staff was atteniptdeal with various issues
they thought were getting in the way of progress. Based onldtee that the staff
members had available to them, and had analyzed, in regards tafBimaece, they
implemented training for classroom teachers that supported the impgovef teaching
practices for English learners. Staff members were prowidbdthe Quality Teaching
for English Learners (QTEL) training program. This prograas mentioned by several
of the teachers and the administrators throughout the interviewsariicular when
discussing PD foci. QTEL is a five day institute for teachiachers content specific
strategies that support English language development for English &arner

The data also indicates that other interventions have been put iagptaee in
an effort to improve student academic performance. The schoolnrapled Saturday
School for students to make up classes and credits. A boot campmatdgsoup
CAHSEE tutoring program were put into place to help students detledopecessary
skills to pass this exam. Teachers and administrators dtillze student data to

determine what students to include in these intervention programs.
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Data related to student assessment results is publiclgdsbgradministrators at
meetings with the staff. It is analyzed and discussed aingsend it is used to place
interventions in motion. Data is also clearly posted on the schamladg to be viewed
by all staff members and visitors. Interviewees indicatetdata now is everywhere on
the campus.

One of the ways in which information and knowledge is diffused ti@utgthe
schools is by all working together, but at various capacities.

In our Tuesday afternoon professional development meetings wdyusual

have some kind of professional development, but then we also look at

testing scores and we also look at discipline issues and eachféxidised

on kind of one aspect or need as we go through the year. So the principal

and the leadership team and the teachers all kind of work togetiaeraas

building information as far as ideas that need to be focused orhamd

the leadership team, their primary goal is to kind of weed ouffigoce

out what we actually can accomplish and then put it together and then

bring it back to the faculty. (3A).

Research evidence was defined by the staff members as stisdeasment data.
Although the staff did not use this particular term to refer thay reported that student
data was their evidence. Everyone at the schools had accésdetot slata through the
district’s DataDirector computer program and data were @ismussed and analyzed by
the staff members at meetings. They reported utilizing dathé purpose of identifying
the academic gaps at their schools and to identify possible solutions to élgdyes.
Research Question 3
In what ways and to what extent is information, knowledge, and innovation diffused
throughout corrective action schools through social networks?

This particular question was designed to investigate how thé ra&hbers

engaged with one another for the purpose of acquiring information, knowledge, and
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innovation (the types of ties), the type of information that wasesl among them
(boundary spanners), and who engaged in sharing the information, knowledge and
innovation at the sites.
How information, knowledge, and innovation are shared

From analyzing the data, there were a range of responseshiecstaff members
shed insight on how information, knowledge, and innovation were diffused at the
schools. Within the range of these responses, a couple of challemdfased as a
hindrance to their networks. One of these challenges was thef shee departments for
teachers. Some of the departments consisted of two or threerseachie others had
only one. This is how one teacher perceived the struggles tdableers and their small
departments, “The school is so small. | mean there’'s one bitdagher. He teaches
biology and chemistry. He is all by himself. You know he tawllaborate with
anybody. There is one U.S History teacher. Talk about isolatigh&). Another
challenge mentioned was that even with more teachers in a depgrinetworking
proved to be a challenge because teachers did not share a commonipcewigetheir
department colleagues.

I'll tell you sort of the sad truth is that I'm basicallyancocoon here even

though, you know, I've been in the school like | said it was my fifthr yea

and the staff has changed quite a bit, so there are only four arffive

who have been here since the beginning and because we don'’t hate, like

don’t share a common prep with any of my math colleagues that ai'r

kind of doing our own thing. So | pretty much do my own thing. (2B).

To some staff members, the concern was not having a commonirpr@p

department to share their practice with one another, and the las&woiknowledge
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coming in and out of the departments. She shared, “..The departmestssanall, you
know, and to be two science teachers, so there isn’t that much to share.” (5A).

Since both of the schools in this study are small high schoolssizkewas
reported to being an issue at both. Furthermore, participants alsed sthat the
connection with the other schools on site did not exist and therefoeelbels on the
campus did not engage in sharing of information, knowledge, and innov&iunof the
administrators shared, for example, “Small schools hinder thenghafrideas. We don’t
share our resources around instruction.” (10A).

Other problems that surfaced in the analysis of the data in regards to the hindrance
of the sites’ networks were time, budget constraints, attitwdesthe lack of places to
meet. One teacher shared, for example, that time and the fureteive the needed
collaboration between teachers at the school sites was a dealléfime is an issue.
Having more mandated time to do that is always a good thing, but, dlgai is tied to
budget and money.” (6B). Another teacher also shared, “In allshomes share as
much as we can, the truth is that the amount of time we spengd toytake care of class
on top of everything else, there is very little collaboration ole(@A). Other thoughts
shared in regards to what hindered the sharing of information, knaayladd innovation
were, “Certain individuals with negative attitudes.” (11B). and “Naving places to
meet” (1A).

The range of responses also shed insight on the structures dititatéa the
social networks at the sites. For example, the participantstedpoeing able to share
information and ideas with one another through the use of technology. Mutle of

information that circulated the campus for the purpose of connewithgone another,
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according to teachers, was done through email. One teacheiosagample, “Through
email, we collaborate...” (2A). Another teacher shared, “I thinkawe email.” “You
see a lot of ‘look, | found this article.” we email or we shatrestaff meetings, it goes
back and forth.” (7A). According to one of the principals, “operati®ssales are usually
done by email.” (10A).

Aside from emails being a bridge to facilitating the stgaohinformation among
the staff at the corrective action schools, staff membersshlaed a variety of other
ways in which they networked with one other. One of the staff mesmbported that a
way in which information was made available to all staff memb@at was very helpful
in staying abreast of what was going at the school, was thnaeglving the weekly
bulletins. “...Everybody knows what is going on.... Having a bulletin ewergk, ready
on Monday mornings.” (1B). The staff indicated that they have meiltiglys to share
information, knowledge, and innovation.

Perception of the existing social networks between staff members

The staff perceived the overall communication patterns betweenstdfé
members as good. Several of them believed that there weélieiestif ways to
communicate with each other at their schools. Here is what gbthem had to say in
regards to their perceptions about the communication patterns among colleagues,

Very open to communicate.....our weekly meetings puts us in contact with

all staff on a regular basis. ...... | can talk to “staff” whenedveeed to.

..... That is the advantage of a small school you get to know the $taff a

better. (9B).

| think we have great communication among the staff and principal

through, email through, you know, having phone calls and professional

development to find out what is going on with the our school. So over all
pretty good. (10B).
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Other teachers shared the same feelings. One teachét saiitk it's good because we
meet every week. It's good.” (5A).

The administrators also believed that the communication patterpsedty strong
based on their responses. Here is what one of them shared,

| think that we still need to work on certain things, but I think they know

teachers, can talk to me or talk to the dean of students. 1 think

communication is pretty good, one because | am very open to what | am
doing and so, for example, the bulletin | communicate in that way, we
have the staff meetings, | definitely, you know, right away aetthe

phone or, for example, just giving my cell number to every sitegleher

so they can text me, those kind of things. Also, | have a great adlhein

that she comes and tells me things, you know what, the teacher didn’t

disrupt you, but she needed this, ‘we really have to deal with p&tiad

| mean the teachers feel very comfortable coming in here. (11B).

Another administrator shared,

Actually, there’s a lot of informal communication. Like people couwd g

to each other a lot umm... for support here and there. They'll come t

a lot, they go the counselors. Sometimes we over-communicate. We are a

pretty communicative group. (1A).

Others agreed that email supported the communication at thassisell as the
staff meetings. One teacher shared, “weekly meetings anits earna open forums to
share ideas.” (9B). There were others that felt they alviagsopportunities to share
information with other staff members. One very optimisticheaéor example, shared,
“I can’t think of anything that hinders the sharing of ideas...|I thmwkh Tuesday
meetings, there is always a forum for everyone to share id€a8). In general, the
majority of the participants that were asked that question ipectéhe communication

patterns as good between the staff. These statements would ueltb tthe overall

responses of the staff members on the quantitative data as shdvablea 4.6 and 4.7.
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At school A, 64.7% of the respondents thought that the school had forurslsafiong
information among staff (M= 2.76, SD= .664). The items in the followaides were

based on a four-point-Likert-scale. One point indicates that petits strongly disagree

and four points mean that they strongly agreed.

Table 4.6. School A Forums for Sharing ldeas

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 2 6 28.6 35.3 35.3
3 9 42.9 52.9 88.2
4 2 9.5 11.8 100.0
Total 17 81.0 100.0
Total 21 100.0

According to the survey data, 95% of the respondents at school Rl daje¢ehe

school had forums for sharing information among staff. (M=3.05, SD=.394).

Table 4.7. School B Forumsr Sharing Idee

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 2 1 3.7 5.0 5.0
3 17 63.0 85.0 90.0
4 2 7.4 10.0 100.0
Total 20 74.1 100.0
Total 27 100.0

Innovators at the site

Understanding the formal and informal ways in which staff mesbetwork

with each other also shed some light on who they turn to for inmovatid expertise

related to schoolwide improvement efforts.

principal is the innovator at their site and therefore, also ¢ngop that they look to for

expertise.

Most staff membepsrted that the

One of the teachers mentioned, “It all starts thié principal.” (7A).

Another teacher shared, “Well, | think that the principal, she’s gengmitted and very
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willing to share and to listen...” (5A). The staff members empldsithe same
perspective in the following remarks,

Oh the principal is very good about, she observes classrooms and if she
observes something that’'s being done really well she’ll dyreqiproach

the teacher and say would you present this and they, you know, so | mean
it's pretty direct when she says go teach it. (3A).

Our principal has got an Ed.D in | think educational leadership, so she
brings some research and stuff like that. (2A).

Our principal has, you know, a lot of data on different schools. So she’s. .
.She, you know, tends to share a lot of information, giving us articles,
giving us, you know, stories from other schools that she was working on
previously. (1B).

...1 think there could be more and more opportunity to share ideas, but |
think that's probably where it would come from. | think the
principal....our current principal is spending a lot of time looking atrothe
models. She has gone out of state to see other schools that haae simi
populations and some strategies that have worked there. (6B).

Although the principals were reported to be the innovators and thdarstiaf
ideas that flowed around the campus, a couple of teachers repomedbgyond the
principal for new ideas. One teacher, for example, reported gaitige internet to seek
other teacher websites to connect with them. He stated, “| hee @acher's web
pages....Teachers are looking for other teachers, not textbooks, buteatttesrs that are
doing things that they can take lesson plans from”. (4A). Otheh#égs shared that they
look to other teachers for innovation and expertise,

| look to other teachers who I've known been teaching for a long tihe a

a lot of them don’t teach here anymore, there over at (school)relmyer

at (school), so | look to colleagues who I've known for, you know, eight

or nine years and have been teaching for that long and also colleagues who

are now my colleagues but also went to school with. | havechdebaere

we went to college together, we went through our credential progra

together and now we're teaching together, actually there’ddaahers at
just this small school alone and | have teacher friends likeotreat the
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district so | look to them for advice. But also the teachersthatd know

have been here a while and that have been in the game longer, you know,

I'll look to them for advice. (3B).

Finally, when asked where the staff would seek expertise, onaniathatior responded,
“They don’t go anywhere, really they don’t. | just have to provide it.” (11B).

It appeared based on the data, that not only did teachers atctlsehaols see
their administrators as the innovators of ideas and experts arcomol smprovement,
but the administrators themselves felt that they had to providgypaf support to their
staffs. The quantitative data supports the statements made swathmembers at each
school. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 below, indicate that the principals, the bigdes, were at
the center of the network in distributing and sharing ideas andtesepeihis was even
more evident in school A. The map in Figure 4.1 shows that the indiwidkig directly
on the principal. The arrows indicate that the flow of informatiors diaem principal to
individual teachers. The map on Figure 4.2, indicates that althoegpritiicipal, also
one of the bigger the nodes, may be relied on to distribute and shasgetitearrows
demonstrate better networks where all staff membersaoé/ed in sharing information

with each other.
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Figure 4.1. School A Source of Ideas

Figure 4.2. School Source of Ide:

Existing social networks between the schools and district office

According to the data, there does not appear to be a strong waslatignship
between the school members and the central office. The majorttyeadchool staff
members reported that they did not have much direct contactebateonship with the
district's central staff. This finding mirrors their responsesund the lack of its

involvement in helping identify the schools’ problems and solutions disdussesearch
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guestion one. Many teachers claimed that they did not directlyvitbeemployees from
the district office and therefore did not really have a relationship with them.

Central office, umm, | don’t know what the staff has to do with eéntr

office other than the budget. | know the superintendent has beetohere

the school a couple of times and (school) works with the centrakddfic

lot more than individual teachers do. So | really can't say. | dave

much contact with central office besides what is passed down foome

my boss. ..I never had a situation where | needed to go to them. (9B).

One teacher felt that the district actually got in the whatheir work instead of
help. This teacher said about his working relationship with the alistgentral staff,
“They come here sometimes to promote the same old story insteearlohg with us
and letting us do our jobs....To intimidate you and get you out of teaciMiygway or
the highway.” (6A). Other teachers shared that a common respowse the teachers
when having to go to the central office was, “..Oh God, do | bago down there...”
(3B). Another teacher simply said, “there is no central office.” (2A).

There were other staff members that reported that certaimtighepds from the
central office were involved with their school. One teacher dhdvée work with the
SARC program to improve attendance and we use as many resasrees can from
them.” (7A). One other teacher did not feel that there wasatams$hip, per se, but that
some level of support was being provided by the central officeervasked about the
role of the central office, she responded, “I mean, none that | knowoafpiefor the ESL
teachers are given a lot of support by the Office of LangBageisition.” (1A). One of
the administrators also mentioned that her staff did not have tomslap with the

central office, with the exception of a couple teachers. Shedhd don’t think they

have much contact with central office folks. | know a couple of eagliers have an
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intern provider. That is actually it. | don’t think they have anyeytlare kind of
removed from that.” (10A). Another administrator, when asked aboutstadf's
relationship with central office responded, “Right now they don't.” (11B).

One of the central office staff members interviewed, beliekatiall the School
Improvement Officers (SI0) had been of great support to the sefadols on the site.
He stated that his approach was to let the sites and their wutres decide how to
improve their schools. He felt that this was going to help theepaon of the “top-
down” approach and allow the staffs to take initiative and ownership.

The survey data, Tables 4.8 and 4.9 below, support the school dizéshants
about the lack of support from central office staff. This is atflective of the staff's
dissatisfaction with the lack of support from the central ofaceund improvement
efforts. The Tables specifically indicate how the staff &bout the level of change in
support from the central office staff due to their program impronéstatus. At School
A, 20% of respondents recognized the positive changes in support froenthed office
staff, 20% saw some negative changes in support received, and G@&respondents
did not see any change overall.

At school B, 44% of the respondents recognized positive changes inpiherts
received from central office staff, 5.6% saw some negativegasain support received
and exactly 50% did not see any change at all. The itemshasesl on a four-point-
Likert-scale. One point indicates that participants stronglygdegaand four points mean

that they strongly agreed.
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Table 4.8. School A District Support for Char

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 3 14.3 20.0 20.0
2 3 14.3 20.0 40.0
3 9 42.9 60.0 100.0
Total 15 71.4 100.0
Total 21 100.0
Table 4.9. School B District Support for Chat
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 1 8 29.6 44.4 44.4
2 1 3.7 5.6 50.0
3 9 33.3 50.0 100.0
Total 18 66.7 100.0
Total 27 100.0

In summary, the staffs at both sites reported that they had opgoytunities to
share their opinions on all school related issues. The primarytowvagsnmunicate were
through the weekly meetings, email, and face to face. Theydstiaethe small school
setting allowed for tight connections. The staff reported thatltuied to the principals
for expertise in reform efforts and bringing new ideas toctmpus. All staffs claimed
that they had little support from the district in planning and implating strategies and
interventions to improve student academic achievement.

Chapter Summary

The data analysis in Chapter 4 provided some insight about the sEedes
high schools in corrective action utilized to diagnose problemsdamdify solutions to
address the problems associated with their schools’ low acaderimmence. The data
also provided insight about how the schools defined research evidend®wanithey

utilized that evidence to implement changes during reform efforismprove student
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achievement. Furthermore, this chapter investigated how the stafbens in each of
the high schools engaged with one another and shared information, knowledge, and
innovation through the social networks in place.

The findings indicated that the schools staff recognized thasea process for
identifying problems and solutions. They shared issues in wee&étings, the staffs
analyzed data, discussed areas in need of improvement, discussed gofigibies, and
came to consensus on the interventions to be implemented. Tlseagadfared to use
student performance data to identify problems, and reported thatvdsitdneir evidence
for selecting the solutions to the identified problems. Thessti#df not report any use of
educational academic research evidence in decision making relatedetgiessraelection.
The staffs indicated that they had good communication patternsirastheols. They
shared that they had opportunities to give input through emails, atrteetings, and in
person with each other and the principals. Staff members at bedhregported that the
principal was the person on site they turned to for expertisenandation. A few staff
members stated that they attended off campus professional develo@Btaifs reported
that there was some on-site professional development provided by their principal.

A review and discussion of the implications of the researchdngs will occur
in Chapter 5. The relevant themes that emerged from the resehlralso be discussed

in the following chapter.



CHAPTER 5
Discussion and Recommendations

This chapter will discuss the findings of the study related tprtheess the two
corrective action high schools engaged in to identify problems andos@w@#nd their use
of research evidence in reform efforts. Also investigated iow the social networks
supported or hindered the flow of information, knowledge, and innovation througjeout t
schools. The findings and implications for policy, practice, and r&fseaill also be
discussed.

Summary of the Findings

The qualitative findings of this study indicated that the stafibaes in the two
corrective action high schools shared similar responses about thegtbeg used for
diagnosing problems and identifying solutions. Student assessmanvastdentified
by staff members as their research evidence. They alsde@pbat data was used for
the purpose of identifying the academic areas in need of improvemertb adentify
solutions to address these areas. The findings also indicatetiglmagdcial networks
were heavily reliant on the principals as the main source Harirgy information,
knowledge, and innovation. The quantitative extant data substantiated theatigeal
findings.

Research Question 1

What are the processes that schools in corrective action use to diagnose problems and
identify solutions?

The findings for question one will address the structures and orgjangzased in

the process, the types of problems the staff members identiBedielh as how the
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solutions to the problems were selected. Also examined wasetbennel involved in
the decision making process at the school level, and the degreleidio the district
assisted the sites in the process of identifying their problems and solutions.
Structures and organization

Analysis of the data revealed that the staff membersydimgd administrators,
from both of the corrective action high schools identified their we€kesday meetings
as the main forum for bringing up problems affecting their schaiéormance. This
was also the forum for selecting solutions to the problems idemtifiThe majority of
staff members found this process to be suitable for collaboration anuatdem
indentation and discussion of solutions. Many of the solutions identdiedidress the
problems were generated by staff.
Types of problems

The problems identified at both schools ranged from attendana@plidis,
poverty, and teacher and student apathy. It was interesting tahadtéoth of the
corrective action high schools placed their students at the top tétloé reasons for
their schools’ underperformance. At School A the staff believedthieahumber one
cause for the school’s low performance was the disproportionate nwhlianglish
learners and their lack of English language skills. Schoatlved that their school’s
underperformance was due to their students’ lack of academicrgaepas levels and
behavior. The staff at this school felt that it was very diffico teach high school
material to students coming in 4-5 years behind grade levedddition, staff members
complained that students came to high school to socialize and to lgaoel dme, and

that the consequences for these behaviors were not enforcedsciitad also reported a
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concern about their students’ low English language levels, loid mot come up in the
interviewees’ responses as the main reasons for underperform&uweftected in the
individual interviews and again in the survey data, staff memib@igeved that their
chances for exiting their Program Improvement status were slim at best.
How solutions were identified

The interviews revealed that it was common practice at bah tgitanalyze data
on a regular basis to determine the areas of need and decidetmnsdhat would meet
those needs. Some of the solutions identified by the schools torfplpve student test
scores were California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) wr@etions and after school
tutoring. Saturday School and detention are examples of the solidemigfied for
behavior and attendance. The process for coming up with the solutiocsngastent in
structure but it did not appear to consistently result in alignmeptafifiem to solution.
This is how one of the staff members put it, “we try things, aeg tlon't always work,
but we keep trying things”. Many of the ideas for solutions ongsi appeared to be
generated within the staff and were not necessarily resbasgd. It was noted that only
a few staff members mentioned the formal documents writteprbgram improvement
when reporting on identifying problems and solutions.
Decision makers at the sites

The majority of the staff members at both schools felt that lizel a voice in
decision makingThey reported having opportunities to share by serving on the various
formal committees on site and in the informal sharing at theklwereetings. Still
others saw the ILT and the principal as the main decision makaesrole of the ILT at

each site was to discuss possible solutions first and then bringalthe staff for further
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input. The ILT members claimed that they did not meet on a repalsis. Many
believed that despite the existence of the ILT and other comesyittiee principals were
the final decision makers.
District involvement in identifying problems and solutions

The majority of the staff members from both of the schools did naveethat
the district was supportive of their reform efforts. Theytiedt the district was quick to
tell them that they needed to improve, but did not play a role infngethem identify the
solutions. Many of the staff members also shared that they dichteoact with the
district staff directly and only received information from abokeough the principal.
One of the administrators openly shared her frustration with thectsstlack of
direction and leadership in moving her school forward. There was aallogeor
perception of the district’'s support towards school improvement.

Research Question 2

How do schools in corrective action define, acquire, use, and diffuse research evidence?
Definition of research evidence

Research evidence was defined by the staffs as studensudditaas state and
district assessment results. The data were used to evahditedual student’s
achievement towards grade level standards and also to measuogeth# schools
progress towards improvement as measured by state and fedeaslirese The
interviews revealed that the staff members defined data esrcasevidence because the
data informed their decisions for the interventions they put in place.

Acquisition, use, and diffusion of research evidence
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Student data were accessed by teachers, as well as aduorssat the sites,
through the district's DataDirector computer program. Thisesgappeared to be
important to the staff members because it helped them keep tratideint progress.
These data are discussed together at meetings and alsovayithis teams on site, such
as the ILT. Based on the data the staff identified interventmi®lp support student
progress. When analyzing responses, the staffs appeared to use dfata instruction
but did not report the use of research to substantiate solution choiagesnédiate
identified problems. They did not appear to delineate any diffetegteeeen researched
strategies and test scores. Data were also availablestatp#hrough the School Plan for
Student Achievement (SPSA) and the School Accountability Report G&&Q),
documents which were posted on the district's website.

Research Question 3
In what ways and to what extent is information, knowledge, and innovation diffused
throughout corrective action schools through social networks?
How information, knowledge, and innovation were shared

The main way in which the staff shared information, knowledge, and inoovat
with one another was through the weekly Tuesday meetings. Mathye ataff shared
that meeting at other times outside of the formal Tuesdayimgeetis limited. Some
teachers claimed that they were the only teacher who taught a singlet snafter. They
had little opportunity to collaborate with others on common curriculurarhds the
most significant challenge was that even departments with im@aneohe teacher did not

share a common prep and therefore could not use this time to cataboEmail was
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reported as providing the staff members with the ability to cdnmigle one another for
the purpose of sharing important information, articles, and day to day business.
Perception of the existing social networks between staff members

Teachers, as well as the administrators, felt that thé tdveommunication at
their site was good. They believed that the Tuesday meetingsrarild #ere the main
ways to keep the information flowing throughout the school. The palscigt both of
the sites reported that much of their site operational issuesdeae through email. It
was interesting to note that despite the fact that some dtdiffemembers shared that
they did not have many opportunities to collaborate with their colleagbeg also
shared that the level of communication was good overall due to thdayuebole staff
meetings, emails, and informal contact with one another.
Innovators at the site

According to the majority of the interviewedbe main innovators at the sites
were the principals. The principals were the ones that brougbvareg| outside
information to the schools, such as research articles to shidwe¢hwistaff. They were
also perceived as the experts and the staff members repdystied @ them for their
expertise. A couple of teachers reported visiting other tesicwebsites to find out
what they could learn to do differently in their classrooms thghtrhelp their students
achieve at higher levels. Two other teachers also reported |lowkivitper teachers for
ideas and expertise.
Existing social networks between the schools and district office

The data indicated that the relationship between the central affitehe school

sites was not strong. Most of the teachers did not have any clirgact with central
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office staff. They felt that most of the communication betwi#encentral office and
their school took place through the principals at the site and themftrenation was
disseminated to their level. Both principals shared that thesenataconsistent, on-going
communication between the site staff and central office. @rlee principals felt that
there was not a strong working relationship even between her andtitet diaff. This
information was consistent with how the staff felt about the distrdack of direction in
finding solutions for their problems at the sites.

Through the analysis of the findings, some overarching themes emerdgese
themes will be discussed in relation to the research questiotbeandrrent literature on
Organizational Learning, Research Evidence, and Social Networtkee next section.
The emergent themes that surfaced are the following. Therdaiskaof coherence
between problem identification, solution, and implementation which nmay teform
efforts. The schools focus on more single loop than double loop learnirag aoudh this
may inhibit their ability to improve. The social networks of slshools may be so reliant
on one person (the principal) that the access to innovative knowledge frera otay be
limited. The identified themes will help frame the discussion of results.

Discussion of Results
Lack of coherence between problem identification, solution, and implementayn m
limit

Research has indicated that organizational learning is impantanhool reform.
One of the important aspects of organizational learning in schoohréfathat it creates
the capacity to effectively distribute knowledge and innovation thrmuigthe entire

organization (Fullan 2005; Penuel, Frank, & Krause, 2006). The tenetsaoizatgonal
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learning support the idea that in order for schools to be successfiglence between
problem identification, solution, and implementation must be present.

It was evident, based on the data analysis, that the stafteatethey had a
consistent and open forum to communicate with one another around issues of
performance at their schools. The existing structures supportecoutpmse of
diagnosing problems and identifying solutions. However, the probleres gexsisted
and both schools have made very little growth over the years. Thasvabien leads to
the assertion that although the staffs have a perceived pracageritifying problems
and solutions, there may be limited depth or quality to the substartbe process, as
evidenced by the lack of improved student academic performance antohued
advancement into corrective action status. One explanation $ofiriding may be the
small size of the departments and lack of time and opporturfitiesoordinated
professional work at a level that would impact practice

Organizational learning entails more than having a time and tplaneet. It
requires that the members of the organization engage in new leamiagtigate new
strategies, and seek innovation, in order for fundamental change toldakan practice
resulting in increased student performance (Honig, 2004). This typaroing requires
more than just sharing current practice, the staffs would engagmit work to construct
knowledge and to determine the best ways to implement instructiontdgses and
approaches that would lead to desired changes in student perforfhitiee 1993;
Chrispeels and Andrew, 2007). This approach would support addressing tiseepers
on-going problems at a deeper level (double-loop), rather than tadklemg at a

seemingly superficial level (single-loop).
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Although the staff members believed that the Tuesday structiwenwadace for
identifying the problems and solutions, the structure does not appsapport the kind
of in-depth construction of knowledge needed for improvement. Thengxsructure
did not allow for adequate time and opportunity to investigate, expetimertaluate
new leaning. This type of learning in reform should be an on-gpiogess that is
embedded in the regular teacher work day and work yeamre(L1®93). The staff did not
report engaging in any work at this level.

A point of interest that surfaced throughout a few of the interviavgshool A,
was that many teachers believed that their school carri¢idraasand therefore only
attracted a certain type of student. Staff members saidhnaivere known as the “low
performing school” because, unlike the other schools, they enrolled studints
throughout the year. The staff said that many of the studentsthieiled were from
juvenile hall or straight from Mexico. They also reported thavas known as “the
school that had all the English learners” due to the fact beat had the only ESL
learning center on the entire campus. They found the enroliment process tiebekgx
unfair. This perception may be permeating their belief systeaut their abilities to
impact academic achievement and therefore may be impedinggeginess to tackling
learning at an organizational level. Research indicatesthabl’'s beliefs, morale and
willingness to take on new learning appears to increase withova@r student
achievement, which is an important factor in school reform effagitaond, 2011). The
sites’ feelings of lack of empowerment may be contributingpéolow morale leading to

the staffs’ apathy that was mentioned in a few of the interviews.
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Limited use of research evidence may impede reform efforts

Although the NCLB law makes repeated references to theoresthbols to use
research evidence for school improvement, studies show that tlmeoehsambiguity as
to the meaning and use of research evidence in reform efiftotsg & Coburn, 2008).
The school staffs in this study also appeared to have a linearstardbng of the term
research evidence. The majority of staff referred to reBeswvidence as student data,
mostly as student scores. Data were said to help idengfgdips in their students’
academic achievement. Data were purposeful for this fegtis the process, but the
next challenge was prescribing an effective solution to these prsitleat could lead to
the schools meeting their desired goals. The breakdown appearedttthisejuncture.
The data used assisted in identifying problems, however, theredeerne no deliberate
use of evidence in selection of solutions.

The staff addressed the gaps in achievement by implementergantions such
as Saturday School and after-school tutoring programs. Howeverafipmared to
provide these supports without any change in the curriculum or approach in thétepract
In referring to Nutley’s, et al. (2003) components of knowledge, the siseeimed to
“Know-what”, the problem, but not necessarily the “know-how”, Know-whaid
“Know-why” of the problems and solutions. This gap, or breakdown petpéttiaese
sites’ problems and the schools have continued to fall further behind.

It appeared that the schools use data and research evidgmmngsisus terms
without any qualifying differences. The staffs at both schools deta to drive
instruction but they do not appear to use research in their impleroantdtstrategies

and interventions in instruction. They reported using data to identifgleggns and
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solutions. They may be able to use data to identify areas dénesses, such as
comprehension deficit, but the scores themselves would not be ablaised¢o select
strategies that have been proven to work in remediating the iddnpifoblems. The
staff did not appear to use research to assist in seleatatggies to teach students their
needed skills.

Proven teaching methods that are grounded in scientifically-bédedce is
one of the principles of the NCLB. The staff, however, did not referang
implementation of proven teaching methods being used to address thHermpeace
problems at an organizational level, with the exception of Quaégching for English
Learners (QTEL), which was a one-time training on how to teaullidh learners.
Although the interview questions did not specifically ask about rdsesdrategies, the
collective battery of questions on research evidence eli@gubnses that indicated that
there was little evidence of the staffs sitting down to collaboesound researched
strategies that may match their students’ identified learnioglgms. With the many
challenges these high schools face, it could be possible thas¢hef RE may be the
missing and critical piece in these schools’ reform effortsittay be getting in the way
of real progress. In order to fill the knowing-doing gap, distiartd schools may need to
start by investigating how their organizations work as a winléi€y, Walter, & Davies,
2003).

Research in organizational learning states that theravaréypes of learning in
which organizations engage. Single loop learning involves learningxists within the
current organizational belief system and double learning involvesiexancore beliefs,

values, and norms. According to Arygris and Schon (1896) organization is to take
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on true reform, it is necessary to engage in double loop leariifith the exception of
PBIS and QTEL training, which according to interview responsese vpemcipal
directed, the schools’ use of research evidence in selectingosslutas limited. This
may have contributed to the schools’ recycling of strategielsinterventions they used
to remediate problems interfering with their students’ achiemem®ocument review
indicated that these schools have used many of the same intervdatiting past few
years.

The social networks of the schools may be so reliant on one person (tbipad)ithat
the access to innovative knowledge from others may be limited.

Research indicates that the use of social networks plays aramhpoie in
organizational performance, specifically in how communication, knowlé@asfer, and
innovation, is shared (Song, Nerur & Teng, 2007). Further reseaschdmcluded that
networks can contribute or hinder a team’s success in meetingdiggals (Ahuja,
2000; Borgatti & Cross, 2003). Having quality networks in correctiveracchools
would be beneficial in order to access and diffuse researchededhmt information
throughout the schools and for the schools to be able to receive this kifdrofation
from the district and outside sources in a timely manner.

According to Hansen (1999) strong ties play an important roleamsferring
tacit, complex knowledge between individuals. The social networks atctial sites
were perceived as effective by most of the staff membe@&isey felt that the level of
information shared at the staff meetings and through emed! sugportive of their work.
Research also indicates that efficient structures are neadedell as tight ties in an

effective network system (Childress, Elmore & Grossman, 2006). Sclioai have
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structures or network devised for consistent, on-going collaborat®rusing strong
networks with strong ties. The schools reported engaging infbttheal collaboration.
Their networks may be limited in supporting new learning. One pessiglanation for
this is the disciplinary nature of a high school setting. Thimrther compounded in
these two cases by the one to three person departments due to alhescdrool

configuration.

An effective network has key people at the center of theamnktte disseminate
accurate information efficiently (Daly, 2008). The staff at bathssbelieved that the
principals were the innovators and experts on campus. They reliégtrontd bring in
and share new information at the site. These principals weceiyed as the main hub,
the center, of receiving and diffusing information, knowledge, and inioovat the sites.
This reliance on the principal for new learning might haeated dependence and a lack
of initiative to seek new learning in the staffs at these sshobhis overreliance on one
person at the site, even if it is the principal, may be contnigpuio their school’'s
corrective action status.

Organizational learning supports the idea that all members takiston the
responsibility of learning, sharing the learning, and working colielgt toward desired
goals (Honig, 2004; Mulford, 1998). It may be difficult for the schoolteéon when
they are so reliant on one person. The variety of data that Gatéssed may be limited
to the variety of research evidence that lies within the indiviguatipal. This may
inhibit the flow of research evidence. Although the staffs repdréethg ILT members
that met with the principal to discuss school needs, it was repbidédhe information

was principal directed.
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It may be beneficial for the principal to create a systetn multiple key players
on site to help disseminate information throughout the school and thal ¢z would
need to be well connected and supported by district and outside sounciEsration.
In order to promote organizational learning at a high level, theipalsccould design
quality systems, with strategic personnel in central positionsffitbently keep the flow
of information coming and going to the right people (Ahuja, 2000; Tsaih&s@al,
1998). This network could counter the isolation in the small departcreatied by the
design of the small school model.

Research has indicated that organizations can benefit frong stesnwithin the
organization and external ties to outside sources of informationerraktor weak ties
can be the connections in which individuals or groups have contacts withrgediarge
of disconnected others (Granovetter, 1973). These ties can provide abagdeof
information sharing that allows for accessing many perspectiVies staffs at both these
small schools reported that they had very little to do with therdive small schools on
the same complex. Many staff members reported, including adratiost that there was
friction between the six schools. They expressed that there isasaalevel of
competiveness between them. Some even commented that they thougtdf dbmne
schools on site were very ‘exclusive’ and did not care to develgstans for sharing
knowledge between them. The lack of networks between the schodésthem feel
isolated, despite the close proximity on their campuses, and preveatbers in similar

disciplines from building networks.



109

External ties allow site personnel to keep informed on the mosért best
practices that can be disseminated through the strong ties whihischool (Morris,
Chrispeels & Burke, 2003). The limited connections to other siteshanaver reliance
on the principals as the main hubs of information may be impedingpteatial for high
levels organizational learning to occur. Research suggestsrgamizations that have a
connected social network with effective strong and weak tiesable to sustain
successful reform efforts towards desired change (McGr#ttagkhardt, 2003; Tenkasi
& Chesmore, 2003; Granovetter, 1973). The untapped social networks within
between the schools in the complex may be limiting the flow ofimmdtion, innovation,
and expertise affecting the organizational learning that coujd meve the schools
toward higher student achievement.

Conclusions

The findings in this study indicate that the staff memberkeatwo high schools
are working hard at dealing with the challenges they facemsctive action schools.
Many shared feelings of being overwhelmed and frustrated bedhas attempts to
improve were not significant enough to improve their schools’ overafjiress. They do
not feel supported by the district and they also did not have stiemgvith the other
schools on site. This would imply that the schools are not capital@amall the
resources, innovation, expertise, and knowledge available right in theibagk yards.
The structure of the small high schools mitigate against depattteams collaborating
significantly to improve instructional practices.

The corrective action schools did have a process for identifying pnebénd

solutions. Identifying the problem was facilitated by the usdatd. The break down for

and



110

determining solutions to the problems may have been in the inforrodltthye process,
the lack of structure to the collective search for solutions, andbp®dack of sense of
ownership of the problems. Staff selected strategies and intengit implement based
on teachers’ suggestions, previous experience, or a staff membereedhmtto run a
program, and especially student data. From the results of this gtady be concluded
that a lack of coherence between problem identification, solution, golénmantation

may limit reform efforts.

Another conclusion that can be drawn from this study is that the scmmared
to engage in single loop learning more than double loop learning. agigimbit their
ability to improve. The schools in corrective action appear to nea itime to
participate in purposeful, organized, on-going professional developmeatlavoration
during the year. They did not spend quality time collaborating on e&wihg or study
of effective strategies for improvement found in the researchthoégh student
assessments informed staff members about their students’npanice, the data did not
provide a roadmap to better teaching of skills and strate@iesre also did not appear to
be a school wide culture in which time to construct knowledge wdsated during the
staff meetings. The very informal structure of the megsticould be contributing to the
lack of goal achievement at the sites.

A final conclusion from the study is that the school configuratioy mat be
supportive of the English Learners and low socio-economic students gusanthe
staff shared their frustrations in trying to meet the needshefe overrepresented
vulnerable students populations assigned to their two schools. The tilosshals

were designed to take all the English Learner students andhwatemall school plan the
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schools were the last to fill enrollment. This has inadvertédetiythe schools subject to
high numbers of English Learners and at-risk students. It woulskbeficial for the
small school complex to re-examine the distribution of students oncdhgplex.
Students would benefit from strong curriculum and teaching practicasldition to the
modeling provided by heterogeneous populations with high performing aicadem
students and English language role models in all classes.aifhigstribution of students
may help motivate teachers in their beliefs about their schbdies to exit program
improvement status.

The study findings on these two schools suggests that they agglisty with
effective implementation of reform resulting in improved studeitiexement. The
model in Figure 2.1, Theoretical Frameworks, in Chapter 2 purgwats¢form lies at
the intersection of organizational learning, social networks, and ussesrch evidence.
The findings in this study corroborate the underlying premise sfitlmdel. The model
seems appropriate if all elements are present and purposefidiesaed in the
implementation aspect of reform efforts.

The schools appear to be making some effort towards improvementrand a
working on all the concepts presented in the model as evidenced lgtehaew
responses and extant data. This balance of concepts, reteirethé model, however,
needs to be approached in an intentional manner. For example, if thesss#toaside
time and structures to engage in constructing new knowledge together ptlaveethis
may lead to higher levels of organizational learning. Usisgaeeh evidence in these
efforts would increase the likelihood of using effective strategiethe organization’s

learning. The desire to promote this learning throughout the orgamizatiuld support
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the development of efficient social networks necessary th r@astaff. This intentional
focus on organizational learning could results in creating areulvhere learning leads
to higher levels of success in student achievement and positives effeteacher morale.
This cycle represents the continuous improvement cycle necdssatystained reform.
The schools in this study would benefit from starting with deepetiiag work as a
Professional Learning Communities.

Implication for Policy

On the state and federal level it is recommended that asseissbe reviewed for
appropriateness for all student populations. Standardized assessmagniot reflect
English Learners’ academic progress due to the second languagmndse It is
recommended that policy makers find measures that assess thiatjpopaf students
fairly and does not penalize schools for not meeting the sameaeagmgxpectations as
their native English speakers. At the rate schools are megtprogram improvement
status, the state and federal government may not be able ®ssddr the schools in
program improvement.

On the local level, districts would benefit from creating avoet system that
could support their schools. It is recommended that districts assess trezit oetworks
to see if there are holes in the connections for sharing inflimaDistricts would be
wise to purchase tools that assess the network systems in both the disthet sattbols.
This may help in establishing efficient and effective systEmghe flow innovation and
expertise.

There appears to be a gap between the results of quality desaad the

implementation of that research into classroom practice.ri@sstnay be able to play a
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key role in filling that gap. It is suggested that distrintest in providing time for staff

members at the school site level so that they may engagédtimg ghrough the

educational research available for the purpose of determining what

programs/approaches/strategies to implement based on their school’s context.
Implications for Practice

Schools in corrective action are faced with extraordinaryecdgals while
working through reform efforts. The results of this study presemte suggestions for
practice. First, it is suggested that schools regularly ssses monitor their process of
identifying problems and diagnosing solutions to be sure that tleynaeting their
desired outcomes. This may prevent the recycling of the saereantions without any
marked improvement in student performance.

Secondly, schools may benefit from establishing or assessimngntstructures
that support the flow of information, knowledge, and innovation among #feostaff
members. This can be instrumental in deepening the organizational ldayrangessing
and spreading innovation and expertise. In addition they need structiusFgaging in
double loop learning which would lead to the implementation of stesegnd
interventions grounded in research.

Thirdly, research states that organizations learn when they &abalance of
experience and new ideas in successful reform efforts. sliggested that site leaders
play a pivotal role in the school’s social networks. The leadmrkl de the connection
for the flow of information between the school and district, acasgthe hub. In

addition, it might be beneficial for the site leader to esthlitey players in the school’s
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social network to help disseminate new ideas, information, and epeiTisis would
create a broad network system so that all staff members could be well cdnnecte

Finally, it is recommended that staff be provided opportunitiestébir members
at the site level to learn about and implement relevant educatesedrch into practice
that may have lasting beneficial effects in the overall sghmgress. It is important that
all staff members, in particular classroom teachers, plkayaole in decision making at
the site level. Involving all staff members in the processibting educational research
to help improve student achievement can help establish and maictdinre where on-
going learning is embraced. Developing teacher leaders would enhance tbssproc

Suggestions for Future Research

This study presents three implications for further study. t,Fitsmight be
profitable to conduct research in successful schools in an effast&stain whether there
is a distinctively different process they use in identifyingbpems and prescribing
solutions that support their academic achievement. At the orgjanalalevel, for
example, further insight on how successful schools engage in nevnganvestigate
new strategies and seek innovation that results in increasedtstcteevement can
provide a model for struggling schools.

Secondly, more research is needed in schools that implemeataesvidence
into their daily practice. The studies should seek out schools tleatevidence
effectively in improving their students’ performance. These ssudiould provide
models for schools, especially those in corrective action, on how thrdata results

with the right instructional practice. This topic is ripe for further invesiog.
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Finally, further research should be conducted on the ways in whiabolsc
districts provide a support system for struggling schools sucheasnes in this study.
This could prove to be beneficial for both the school staffs and theacefice in
establishing better working relationships between the two for inegrefforts in reform.
Furthermore, it may also facilitate the flow of information, kfexlge, and innovation in
support of reform efforts at the school level through the extended sati@orks the
district can provide.

Future studies should include the convergence of organizational lessoaig],
networks, and district/schools’ use of research evidence. The irtfonntgerived from
studying these areas can provide educators with valuable insightsow schools across
America can implement reforms efforts effectively and ssgftdly. Having effective
schools with dedicated, well trained professionals, able to acemsstyuct, and share
best practices, could be the solution to closing the achievemenndapuly providing
every child with a high quality education.

Closing Remarks

As a result of this study, the researcher has reflecteldepown practice as a
leader. One of the reflections applicable to practice isld@ahing has to be at the
organizational level. It must be intentional, purposeful, and there shoudniseious
decisions about identifying problem and selecting solutions based @nclesvidence
that leads to improved student achievement. This process and maitkingtegies to
problems should be regularly assessed to ensure continued student agaoertic
Internalizing these lessons will help the researcher aligesmoused theory to theory in

use in order to promote quality teaching and learning that will tdwechves all students.



APPENDIX A

Interview Protocol: Corrective Action/Research Evidence

Personal background

What is your role in the school/district (e.g. teacher)?

How long have you been in the school/district?

What types of professional development/education have you in the last two years?

Identifying Problems/Causes

What is the process for identifying issues facing your school?

What do you think are the reasons for your school’s underperformance?

Are there competing explanations for underperformance? Whttesme and which staff
has the various views?

Has your school identified solutions to address any of these issues?

How were these solutions identified/selected?

Was this the typical decision-making process of your school?

What was the involvement of the district in identifying the problemd searching for
solutions?

Developing Improvement Plans

What are the requirements of program improvement?

To what degree has your school met those requirements?
What was the district’s role in developing your school’s plan?
Did intermediary organizations or consultants play a role?

Research Evidence (Definition, Acquisition, Use)

What comes to mind when you hear the word ‘evidence’ related to school improvement?
How is evidence typically defined by your teaching colleagues/site astratioirs/district
office?

Do you have a different understanding of the term ‘research evidence’?

What types of evidence does your school use in decision-making related noefor

If someone was going to persuade you about a schoolwide reform effort, whatyaould
consider the most convincing evidence they could share?

Where does your staff go for expertise related to schoolwide improvemefdran?e

What types of expertise do you have in your school that will help you move offtogerec
action?

What types of schoolwide reform strategies have gotten ‘tractiohinatihe school since
your school went on Program Improvement?

Can you provide an example of a recent reform your school adopted, where that came
from, and what evidence was used to support its adoption?

Are certain people more likely to share evidence relating to particular sgteol
strategies? What are their sources?
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APPENDIX B
Document Review Protocol

Through review of selected documents, such as:
e School Site Plans
e School Improvement Plans
e District/Site Improvement Memorandums
e District and Site Staff /Department/Coaching Meeting Agendas
e District and Site Staff /Department/Coaching Meeting Minutes
e District Research and Evaluation Agendas/Meetings
e School Accountability Report Cards
e District Advisory Committee Reports
e School Site Council and School Board Reports/Minutes

We will code for:
e problem identification/root causes

e methods in which district/site administrators, school staff introduce reforms into
discussions

e definitions of evidence

e forms of evidence district/site administrators, school staff consider

e forms of evidence district/site administrators, school staff choose

e methods through which evidence used in decision process

e forms of improvement efforts district/site administrators, school staff enact
o district/site administrators, school staff interactions regarding evidence

e district/site administrators, school staff patterns of evidence use

e district/site administrators, school staff evaluation/refinement of evidence
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APPENDIX C

Informed Consent

This research study by Minerva Salas, principal invastigand doctoral student, through the
University of California, San Diego, is being conducted to betiederstand Program
Improvement under No Child Left Behind. You have been asked txipaté in this study
because you have experience in a program improvement schaot/diSwo high schools will
be included in this study, and approximately 10 individuals will bevireered from each site.
The contents of the interview will center on the process your sciseslto identify problems and
solutions and the evidence used to support decision making towards impnaveme

Your voluntary participation involves an interview that wiké approximately 45 minutes that
will be audio taped. Participant responses will be kept in aidaorifal manner. All data
collected in hard copy form will be kept secured in a lockedhltabinet. Electronic files will
be kept secure through password-protection on the investigatorisutern Neither hard copy
nor electronic documents will contain names or identifiersmésawill be identified by random
numbers and kept under lock and key. Only summarized and non-ideatiflatd will be
presented at professional meetings or in any publications.

While every effort is made to reduce risk, there exists ailpitis/ of a loss of confidentiality in
this study and feelings of discomfort. In addition, there may bes samknown risks that are
currently unforeseeable. You will be informed of any significaw findings should they arise
in the course of the study.

Although there are no immediate benefits to you for participatihis study may potentially
benefit educators enacting better improvement strategieslegislators in creating more
responsive educational policy. Your participation in this studympletely voluntary. You are
free to not participate or withdraw at any time, for whatever reasbiouwtipenalty.

You should know that the Institutional Review Board (IRB) mayéas study records as part of
its auditing program, but these reviews only focus on the rdsrarand the study, not on your
responses or involvement. The IRB is a committee that reviesearch studies to make sure
that they are safe and that the rights of the participants are pdotecte

By signing below you indicate that the researcher has explahigedstiudy, answered your
guestions, and that you voluntarily grant your revocable consepafticipation in the study. If
you have additional questions or need to report-research relatelémsolpou may contact
Minerva Salas at 619.370.3823 or my faculty advisor, Dr. Alan D&88) 622- 8472. You may
also call the Human Research Protections Program at (85&0885to inquire about your rights
as a research subject or to report research related problems.

[ ] 1 agree to participate in this research study.

Participant’s Name Date

Participant’s Signature

Researcher’s Signature
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APPENDIX D
Audiotape Recording Release Consent Form

As part of this project, an audiotape recording will be made of you during your participation
in this research project. Please indicate below the uses of these audiotape recordings to
which you are willing to consent. This is completely voluntary and up to you. In any use of
the audiotapes, your name or affiliation will not be identified. You may request to stop the
taping at any time or to erase any portion of your taped recording.

1. The audiotapes can be studied by the research team for use in the research project.

Initials

2.The audiotapes can be used for scientific publications.

Initials

3.The audiotapes can be reviewed at meetings of scientists interested in the study of
Program Improvement under No Child Left Behind.

Initials

You have the right to request that the tape be stopped or erased during the recording.

You have read the above description and give your consent for the use of audiotapes as
indicated above.

Signature Date

Witness Date
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