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ASSESSING THE FIDELITY OF SCHOOL-LEVEL PROFESSIONAL LEARNING
COMMUNITY IMPLEMENTATION
by
Will Thigpen
(Under the Direction of Juliann Sergi McBrayer)
ABSTRACT
As schools face increasing accountability, many have turned to professional learning
communities (PLCs) as a possible solution. The challenge is that many schools are not
implementing PLCs with fidelity. It is imperative that school leaders assess PLC practices to
ensure that critical components are being implemented effectively. This research provides a
framework for school leaders to assess school leader, teacher, and support staff perceptions of
various PLC dimensions. Descriptive statistics were used to determine levels of agreement with
statements related to six PLC dimensions. A one-way univariate analysis of variance tests
(ANOVA) was used to analyze differences in mean responses by participants to determine if and
how perceptions of PLC practices varied. Additionally, open-ended responses were analyzed to
determine themes and patterns regarding the influence of PLCs on teacher retention and
collective teacher efficacy. The results indicated that while PLCs were being implemented with
fidelity, there were differences in perceptions based on participants’ role and grade cluster.
Additionally, findings indicated that teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy are both
strongly influenced by effective PLC implementation. Future research is needed to determine if
the findings hold true among suburban and urban schools across other parts of the United States

and why perceptions vary among participants.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

In an age of increased accountability, schools are constantly seeking new ways to raise
student achievement. The “No Child Left Behind Act” (2002) called for increased accountability
in public education. The “Every Student Succeeds Act,” which was passed in 2015, continues to
set the bar high for public educators. With such increased emphasis on accountability, schools
have sought innovative and evidence-based practices for increasing student achievement.
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) have been packaged and marketed as one of these
practices.

In 2009, a report released by the National Staff Development Council presented a focused
vision of professional learning in the United States, noting the need for ““sustained and intensive
professional development related to student achievement gains” and described how
“collaborative approaches to professional learning can promote change that extends beyond
individual classrooms” (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009, p. 5). Additionally, findings included a
lack of collaboration among teachers in the United States relative to other nations, and the fact
that most professional development opportunities were limited to conferences, and a need for
allocated time during the school day for professional learning. While the body of research
touting the potential of PLCs to meet the needs identified in this report is significant, further
research is needed to better understand the potential of PLCs to improve teaching and learning
practices and better understand their impact on school improvement.

Many schools nationwide have chosen to implement PLCs as a means of school
improvement. In the state of Georgia, motivation to implement PLCs includes maintaining

compliance with the state licensing agency, the Georgia Professional Standards Commission



(GaPSC) for recertification, which now requires professional development via learning
communities. PLCs are defined as “an ongoing process in which educators work collaboratively
in recurring cycles of collective inquiry and action research to achieve better results for the
students they serve” (Dufour et al., 2016, p. 10). PLCs, when implemented effectively, provide a
structure for teacher collaboration that often results in pedagogical shifts intended to have
positive effects on student learning (Oldac & Kondakci, 2020; Peddell et al., 2020; Sinnema et
al., 2011). The promise of job-embedded professional learning continues to drive the growth of
PLCs in schools.

Despite growing popularity, the challenge is that many schools are not implementing
PLCs with fidelity. Dufour et al. (2016) discussed common misconceptions and noted that the
term “PLC” has become synonymous with “any loose coupling of individuals who share a
common interest in education” (p. 10). For school leaders, it is not enough to simply provide
meeting times for teachers to engage in professional development or send them to conferences.
There are critical components that must be in place to ensure that such gatherings result in higher
levels of learning for students. Research shows that teachers in high-performing schools are
confident in the ability of their leadership to implement such components (Brown et al., 2017).
For this reason, it is incumbent upon school leaders to assess school-level practices in relation to
those identified as essential to PLCs.

Olivier et al. (2010) developed the Professional Learning Community Assessment
Revised (PLCA-R) assessment tool to address this need. Through the administration of the
PLCA-R, researchers are able to examine varied identified PLC dimensions to determine which
areas are being implemented with fidelity, and which areas need further support. These six PLC

dimensions include shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective



learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and
supportive conditions-structures. Research findings support focusing on these areas as they are
correlated with increased collective teacher efficacy (Kiling, 2021; Lee, 2020; Little, 2020),
organizational commitment and teacher retention (Cobanoglu, 2020; Torres et al., 2020), and
enhanced relationships and trust among colleagues (Akinyemi, 2020; Sahin & Yenel; 2021). By
focusing on the PLC dimensions found in the PLCA-R, school leaders can ascertain if PLCs are
being implemented with fidelity.

Schools in Georgia rely on PLCs as a means of professional growth. While various
studies have addressed elements of the six PLC dimensions and their benefits to teachers and
students, more empirical research is needed to determine which dimensions are being
implemented with fidelity. Further research is warranted to better understand how school leaders
are supporting PLCs if they are to serve as a means of improving student achievement.

Background

PLCs have been studied throughout many different countries for varied purposes. From
elementary schools to institutions of higher education, researchers have sought to explain the
effects of PLCs on various aspects of the educational realm. This background will examine
transformational leadership as the theoretical framework that guided this study, PLCs, the effect
of PLCs on student achievement, six dimensions of effective PLCs, and the assessment tool titled
the Professional Learning Community Assessment Revised (PLCA-R). The effect of PLCs on
student achievement is included as it strengthens the argument for the utilization of PLCs as a
means of school improvement. This review of the literature will explore the findings of such
research and highlight evidence that supports the use of the Professional Learning Community

Assessment Revised (PLCA-R) as a tool for assessing and improving PLC implementation.



Transformational Leadership

The theoretical framework that shaped this study was transformational leadership. During
its inception, Burns (1978) referred to transformational leadership as an exchange that occurs
between leaders and followers during which both “raise one another to higher levels of
motivation and morality” (p. 20). Furthermore, such exchanges build connections among the
previously alienated while also exciting those who are apathetic. While Burns (1978) is credited
for conceptualizing transformational leadership, others would continue to explore and define
transformational leadership. Bass and Avolio (1994) elaborated on the idea of transformational
leadership as that which motivates followers, asserting that transformational leaders go beyond
simple exchanges and “motivate others to do more than they originally intended and often more
than they thought possible” (p. 3). Additionally, the researchers used four “I’s” to describe the
behaviors of transformational leaders: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual
stimulation, and individualized considerations.

Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) described transformational leadership within the context of
educational leadership and developed a model based on research conducted in school settings.
This model described transformational leadership as having six dimensions: building school
vision and goals, providing intellectual stimulation, offering individualized support, symbolizing
professional practices and values, demonstrating high performance expectations, and developing
structures to foster participation in school decisions. As the concept of transformational
leadership continued to evolve into school contexts, its implications for school leaders also came
into focus. This is where the theory of transformational leadership begins to intersect with the
idea of PLCs and sets the stage for studies that examine their value.

Professional Learning Communities (PLCs)



The overall purpose of the PLC is to improve student learning through collaborative
inquiry and action research (Dufour et al., 2016). As teachers gather to examine student work
and build shared knowledge, their professional capacity begins to grow. Such growth is evident
regardless of school leadership structures and cultural contexts. Chen and Mitchell (2015)
demonstrated how PLCs can transcend educational cultures by examining their introduction into
both Western and Asian contexts and found that although principals from schools in Ontario and
Beijing faced challenges from different hierarchical structures, both found that PLCs were an
effective vehicle for school improvement. Research has also demonstrated a positive relationship
between collaboration among teachers and student achievement (Ronfeldt et al., 2015).

By enhancing teacher capacity through collaboration, schools not only improve student
achievement, but also support the whole teacher. In a qualitative study of over 1,400 educators,
Trust et al. (2016) found evidence to support that professional learning networks enhance
affective, social, and cognitive aspects of teacher growth. Such collaboration also promotes
teacher motivation and welfare which can aid in the prevention of teacher burn-out (Webb et al.,
2009). In fact, the shared leadership created through PLC implementation has been found to
predict organizational commitment (Cobanoglu, 2020) and a lack of shared leadership negatively
impacts teacher retention (Torres et al., 2020). When implemented effectively, PLCs provide
teachers with a platform to combine current research with practice. Linder et al. (2012)
conducted a mixed methods study examining perceptions of elementary and middle school
teachers in relation to various PLC tasks. In their findings, they noted that teachers began to
question their own understanding of effective instructional practice as a result of PLC
participation. Additionally, they found that autonomy and choice related to topics of study to be

explored had a positive impact on teacher perceptions and even improved teacher comradery



(Linder et al., 2012). The development of such comradery is also evident in studies of enabling
structures which have been found to increase social networking and improve academic optimism
(Boz & Saylik, 2021; Sahin & Yenel, 2021).

McGee (2016) sought to measure the impact of PLCs on the practices of science teachers
within a network of urban high schools characterized by low student achievement and high
teacher turnover. In their study, regression models were utilized to measure the influence of
formal learning and PLCs on changes in teacher practice. The results of the study revealed that
“indicators of professional community model explained almost two times as much of the
variance as the formal learning opportunities model” which included practices such as peer
observation and feedback (p. 159).

Mintzes et al. (2013) studied the relationship between PLCs and self-efficacy. Their study
utilized a mixed-methods approach to examine the effects of PLCs on a group of elementary
science teachers who reported low levels of self-efficacy related to science instruction. The
findings of the study suggested that over the course of three years, participation in PLCs not only
improved self-efficacy among the teachers but also resulted in changes in classroom practices,
student behavior, and increased outcome expectancies related to scientific practices (Mintzes et
al., 2013). Additional studies have also demonstrated a connection between the type of shared
leadership that results from PLC implementation and increased levels of self-efficacy. Little
(2020) found that a year of participation in PLCs enhanced teacher reported self-efficacy. Similar
results were reported by Lee (2020) and Kiling et al. (2021) who demonstrated a relationship
between shared leadership and self-efficacy.

The universalness of the effects of PLCs extends beyond the improvement of teacher

quality and into student achievement. PLCs have been credited with increasing reading



achievement at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. Goodard et al. (2007) conducted
a study of 47 elementary schools across the midwestern United States to examine the relationship
between teacher collaboration and student achievement. Survey data were correlated with student
achievement on state reading and mathematics assessments using hierarchical linear modeling.
The findings demonstrated a statistically significant relationship between teacher collaboration
and student achievement as students who attended schools characterized by high levels of
teacher collaboration also performed higher on state assessments in reading and mathematics.

Williams (2013) designed a causal-comparative study to establish a relationship between
PLCs and student achievement. The results of this study suggested that after three years of PLC
implementation, student achievement in reading improved across all grade levels. Furthermore,
Sigurdardottir (2010) also established a strong relationship between school effectiveness and
teacher perceptions of PLCs. Using a mixed method study conducted in two phases, the
researcher not only used correlative statistics, but also conducted experimental research to show
the positive effects of PLCs on the outcomes of national assessments in Iceland.
Transformational Leadership and PLCs

Vanblaere and Devos (2016) examined the role of transformational and instructional
leadership in facilitating interpersonal PLC characteristics. In a quantitative study inclusive of
495 teachers from 48 Belgian primary schools, researchers found a relationship between teacher
perceptions of school leadership and interpersonal PLC characteristics. In the study,
characteristics of transformational leadership were positively associated with collective
responsibility, while higher instructional leadership resulted in de-privatized practice. Both
instructional and transformational leadership were associated with reflective dialogue among

PLC members.



Luyten and Bazo (2019) conducted a quantitative study including 518 teachers in 95
Mozambican primary schools to examine the relationship between transformational leadership,
PLCs, and teacher learning. Results of the study indicated that transformational leadership
indirectly stimulates changes in teaching practices via PLCs. These findings support the
connection between transformational leadership and PLCs and have implications for school
leaders seeking to promote teacher learning through the use of learning communities. Because of
the intersection of the theoretical underpinnings behind transformational leadership and the
behaviors of PLCs, transformational leadership served as the theoretical framework for this
study.

Six Dimensions of Effective PLCs

With the potential to serve as a catalyst for improving student achievement, increasing
professional capacity, supporting affective aspects of professional growth, and improving overall
teacher motivation and welfare, it is imperative that schools not only implement PLCs, but
implement them effectively. In their efforts to demystify PLCs, Hipp and Huffman (2010)
conceptualized six dimensions under which attributes of effective PLCs can be classified. The
first such dimension, shared and supportive leadership, involves the school leader distributing
and supporting leadership efforts among staff members. School leaders must provide guidance in
the PLC process, but autonomy is a key element that energizes staff and contributes to
comradery (Linder et al., 2012). Deficits in shared leadership can create cultures of compliance
in which teachers struggle to find meaning in the work of the PLC (Wilson, 2016). Thessin
(2015) conducted a qualitative study to “discover the impact of the provision of specific
research-based supports on teachers’ collective work in PLCs” (p. 16). The study included 28

teachers being interviewed in six schools while also observing 13 PLC teams in action. The
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findings noted that teachers in high functioning teams consistently credited school leadership
with providing the necessary pre-conditions for PLCs to thrive. Additionally, such conditions
included providing professional development on how to engage in PLCs, creating a culture of
collaboration, and the readiness of school leaders to support PLCs through engagement and
communication. Furthermore, struggling teams failed to meet such pre-conditions and often cited
lack of training as a primary hindrance to effective work.

Not only must staff be included in the leadership process, but they should also be active
participants in establishing the shared values and vision that guide their schools. Hipp and
Huffman (2010) listed shared values and vision as the second dimension of effective PLCs.
Brown et al. (2017) conducted a quantitative study which surveyed pre-kindergarten through
third grade teachers to analyze relationships between perceived leadership abilities of school
principals and student performance. The researchers discovered that high performing schools
reported more confidence in their respective principals’ abilities to implement PLCs in relation
to a strong vision. Such vision can address the roadblock of isolation that often hinders effective
PLCs (Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Lujuan & Day, 2009).

Once PLC members have ownership of the work guided by shared values and vision,
they must engage in the third PLC dimension of collective learning and application (Hipp &
Huffman, 2010). Through the analysis of student work, PLC members develop reflective
qualities that allow them to challenge their assumptions and grow as educators (Brodie, 2014).
Additionally, data from the Data Informed Practice Improvement Project (DIPIP) centered on the
work of mathematics teachers in grades seven, eight, and nine to discover that PLCs can aid
teachers in developing reflective qualities. Sinnema et al. (2011) utilized a variety of qualitative

data collection methods to study the influence of evidence-informed inquiry on social studies



11

teachers at the primary as well as secondary levels. The results of their study suggested positive
effects as teacher practice was “shifted” and learner outcomes “stimulated” as a result of
“evidence informed collaborative inquiry” (p. 252).

The fourth dimension identified by Hipp and Huffman (2010) was shared personal
practice. As collective learning and application begin to take hold, the collaboration that occurs
should result in mutual accountability and support (Dufour et al., 2016). In a qualitative study
centered around five mathematics teachers in one South African high school, Chauraya and
Brodie (2018) found that work centered around learner errors in mathematics led to
conversations about instructional practice. In the study, each teacher interviewed between two
and four learners about their errors and the reasoning behind them. Next, teachers discussed the
errors and learner reasoning to develop a deeper understanding about the relationship between
their practices and the errors. Furthermore, such conversations resulted in new and shared
meanings of teacher practice. Fresko and Nasser-Abu-Alhija (2015) conducted a mixed-methods
study to explore the use of induction seminars as PLCs. The findings of their study supported
induction level staff in that PLC-type environments involve socialization, which can serve as an
organic form of mentoring and professional learning for beginning teachers.

By identifying relationships as a supportive condition that must exist, Hipp and Huffman
(2010) focused on collegial trust in their fifth dimension of effective PLCs. Gray et al. (2016)
demonstrated the relationship between collegial trust and academic emphasis within PLCs.
Through a quantitative study of 67 elementary, middle, and high schools, they were able to
demonstrate a “reciprocal relationship” between enabling school structures and PLCs while
asserting that one cannot exist without the other (p. 886). Thornton and Cherrington (2014)

conducted case studies utilizing mixed methods to determine the level of relational trust
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necessary for PLCs to operate effectively. In their study, they cited relational trust as a primary
factor in determining the effectiveness of PLCs noting correlations between levels of trust and
levels of collaborative inquiry. Thessin (2015) found that a culture of collaboration and trust
were commonalities among teams deemed highly effective. Hallam et al. (2015) conducted a
qualitative case study aiming to illuminate the impact of trust on collaboration among members
of PLC teams. Their findings concluded that that trust was an essential factor in collaboration,
such as sharing teaching strategies and reviewing student learning data. Additionally, they found
that principals influenced trust among PLC members (Hallam et al., 2015).

Hipp and Huffman (2010) identified structures as supportive conditions in their sixth and
final dimension of PLCs. While much of the PLC can and should be owned at the grassroots
level, school leaders must ensure that resources are in place to support PLC efforts (Dufour et al.,
2016). Gray et al. (2016) echoed the existence of a reciprocal relationship between PLCs and
school structures, noting a correlation between such structures and academic focus. While all six
dimensions are considered essential, a study conducted by Huffman and Hipp (2000) found that
shared leadership, shared vision, and supportive conditions are interrelated and crucial to any
learning community. One common characteristic shared by these dimensions is the direct impact
school leaders have on each of these dimensions. Although elements such as time and isolation
have been identified as roadblocks for PLCs, the removal of such barriers does not ensure
effective collaboration (Lujuan & Day, 2009; Wilson, 2016). For some staff, especially new
teachers, learning to collaborate while also learning to teach can present challenges (Gardiner &
Robinson, 2011). An understanding of staff perceptions relating to each dimension could serve

as a powerful tool for supporting and growing PLCs within a school.
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Hipp and Huffman (2010) were not the only researchers to conceptualize effective PLC
dimensions. Hord (1996) also contributed to the research by identifying characteristics of PLCs.
Instead of six dimensions, the researchers identified five attributes: shared and supportive
leadership, shared vision for student learning, collective teacher learning, shared instructional
practice, and supportive structures, conditions, and practices. Furthermore, while there are subtle
differences in the identified characteristics, commonalities emphasized the role of school
leadership in the PLC process. In their examination of a PLC that failed, Sims and Penny (2015)
analyzed data teams in Texas through qualitative research. The researchers sought to explain
why, despite structures for meetings centered around student data, there was no effect on
instructional practices. After conducting interviews with six teachers and observing their PLC
meetings in action, it was determined that a narrow focus on data coupled with the lack of
support from school leadership resulted in little actual collaboration. School leaders in the study
had failed to create a culture of collaboration in which teachers openly shared and discussed
practices related to student data.

Professional Learning Community Assessment-Revised (PLCA-R)

The Professional Learning Community Assessment-Revised (PLCA-R) was designed by
Olivier et al. (2010) as an assessment tool to measure practices in relation to six PLC dimensions
(Hipp & Huffman, 2010). Researchers have utilized the PLCA-R in a variety of studies to
measure various perspectives in relation to PLCs. For example, Parks (2014) used to PLCA-R to
explore teachers’ perceptions of PLCs in relation to their gender, years taught, educational level,
and grade level at which they teach. The results of his study indicated a relationship between
years of experience and perception of PLCs. Those with over 16 years of experience tended to

view PLCs negatively while those with five or less years of experience had a more positive
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perception of PLCs. As another example, Stamper (2015) used the PLCA-R to study the
relationship between teachers’ and principals’ perspectives of PLCs dimensions in Kentucky.
The findings indicated a significant difference in principal’s perceptions of PLC dimensions
compared to teachers within the same schools. When reviewing ranges from Likert scale
responses, principals’ perceptions of PLC dimensions were more positive across all dimensions
than those of teachers. Furthermore, Lippy and Zamora (2012) analyzed and compared PLCs
across 12 middle schools, and the results of this study revealed varying levels of PLC
implementation from school to school. These findings could be utilized to improve the
consistency of practice and the overall functionality of PLCs by supporting identified gaps and
areas of weakness.

While the PLCA-R has been used to identify implementation gaps and variances in
practitioner perceptions, not all studies have illustrated such disparities. Gillespie (2016) utilized
the assessment to study the perceptions of principals and teachers within a Rapid City area
school. Unlike Stamper (2015), Gillespie (2016) found no significant differences between the
perceptions of principals and teachers. These findings provide the potential for utilizing the
PLCA-R as an instrument to validate PLC functioning and cohesion among members of the
learning community.

The applicability of the PLCA-R as a PLC diagnostic tool extends beyond the confines of
educational systems within the United States. As PLC practices are becoming more universal, so
is the need to assess and inform such practices. Dogan et al. (2017) translated and adapted the
PLCA-R to be used with teachers in Turkey. During their study, they found that “organizational
capacity is a statistically significant predictor for interpersonal capacities” (Dogan et al., 2017, p.

1203). PLCs can be the professional learning leveraged by school leaders for various aspects of
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school improvement. In order for PLCs to realize their potential, certain conditions and
behaviors must be present. In an effort to support school leaders in providing such conditions and
promoting such behaviors, the PLCA-R is a useful tool in assessing PLC implementation.
Through its administration, schools have learned that disparities sometimes exist among the
perceptions of those involved in the PLC process, but by addressing such disparities in
perceptions and behavior, school leaders can better support PLCs in their efforts for continuous
school improvement.

In summary, extensive research across a variety of contexts has bolstered the credibility
of PLCs as a vehicle for improving student achievement, increasing professional capacity,
supporting affective aspects of professional growth, and improving overall teacher motivation
and welfare. Despite such potential, many schools fail to realize the full benefits of PLCs
because they lack critical conditions that must be met. Hipp and Huffman (2010) identified these
conditions, or dimensions, and created an assessment instrument called the PLCA-R to support
school leaders in identifying strengths and weaknesses related to PLC dimensions, and this
assessment tool is at the crux of this study.

Statement of the Problem

Although Georgia has changed its requirements for certificate renewal to reflect
participation in professional growth platforms such as PLCs, little has been done to ensure that
school districts are implementing PLCs with fidelity. PLCs improve teacher quality and
effectiveness by building collective teacher capacity. This not only has a positive impact on
student achievement, but it also improves morale and promotes social aspects of teacher growth.
The challenge is that the potential of PLCs has yet to be realized in some school districts due to a

lack of implementation with fidelity. In order for PLCs to result in professional growth and
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overall school improvement, there are essential conditions that must be present. If school leaders
are to support teachers in the effective implementation of PLCs, they must first understand how
critical dimensions of PLCs are functioning within their schools. School leaders need
information about which dimensions of PLCs are being implemented with fidelity, and which
dimensions present challenges with implementation. Without this critical analysis of the current
state of PLCs, there is no way to ensure that the conditions necessary for PLCs to result in school
improvement are in place.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this quantitative study is to determine which dimensions of PLCs (shared

and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) are
being implemented with fidelity and which areas need improvement. This study is intended to
assess perceptions of school-level practices in relation to these six dimensions of effective PLCs
among school leaders, teachers, and support staff within a rural school district in the southeastern
United States.

Research Questions

The following equally weighted questions guided this study:

1) Which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,
and supportive conditions-structures) are being implemented with fidelity?

2) Which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,

and supportive conditions-structures) present challenges with implementation?
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3) To what extent do perceptions of PLC dimensions vary according to role, content area,
grade cluster, and years of experience?

4) How do PLC dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,
and supportive conditions-structures) influence teacher retention?

5) How do PLC dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,
and supportive conditions-structures) contribute to collective teacher efficacy?

Significance of the Study

With changes to recertification and licensure requirements, the state of Georgia has
shown a tremendous amount of support for PLCs as a means of promoting professional learning.
While research supports the potential of PLCs to support school improvement, more information
is needed to ensure that school leaders in Georgia are creating the conditions necessary for this to
occur. This study is intended to provide school leaders with insight into which dimensions of
PLCs are being implemented with fidelity and which present challenges with implementation.
With this information, school leaders can ensure that conditions are in place to support PLCs so
that they will result in effective professional learning to advance school improvement.

Procedures

Research Design

This study utilized a non-experimental quantitative research design to collect data from
school leaders, teachers, and support staff in order to describe the fidelity of PLC implementation
relative to six dimensions associated with effective PLCs. Survey research was implemented in

order to provide a numeric description of the perceptions of the selected population by studying a
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sample of the population. In an effort to determine which dimensions of PLCs (shared and
supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) are
being implemented with fidelity and which present challenges, the researcher administered a
survey. This method section includes the setting, participants, research instrument, and
procedures used to address the research questions.
Setting

The study was conducted within the Curtis County School District (CCSD), a
pseudonym, which is a rural school district comprised of four schools located in the southeastern
United States.
Participants

The participants in this study were school leaders, teachers, and support staff in grades
Pre-Kindergarten through grade 12 who participated in PLCs within the CCSD. This population
included 11 school leaders, 134 teachers, and 50 support staff for a total of 195 potential
participants. The desired response rate was 60% or ~117 responses. A recent study found the
average response rate for online empirical studies was 34.2% (Poynton et al., 2019) but
educational researchers provide many strategies for increasing response rates. One such strategy
that was implemented throughout this study was the sending of weekly emails which were
intended to thank those who had already participated and to remind those who had not to please
consider participating. The survey window was also extended by two weeks for a total of six
weeks to obtain additional responses. A total of 105 respondents participated in the study for a
final response rate of 54%. While the desired response rate was not obtained, the sample was a

balanced representation of the demographic groups being studied.
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Instrument

This study utilized the Professional Learning Community Assessment Revised (PLCA-R)
instrument which is described by its authors as a “formal diagnostic tool for identifying school-
level practices that support intentional professional learning” (Hipp & Huffman, 2010, p. 30).
The PLCA-R (see Appendix A) was developed by Oliver et al. (2010) in conjunction with what
is now the American Institutes for Research. This instrument was selected by the researcher due
to the alignment of the content it was designed to measure based on the purpose of the study. It is
composed of 52 questions utilizing a 4-point Likert-scale to ascertain perceptions from school
leaders, teachers, and support personnel as related to the six dimensions of PLCs to include
shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application,
shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-
structures. The construct validity and internal consistency reliability of the PLCA-R instrument
have been established by its authors who have had many opportunities to study this instrument
through its extensive use across a variety of global contexts. Their most recent analysis yielded
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for factored subscales (n=1209): shared and supportive
leadership (.94), shared values and vision (.92), collective learning and application (.91), shared
personal practice (.87), supportive conditions-relationships (.82), supportive conditions-
structures (.88), and a one-factor solution (.97).

These demographic characteristics included role (school leader, teacher, support staff),
content area (physical education, science, social studies, English Language Arts, mathematics,
fine arts, CTAE, or not applicable), grade cluster (elementary, middle grades, or high school),
and years of experience (1-5, 6-20, 20+). This information was used to identify any variance in

response among subgroups. Additional data were also collected using open-ended questions



20

intended to gain additional insight into how PLCs influence teacher retention and collective
teacher efficacy. These questions were as follows:

1) How do the elements (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-
relationships, or supportive conditions-structures) of a PLC influence teacher retention at
your school?

2) How do the elements of a PLC (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and
vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive
conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) contribute to collective
teacher efficacy at your school?

Data Collection

This study utilized descriptive measures to assess school leader, teacher, and support
personnel perception of practices related to six dimensions of PLCs. Written permission to use
the Professional Learning Communities Assessment-Revised (PLCA-R) was granted from the
author (Hipp & Huffman, 2010). An institutional cooperation letter was signed by the
superintendent of the participating school district to indicate institutional support of the study.
Permission from the research institutions’ Institutional Review Board (IRB) was sought and
obtained prior to administering the study.

Once all permissions were obtained, a recruitment email was sent to all school leaders,
teachers, and support staff of the participating institutions. This email provided information
about the study as well as information regarding informed consent for participation (see
Appendix B). School leaders, teachers, and support staff who chose to participate in the study

were provided with a link that directed them to an electronic version of the PLCA-R survey. The
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survey was completely anonymous, and all data were collected as de-identified. Participation
was completely voluntary as opting out at any time was an option, and participants were
informed that the risks in participation were no greater than those of everyday life. Participants
had four weeks to complete the survey and received a reminder via email each week to
encourage participation. The researcher also had principals of participating schools forward the
email message to the prospective participants. This way the emails came from someone familiar
ensuring that they made it to the intended recipients’ inboxes. Because the desired response rate
was not obtained after four weeks, the survey window was extended for two more weeks. After
six weeks, the survey was closed so that data could be analyzed to answer the research questions.
Data Analysis

Following the author’s recommendations, the researcher used descriptive measures to
analyze the data. Of the responses collected, means and standard deviations were calculated for
each attribute (item statement). The online PLCA-R platform was used to determine the
percentages at each level of agreement with the 52 attributes (items) included on the survey.
Additionally, the mean and standard deviation for each attribute were calculated automatically
using the PLCA-R platform. The researcher then reviewed each attribute individually to
determine which items yielded the highest and lowest calculated means. The researcher focused
on the six PLC dimension sections to determine which dimensions had a majority of high or low
scoring attributes. According to the authors, a mean of 3.0 or higher out of 4.0 showed general
agreement with the attribute. These were considered high (M > 3.0); therefore, statements
yielding means of less than 3.0 were considered low (M < 3.0). Responses in each dimension
were used to determine how well PLCs were being implemented with fidelity and which areas, if

any, needed support.
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Once all means were analyzed, the researcher referred to the calculated standard
deviations (SD) for each item in order to account for outliers (variance within the group). A
smaller SD indicated greater levels of agreement, while a larger SD was considered to be
indicative of more variance among respondents (less agreement). This information was
represented in tables with the calculated percentages, means, and standard deviations present for
each survey item. The researcher also performed a one-way univariate analysis of variance tests
(ANOVA) to examine the mean difference between the groups with the dependent variables
(DV) expressed as a measure of the respondents’ perceptions on the survey and the independent
variables (IV) expressed as roles, content area, grade clusters, and years of experience. The
researcher then compared the responses of the subgroups for each of the dimensions. For the
dimensions that reflected an overall significant difference, a post hoc test was used to help
determine which groups differed. ANOVA results are presented in tables by identifying
respondent roles, sample size, mean, standard deviation, and distribution. ANOVA statistics
including sum of squares, degrees of freedom, mean sum of squares, and F-values were also
presented for each item. Open-ended responses were reviewed in order to identify patterns and
themes in the responses. This was accomplished by first reading over the data that was organized
by research question. Next, data were coded through bracketing and representing each segment
with a word for each category. Finally, descriptions and themes were generated and represented
in order to guide a narrative that represented each theme. Once these data were analyzed, themes
and patterns were compared to the findings from the PLCA-R survey results. This process was
also used to analyze the open-ended items included at the end of each of the six, dimension

sections which allowed for comments to elaborate on responses in each section. A narrative is
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included in the findings section of the study detailing themes related to each of the six
dimensions (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
Definition of Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following key terms were defined:

Professional Learning Community (PLC) — Dufour et al. (2010) defined a professional learning
community as “an ongoing process in which educators work collaboratively in recurring
cycles of collective inquiry and action research to achieve better results for the students
they serve” (p. 11).

Transformational Leadership — Burns (1978) referred to transformational leadership as an
exchange that occurs between leaders and followers during which both “raise one another
to higher levels of motivation and morality” (p. 20).

Chapter Summary
Increased accountability measures continue to motivate school districts to seek new and
improved methods of school improvement. One such method, PLCs, has grown in popularity
without necessarily yielding the intended benefits in terms of enhancing student achievement.

School leaders must ensure that certain resources and conditions are present in order for PLCs to

result in enhanced student achievement. By determining which dimensions of PLCs are

implemented with fidelity, and which resulted in implementation challenges, school leaders can
provide the support needed for PLCs to function successfully. Thus, the purpose of this
guantitative study was to determine which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal
practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) were being

implemented with fidelity and where areas in need of improvement occurred. This study was
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intended to assess evidence-based practices in relation to these six dimensions of effective PLCs
and how perceptions of those practices could be used to support the effective implementation of
PLCs. The study included school leaders, teachers, and support staff across grades Pre-
Kindergarten through 12 who participated in PLCs among four schools within one rural district
in the southeastern United States. The research is intended to provide school leaders, teachers,
and support staff with information on how to better support PLCs to improve student

achievement.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Researchers have studied the existence and effects of professional learning communities
(PLCs) across a variety of contexts. The purpose of this literature review is to examine existing
research findings in order to inform research questions and methodology. Included in the
literature review is an examination of the intersection between transformational leadership and
PLCs as well as a deeper look at various elements of PLCs as defined by Hipp and Huffman
(2010). The topics explored in this review of the literature will include transformational
leadership, PLCs, shared and supportive leadership, shared purpose, collective teacher efficacy,
shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and
supportive conditions inclusive of supportive relationships and supportive structures.
Transformational Leadership

Beyond transformational leadership as a theory, researchers have begun to study the
effects of transformational leadership on PLCs. Vanblaere and Devos (2016) sought to explore
the relationship between perceptions of transformational leadership and PLC characteristics.
Using a sample of experienced teachers across 48 primary schools in Belgium, the researchers
deployed a survey consisting of items from the Professional Community Index, which was
designed to measure interpersonal PLC characteristics, along with scales intended to measure
teacher perceptions about transformational leadership. With a response rate of 70.6% the
researchers conducted several multilevel regression analyses using PLC characteristics as the
dependent variables. Findings revealed several implications for transformational leadership with
respect to PLC characteristics. First, teachers’ perceptions of school leaders’ transformational

leadership were a predictor for the PLC characteristic of collective responsibility. The higher
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teachers accessed school leaders’ transformational leadership on the survey, the more collective
responsibility they experienced in the schools. Additionally, teachers who reported higher levels
of transformational leadership within their schools also reported higher levels of the PLC
characteristic of reflective dialogue. This was demonstrated as positive slope variance regarding
reflective dialogue increased as transformational leadership increased. The greatest implications
of their findings for school leaders interested in supporting PLCs were that “teachers’
perceptions of transformational leadership were associated with participation in reflective
dialogue and the presence of collective responsibility” (Vanblaere & Devos, 2016, p. 33)

Luyten and Bazo (2019) explored the effect of transformational leadership on learner
centered practices via teacher learning and PLCs. Researchers invited 101 primary schools in
Mozambique to participate and received responses from 95 for an overall response rate of 94.1%.
Respondents completed questionnaires which were comprised of 5-point Likert items intended to
assess effects of various factors on PLCs. Researchers compared results of teachers’ responses to
those of school leaders and found discrepancies in the perceived relationship between
transformational leadership and PLCs. Of all of the correlations that were observed among
teachers, the highest coefficient related to the effect of transformational leadership on PLCs. This
finding did not hold true among school leaders as Luyten and Bazo (2019) stated ““it seems as
though school leaders and their teachers are living in different worlds, as their perceptions of
transformational leadership and professional learning communities seem unrelated” (p. 21).
Thus, further consideration and research is warranted as such differences in perception could

have implications for school leaders and their approaches.
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Professional Learning Communities (PLCs)

Zheng et al. (2019) explored the relationships among instructional leadership, PLC
components, and teacher self-efficacy by testing four hypotheses. First, they hypothesized that
principals’ instructional leadership has positive effects on PLC components. Second, they
hypothesized that principals’ instructional leadership has positive effects on teacher self-efficacy.
Third, they hypothesized that PLC has a positive effect on teacher self-efficacy. Finally, they
hypothesized that PLC components mediated the effects of instructional leadership on teacher
self-efficacy. To test these hypotheses, a questionnaire was distributed to 1400 elementary
teachers in mainland China and returned by 1082 for a response rate of 77.3%.

The first hypothesis was supported as principals’ instructional leadership had significant
effects on all five of the studied elements of PLCs. The second hypothesis, however, was not
supported as instructional leadership had no significant effect on teacher self-efficacy. Four of
the five PLC elements explored, including collaborative activities, collective focus on student
learning, de-privatized practice, and reflective dialogue, significantly predicted teacher self-
efficacy, meaning that the third hypothesis was partially supported. Only a shared sense of
purpose was found to have no significant effect on self-efficacy. A mediation analysis was
conducted to determine the mediating effects of PLC components in relation to instructional
leadership and self-efficacy. Results identified collaborative activity, de-privatized practice, and
reflective dialogue as significant mediators, while shared sense of purpose and focus on student
learning were not thereby partially supporting the final hypothesis. These findings demonstrated
that PLCs mediate the effects of instructional leadership on teacher self-efficacy and indicated

that participation in PLCs could increase teachers’ efficacy beliefs (Zheng et al. 2019).
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Little (2020) also examined the effects of teacher participation in PLCs and found that
after a year of engagement in the PLC process, mathematics teachers reported higher levels of
self-efficacy. Positive impacts on self-efficacy in the study were attributed to the social
framework of PLCs as well as the demonstration of learning activities (Little, 2020). While
considering organizational culture in addition to the utilization of PLCs, Lee (2020) also found
that PLCs have a positive effect on teacher efficacy.

Ratts (2015) utilized descriptive and inferential statistics to correlate four years of student
performance data on the Georgia Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) with teacher
perceptions and practices related to PLCs. The study revealed a positive correlation between
student achievement on the Georgia CRCT and collaborative practices associated with PLCs.
Akiba and Liang (2016) conducted a four-year longitudinal study involving 467 teachers and
over 11,000 middle school students to examine the effects of six different professional learning
models on student achievement. Their findings concluded that teacher-centered collaboration,
such as that which occurs in PLCs, had the greatest effect on student learning. Details among the
findings were that informal communication and collaboration had positive effects and that
conversations that centered around specific problems and focused on specific teacher approaches
contributed the most to the enhancement of student learning.

In a two-year quantitative study, Ronfeldt et al. (2015) examined collaboration across 336
schools in the Miami-Dade school district. The findings represented responses from over 9,000
teachers across a variety of grade levels. The researchers concluded that not only is teacher
collaboration associated with student achievement but that the quality of collaboration is
positively correlated with the level of student achievement in both reading and mathematics.

Teachers participating in the study indicated that they found collaboration centered around
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instructional strategies to be most helpful. Student achievement data in the study validated such
collaborative focus centered around instructional strategies but was also positively correlated
with collaboration on curriculum and assessment. While these areas demonstrated the highest
association with student achievement gains, collaboration in general, regardless of the focus,
yielded improvements.

Adams (2016) sought to identify which PLC dimensions were associated with student
mastery as measured by performance on the New York State 11" grade English Language Arts
Regents exam. By correlating school leaders’ perceptions of PLC functions with state assessment
data, the researcher found that shared leadership was the strongest predictor for student
achievement.

Although studies have demonstrated a link between PLCs and student achievement, there is
evidence that improving PLCs does not always translate into improved student achievement. In
their three-year longitudinal study of PLCs in Canadian Schools, Hurley et al. (2018) compared
teacher perceptions of PLC growth over time to student achievement trends over the same span.
The results of the study suggested that efforts to support schools in PLC growth produced no
significant gains in reading achievement.

Masuda et al. (2013) conducted a qualitative study of teachers’ attitudes and willingness
to engage in professional learning at different stages of their careers. Through interviews of 16
teachers with varying years of experience, including preservice teachers with no experience,
beginning teachers (1-5 years), midcareer teachers (6-20 years), and late-career teachers (20+
years), they were able to identify differences in teachers’ attitudes toward professional learning
based on career stages. Researchers found that teachers became more selective of their

professional learning over time and were less willing to participate in “anything and everything”
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as they advanced in their careers (Masuda et al., 2013, p. 10). However, they also found that as
teachers progress through their careers and gained experience they started to value professional
learning that involved collaborating with their peers and sharing with other colleagues. Teachers
at all stages valued professional learning that was relevant and inclusive of an application
component.
Shared and Supportive Leadership

In a quantitative study using both descriptive statistics and multiple regression analysis
Huang et al. (2020) explored the impact of shared leadership on creativity in interorganizational
teams. The study first considered the impact of team trust on team creativity correctly
hypothesizing a positive relationship between the two variables. Next, the hypothesis that shared
leadership positively affects team trust was supported through a hierarchical regression analysis.
A third hypothesis was tested when team trust was included in the regression equation as a
mediator between shared leadership and creativity. A decreasing coefficient in this equation
supported the hypothesis that team trust mediates the relationship between shared leadership and
team creativity. The results of the research study demonstrated that trust is a key factor in team
creativity. Within the same study, it was determined that shared leadership promoted such trust.
The researchers asserted that in order to increase the production of creativity, school leaders
must “boost the sharing of knowledge and information” (Huang et al., 2020, p. 8).

Koeslag-Kreunen et al. (2020) examined school leadership behaviors to determine which
approach best supports teacher teams in learning behavior. After identifying 61 teacher teams
engaged in educational change projects that were considered to be innovative tasks, 52
participants were selected to complete a questionnaire with scales used to measure team learning,

team leadership behavior, and task complexity. Results showed a significant positive correlation
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between shared transformational leadership behaviors and team learning behaviors. Additionally,
shared transformational leadership behavior predicted team learning behavior significantly.
Another finding was that task complexity serves as a moderator between vertical empowering
leadership behavior and team learning behavior. While vertical empowering team leadership
positively influences team learning when the task complexity was low, vertical empowering
behavior was not related to team learning when task complexity was high. Overall implications
of this study were that team learning is best supported by shared leadership, and that
transformational vertical leadership behavior was needed when innovative solutions were
needed. This type of complex problem solving is what occurs within the educational setting,
which is characterized by complex problems in an ever-changing landscape.

In their examination of the role of cognitive trust, Lyndon et al. (2019) identified factors
that deepen our understanding of why sharing information and knowledge promotes trust and
enhances creativity. Through a mixed-methods approach, Lyndon et al. (2019) examined data
from 44 teams to examine the impact of cognitive trust as the antecedent for shared leadership.
Cognitive trust, team learning, team creativity, and shared leadership were all measured using a
5-point Likert scale. A three-factor measurement model was used to test and support the
hypotheses. What the researchers found was that cognitive trust, which is based on beliefs of
team members’ competency, positively influences shared leadership (Lyndon, 2019).

Furthermore, their findings also supported the idea that shared leadership can enhance
creativity by demonstrating that “the indirect effect of shared leadership on team creativity via
team learning was significant” (Lyndon, 2019, p. 1813). The qualitative portion of the study
analyzed results of semi-structured group interviews. Participants from 22 teams offered

insights which were examined to reveal four major themes including participant’s experiences of
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shared leadership in teams, reasons to exert leadership, and reasons to accept leadership and
consequences of shared leadership. Lyndon (2019) included multiple quotes from participants
that encapsulated the shared leadership phenomenon such as “leadership kept shifting between
members” and that “everyone emerged as a leader at some point or the other. It was collective
leadership” (p. 1814).

Cobanoglu (2020) found a positive relationship between shared leadership and
organizational commitment among teachers in both primary and secondary settings. After
collecting data from a sample of 512 teachers in the Malatya district of Turkey, Cobanoglu
(2020) used a relational survey model to show that “shared leadership in schools significantly
predicts teachers’ organizational commitment in a positive way” (p. 620). Based on these
findings, Cobanoglu (2020) not only suggested increasing shared leadership in order to increase
organizational commitment but also recommends increasing responsibilities among early career
teachers as a method for increasing organizational commitment. This suggestion was supported
not only by the positive correlation between organizational commitment and shared leadership
but also by findings that showed that organizational commitment and perceptions of shared
leadership tended to be higher among teachers with 20 or more years of experience. With teacher
shortages continuing to grow nationally, such a suggestion could serve as part of the solution to
combat teacher attrition.

Not only is organizational commitment an important factor in teacher retention, but job
satisfaction is also a critical piece of the teacher shortage puzzle. Ward and Graham-Brown
(2018) studied the impacts of implementing a shared-leadership model on a career and technical
education campus and found that shared leadership positively impacted Career and Technical

Education (CTE) teachers’ levels of job satisfaction. The researchers utilized a general



33

qualitative inquiry method which consisted of semi-structured interviews inclusive of 13 teachers
working at a CTE high school in the southwestern United States. After one year of implementing
a shared leadership model, participants were asked questions about their perceptions of shared
leadership and its impact on job satisfaction. Transcripts were examined, and data were compiled
based on themes that emerged from the interviews. Not only did participants express increased
job satisfaction due to increased participation through shared leadership, but they also revealed
that it “led to larger amounts of productivity, as well as new ways in which to teach content”
(Ward & Graham-Brown, 2018, p. 45).

While many studies have highlighted the benefits of shared leadership, one study
explored the impacts of a lack of shared leadership. Using a mixed-methods comparative study
Torres et al. (2020) examined case studies and survey data from Denver, New Orleans, and Los
Angeles to explore patterns related to shared leadership. Findings suggested that the lack of
shared leadership in some Charter Management Organizations (CMOs) negatively impacts
teacher retention. Recommendations from the study suggested that CMO leaders should increase
teacher involvement in decision making.

Using a mixed method design to replicate a study previously conducted in the
Netherlands within a Swedish context, Schildkamp et al. (2019) sought to determine what factors
enable data teams and what are the perceived effects of data teams within schools. The
respondents in the study included members from data teams across four schools within a
municipality in Sweden. These teams were followed for 15 months and a combination of focus
group and individual interviews were used to triangulate data. Researchers found that school
leaders can have a direct impact on the effectiveness of data teams, both positively and

negatively. On one hand, school leaders in the study who provided members with resources such
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as time, encouragement, and a clear goal were found to enable the work of data teams, while
those who failed to distribute leadership often held their teams back (Schildkamp, 2019).

While studies have supported the use and cited the many benefits of shared leadership,
some research suggests that such benefits may be limited to context (Lumby, 2013; Oldac &
Kondakci, 2020; Tian et al. 2016). Oldac and Kondakci (2020) hypothesized that distributed
leadership contributes to between-school variation in student achievement across 40 public
schools in Turkey. Using hierarchical linear modeling, descriptive statistics, and bivariate
correlations, the researchers analyzed data derived from teacher-completed questionnaires
consisting of items from multiple scales. Data from the distributed leadership scale served as an
independent variable, while students’ grade point average (GPA) scores were the dependent
variable. This hypothesis was not supported and no significant direct effect of distributed
leadership on student achievement was found. These findings support other studies which have
failed to demonstrate a relationship between distributed leadership and student achievement
(Lumby, 2013; Tian et al. 2016).

Liu (2019) examined the relationship between distributed leadership and collective
teacher efficacy by gathering data from 298 Chinese urban primary school teachers. Findings
revealed that distributed leadership can contribute to collective teacher efficacy which has been
proven to be a predictor of student learning. Often systemic power, institutionalized norms, and
shared understandings can interfere with autonomy and defy efforts to decentralize leadership
(Wong et al., 2020). Kiling et al. (2021) sought to investigate whether teacher trust influences
teacher leadership and whether teacher leadership influences instructional practices through
teacher self-efficacy. Using a cross-sectional survey consisting of quantitative scales measuring

teacher leadership, teacher self-efficacy, teacher trust, and teacher instructional practices, Kiling
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et al. (2021) solicited responses from 618 teachers in Turkey. Results of a correlation analysis
demonstrated a positive correlation among all variables. Among the researcher’s findings were
that there was an association between teacher self-efficacy and teacher instructional practice
suggesting that teachers were more likely to have improved their instructional practices when
they felt a higher sense of self efficacy. The researchers also found a positive association
between teacher leadership and teacher self-efficacy suggesting that when teachers are afforded
opportunities to impact instructional decisions and overall school improvement efforts, they tend
to have higher levels of self-efficacy. Suggestions from the findings included offering teachers
more opportunities to engage in shared leadership tasks such as making instructional decisions,
which may enhance self-efficacy and increase engagement in modifying instructional practices,
thereby enhancing school improvement efforts as a whole.
Shared Purpose

Ghosh (2020) found that shared leadership was contingent upon the existence of
conditions in which shared understanding of purpose was clear. Findings from a study of team
coaches’ experiences revealed the need for open dialogue, a shared framework of knowledge,
and responsiveness to team needs (Ghosh, 2020). In this study, qualitative research methods
were utilized in order “capture team coaches’ experiences of coaching amidst decentralised
hierarchies” (p. 19). Six homogeneous participants were selected for the study using a defined
criteria for team coaches including having accreditation, possessing at least five years of
experience, and offering to consult as a team coach. After conducting two pilot interviews, semi-
structured interviews were conducted using the six participants who were presented with
randomly selected images and asked to reflect on their views toward team coaching in light of

shared leadership situations. This study found that for shared leadership to develop, a focus on
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developing collective awareness and enthusiasm regarding purpose of the team through open
dialogue and the development of shared knowledge is necessary (Ghosh, 2020).

Not all studies support the assertion that shared leadership contributes to job satisfaction.
In a quantitative study on how exploring cultural aspects of schools influence the emergence of
participative leaders and their influence on teachers' outcomes of job satisfaction and burnout,
Benoliel and Barth (2017) found that participative, or shared, leadership had varying effects
dependent on cultural attributes such as Western versus non-Western values. Shared leadership
reduced teacher burnout in state-secular schools which hold more democratic values, it actually
increased burnout in ultra-orthodox schools where teachers tend to value hierarchal leadership.
Shared Values and Vision

Qadach et al. (2020) proposed and tested a model that examined the mediating role of
collective teacher efficacy and shared vision on principals’ instructional leadership and a
teacher’s intent to leave. They hypothesized that instructional leadership would positively predict
a shared vision. From a total of 130 randomly selected schools, 130 principals and 1700 teachers
participated in the study. The researchers were able to ensure that at least 30% of the teaching
staff at each school were included to meet their desired random sampling minimum. Various
measures were used to assess the different elements of the survey. In order to examine the
principal’s instructional leadership, teachers completed a questionnaire which measured 10
leadership functions using a five-point Likert scale. Collective teacher efficacy was also
measured using a five-point Likert scale which measured 12 items related to collective efficacy
for both instructional strategies and student discipline. Shared vision was measured using a
survey asking respondents to indicate the extent to which they felt colleges were committed to

school objectives. Finally, researchers had teachers rate items intended to measure their “intent
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to leave” (p. 620). Data were aggregated at the school level and intra-class correlations were
calculated to examine school level clusters. Data were analyzed as individual responses within
school units which reflected a hierarchical structure. Descriptive statistics as well as correlations
between study variables were reported for all group levels. One significant finding was that the
researchers' hypothesis of a positive correlation (y=.32,p<.001) between instructional leadership
and shared vision existed. The researchers also found a “significant negative relation between
shared vision at the organizational level and teachers’ intent to leave at the individual level”
(Qadach, et al., 2020, p. 625).

Research by Lingam and Lingam (2015) studied subordinates’ perceptions of school
principal’s practices inclusive of inspiring a shared vision. Using quantitative research methods
consisting of the administration of a questionnaire designed to measure perceptions of school
leaders’ behaviors, Lingam and Lingam (2015) solicited responses from 17 teachers from both
primary and secondary schools. Because the study was conducted on the small island of Niue
near New Zealand, this sample was representative of 38% of teachers within the selected
population. Means and standard deviations for five leadership practice dimensions were
determined, and the dimension with the lowest overall mean was inspiring a shared vision. This
dimension scored a mean of 4.0 out of 10.0 which correlated with “once in a while”” on the
questionnaire (Lingam & Lingam, 2015, p. 43). Findings indicated that teachers perceive that
school leaders do not often engage in leadership behaviors, including inspiring a shared vision
which has been shown to contribute to school improvement.

Berson et al. (2015) sought to explore school leadership behaviors that contributed to a
climate of learning that yields favorable organizational outcomes. A test model was created

linking charismatic leadership with shared vision and trust to determine whether either predicted
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an organizational learning climate or contributed to favorable organizational outcomes. One
hypothesis which was tested during the study was that “Perceptions of shared vision among team
members will be positively associated with a climate of organizational learning” (Berson et al.,
2015, p. 86). To test this hypothesis, 414 teachers and 69 principals along with 207 parents from
Arab schools in Northern Israel participated in phone surveys. The findings of the study
indicated that shared vision did not significantly predict an organizational learning climate
(Berson et al., 2015). In their exploration of the relationships among instructional leadership,
PLCs, and teacher self-efficacy, Zheng et al. (2019) found that while other PLC components
mediated the effects of instructional leadership and positively predicted teacher efficacy, shared
values had no significant effect.
Collective Learning and Application

The inclusion of documentation and artifacts begin to shift thoughts about teaching from
a technical to an investigative process which leads to the problematization of the teaching
practice (Damjanovic & Blank, 2018). This reflective process leads to new solutions and
therefore new possibilities in teaching. In an attempt to identify behaviors that principals of high
achieving schools use to attain results, Peddell et al. (2020) conducted interviews with 16
principals whose schools showed significant improvement on National Assessment Program
results between 2016 and 2018. Researchers selected participants from the 20 highest ranked
schools which were inclusive of schools from a variety of locations including major cities, inner
regional areas as well as remote areas. Semi-structured interviews were recorded and the findings
were thematically analyzed to identify meaningful patterns. Findings illustrated common
behaviors among principals who led successful school improvement efforts. Significant among

these was the emergent theme of developing a shared or agreed vision. Respondents articulated
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the importance of shared vision and listed it as part of a required condition in order to prepare
teachers for whole school improvement.

In an effort to understand the role of vision in effective school leadership,
Mombourquette (2017) conducted a study that employed semi-structured interviews in order to
interpret and articulate the perceptions of principals in Alberta, Canada. The study included 27
principals over a large cross section of Alberta including elementary, middle, and high school
principals. Using a variety of student learning data, schools were identified as either high
achieving or non-achieving schools. This information was then compared to responses from
participants to determine commonalities in responses among high and non-achieving schools.
These responses were analyzed using standard qualitative methods including thematic analysis.
Findings revealed that schools that were categorized at high achieving schools were led by
principals who were able to clearly articulate the school’s vision while principals who operated
without a clear vision led schools that were non-achieving.

Shared Personal Practice

In their examination of successful principals’ behaviors in leading school improvement,
Peddell et al. (2020) found that having a strong focus on collaborative solution seeking was a
required condition essential to whole school teaching improvement. As the researchers analyzed
themes among responses from school principals responsible for leading substantial school
improvement efforts in Australia, researchers found that empowering staff through collaboration
and allowing teachers to work together to solve problems in new ways were commonly cited
practices. The facilitation of such collaborative processes by school leaders was also supported
by a model based on alignment, capability, and engagement in relation to transformational

leadership which was used as the theoretical framework of their qualitative study.
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Not only do shared practices contribute to improved instructional practices, but providing
opportunities for teachers to collaborate also helps with teacher retention. Kelly et al. (2019)
investigated factors that contribute to early career teachers deciding to leave the profession. In a
study of data from 2,144 Australian early career teachers noted that job satisfaction and intention
to remain in the teaching profession were both impacted by teachers’ ability to work with other
teachers. Based on these findings, it was suggested that school leaders must ensure that
collaborative work with colleagues is facilitated (Kelly et al. 2019).

Supportive Conditions: Relationships

In their examination of leadership and how it brings about organizational learning and
outcomes, Berson et al. (2015) hypothesized that “Perceptions of trust among team members will
be positively associated with a climate of organizational learning” (p. 87). Of all of the different
mediating effects that were explored, only trust within the team significantly predicted
organizational learning climate. Organizational trust was also found to have a positive mediating
effect on the relationship between PLCs and organizational structure (Kalkan, 2016).

Akinyemi et al. (2020) explored the relationship between trust and positive relationships
among teachers in communities of practice and its effects on professional development. Using a
mixed methods research approach, the researchers combined face-to-face interviews with semi-
structured questionnaires inclusive of both closed and open-ended questions to answer their main
research question along with a variety of sub-research questions. The overarching research
question guiding the study was based on how trust and positive working relationships among
teachers in communities of practice were a conduit for professional development. Of the 64
participants, 95% indicated trust and good working relationships existed among teachers in their

communities of practice. Respondents characterized trust and positive relationships as supporting
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group members, willingness to help others, encouraging each other, and confiding in other
colleagues. Of the participants, 96% indicated that they felt safe participating in communities of
practice. Ninety-five percent of participants contributed communities of practice with new
learning and improved practice. Teachers felt that working together and interacting with group
members improved classroom management, teaching methods, handling learners in the
classroom, improvement on content knowledge, and approaches to lesson planning. The findings
in this study support the idea that relationships and trust are critical factors that must be present
in order for communities of practice to yield desired professional learning outcomes.

Not only are relationships and trust among staff important to yield desired outcomes, but
the trust that faculty have in their clients has also been identified as a contributing factor. In their
analysis of the relationship between multiple school-level variables and student achievement,
Oldac and Kondakci (2020) found that increases in trust in clients led to increases in student
GPA scores. Trust in clients was the second strongest predictor of student achievement in the
study, behind collective efficacy, and was an even stronger indicator than distributed leadership
and teacher collaboration.

Supportive Conditions: Structures

It is important to note the role that relationships play in creating supportive conditions
that contribute to professional growth and overall school improvement as such relationships do
not occur by chance, but instead are strengthened through deliberate enabling of school
structures. Kalkan (2016) sought to determine the relationship between PLCs, bureaucratic
structure, and organizational trust. Noting the lack of research on the effects of school structure
on PLCs, the researcher noted that “the effect of school structure on a professional learning

community’s formation, development, and maintenance is often ignored” and noted such



42

oversight as responsible for the failure of many PLCs (p. 1620). Additionally, using a relational
search model, the researcher set out to determine what teachers’ perceptions of PLCs,
bureaucratic structure, and organizational trust were, what type of relationship exists among
these three variables, and whether or not organizational trust has a mediating effect on
bureaucratic structure and PLCs. Data were collected from 805 primary teachers who were
selected using a stratified sampling method. Findings revealed that teachers perceived that their
schools operated as PLCs and that the bureaucratic structure of their schools was thought to be
enabling. Among the same respondents, trust in the principal and other colleagues was found to
have the highest value. Correlation coefficients were utilized to determine that subscales for
PLCs and organizational trust and these were positively correlated with enabling bureaucratic
structures when present. However, when the bureaucratic structure was found to be coercive,
subscales for PLCs and organizational trust showed a significant negative correlation. In other
words, teachers' perceptions of the organization as a PLC and trust within the organization
increases when school structures are found to be enabling while both factors decrease under
coercive bureaucracy. For this reason, Kalkan (2016) argued that bureaucratic structure should
be considered for the “sustainability and development of professional learning communities” (p.
1632).

Expanding on the research of Kalkan (2016), Sahin and Yenel (2021) set out to determine
the relationships between enabling school structure, teachers' social network intentions, and
PLCs. Using a correlational survey model, the researchers solicited responses from 327 teachers
using a questionnaire consisting of scales intended to measure enabling bureaucratic structure,
networking intentions, and teacher perceptions on the effectiveness of PLCs. Findings of the

study concluded that enabling school structure was high as perceived by the teachers
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participating in the study. These teachers also had high social network intentions and also
assessed PLCs to be functioning at a moderate level. Using path analyses it was determined that
a moderate and positive correlation between enabling school structure and the social network
intentions of teachers. A high positive correlation between enabling school structure and PLCs
was also found. Finally, a low, positive, and significant relationship was found between the
social network intentions of teachers and their assessment of PLCs. As enabling structures
increased, so did social network intentions and perceptions of PLCs within schools. Based on the
research findings the authors suggested creating enabling structures as a first step toward the
usage of PLCs in schools and that such structures also contribute to the overall social network
within the school.

Bureaucratic structure not only impacts the organization as a learning community, as well
as the trust within, but it also affects individual teacher behavior. Cerit (2017) sought to
determine the mediating effect of leader-member exchange (LMX) on the relationship between
school bureaucratic structure and teachers’ proactive behavior. Additionally, the relevance of
proactive behavior within the context of organizations such as schools is that such behaviors
contribute to organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and performance. Furthermore, the
researcher hypothesized that enabling school structure would have a positive effect on teachers’
proactive behavior, that enabling school structure would have a positive effect on LMX, that
LMX would have positive effect on teachers’ proactive behavior, and that LMX mediates the
positive relationship between enabling school structure and teachers’ proactive behavior.
Participants included 264 teachers from 22 schools in Turkey. Results supported the hypothesis
demonstrating that proactive behavior and enabling school structure are positively related. The

researcher also confirmed that enabling school structure is positively associated with LMX and
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that LMX has a direct effect on proactive behavior. The mediating role of LMX on enabling
school structure and proactive behavior was also demonstrated as predicted by the final
hypothesis. Based on the results, the researcher suggested that schools be structured as enabling
in order to promote proactive behavior which he described as “change-focused action” (p. 787).
Also recommended was that schools wishing to promote proactive teacher behavior take specific
actions to design school structures as enabling.

Mitchell et al. (2016) explored the effects of enabling school structure and academic
optimism on school achievement. The researchers hypothesized that faculty trust in clients
(trusting relationships with students and parents), collective teacher efficacy, academic
excellence (marked by high expectations), and enabling school structure would all be positively
correlated with each other as well as a measure of achievement at the school level. The
researchers also tested the hypothesis that faculty trust in clients’ collective teacher efficacy, and
academic excellence will come together to create the general latent construct of academic
optimism. Finally, the researchers hypothesized that enabling school structure would have a
direct effect on academic optimism and together enabling school structure and academic
optimism would explain a significant portion of the variance in student achievement over and
above the effects of socioeconomic status. To test these hypotheses, data from a total of 1,713
teachers from 42 elementary schools and 16 middle schools were collected. Past student
achievement and current student achievement were also used as relationships between all
variables were explored using descriptive and bivariate correlational analysis. All three
hypotheses were confirmed leading to implications for school leaders wishing to overcome the
challenges of socioeconomic status. Firstly, all constructs measured including faculty trust in

clients, collective efficacy, academic excellence, and enabling school structure were positively
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correlated with student achievement at the school level. Secondly, such constructs combined
together construct academic optimism. Finally, enabling school structures was positively
correlated with and predictive of academic optimism and that schools with higher levels of
academic optimism had higher student achievement regardless of socioeconomic status. Mitchell
et al. (2016) suggested that school leaders create enabling structures in order to promote a culture
of academic optimism and to help mitigate the negative effects of SES on student achievement.

Boz and Saylik (2021) also examined the impact of enabling school structure on
academic optimism. The researchers hypothesized that enabling school structure is positively
associated with teacher’s altruistic behaviors as well as their academic optimism, both of which
contribute to increased student achievement. The researchers also hypothesized that more
altruistic behaviors of teachers would increase the academic optimism of a school and that
teachers' altruistic behaviors play a mediating role between enabling school structure and
academic optimism. To test these hypotheses the researchers collected data via a questionnaire
consisting of 49 items measuring enabling structures, academic optimism, and altruistic
behaviors using a 5-point Likert scale. The sample for the study included 707 primary school
teachers in southeastern Turkey. A positive correlation between enabling school structure and
school academic optimism was found. Additionally, a positive correlation between enabling
school structure and teachers’ altruistic behavior also existed. Based on these findings, Boz and
Saylik (2021) stated:

Based on these results, it can be asserted that if teachers perceive an enabling

climate within the border of school, they can work more enthusiastically and

attach more importance to their job and students’ achievement because when
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principals give autonomy to teachers, they will strengthen the school academic

optimism. (p.149)
Multiple studies have connected enabling school structure to student achievement. Some have
done so indirectly by showing that enabling school structures contribute to conditions that have
been shown to improve student achievement (Boz & Saylik, 2021; Mitchell et al., 2016). Oldac
and Kondakci (2020) attempted to make a direct correlation when they hypothesized that
enabling bureaucracy positively contributes to the between-school variation in student
achievement across 40 public schools in Turkey. The researchers also hypothesized that
hindering bureaucracy negatively contributes to the between school variations in student
achievement. Data from the enabling school structure scale served as an independent variable
while students’ GPA scores were the dependent variable. Findings did not support the
hypotheses and for this particular study, hindering bureaucracy and enabling bureaucracy were
both significantly related to student achievement. The researchers noted that increases in
hindering bureaucracy meant increase in GPA scores within the context of the study and that “it
could be argued that the existence of hindering bureaucracy is more effective on student
achievement than the existence of enabling bureaucracy” (Oldac & Kondakci, 2020, p. 774).

Chapter Summary

The intersection between transformational leadership and PLCs has been demonstrated
through various studies. The perception of transformational leadership has been correlated with
perceptions of PLC characteristics. Such characteristics inclusive of shared and supportive
leadership, shared purpose, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, and the
supportive conditions of relationships and structures have all been proven to have positive effects

on schools ranging from improving student achievement to aiding teacher retention and
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enhanced feelings of collective efficacy. Literature related to these topics supports the need for
school leadership that supports PLCs through transformational leadership and creates an
environment in which leadership is supportive and shared among teachers and various other
stakeholders. This body of knowledge also supports the need for school leaders to create a sense
of shared purpose among those involved in initiating school change. Collective learning and
application serve as a cornerstone for implementing and sustaining school improvement. For this
to take place, school leaders must support teachers and support personnel in sharing personal
practice. Relationships and enabling structures within the school environment can both be

leveraged in order to support school improvement and drive positive educational change.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

The goal of education has always been focused on student learning and shifts in
accountability for student achievement have only increased pressure on schools to produce
results (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015; No Child Left Behind, 2002). As schools searched
for answers, results of a National Staff Development Council Report noted a lack of
collaboration relative to higher performing countries and called for more job-embedded
professional development within the school day (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009). A combination
of the aforementioned factors caused schools to embrace the concept of implementing
professional learning communities (PLCs). The state of Georgia changed professional
development and recertification requirements to reflect their commitment to job-embedded
professional learning through PLCs (Georgia Professional Standards Commission [GaPSC],
2017). Despite attempts to utilize PLCs nationwide, findings reveal that many schools have
failed to implement PLCs with fidelity (Defour et al., 2016). Teachers in high performing
schools are confident in their respective school leaders’ abilities to support critical components
of PLCs while those in lower performing schools have less trust and confidence in their leaders
(Brown et al., 2017).

In order to ensure that PLCs are resulting in the type of professional learning that
positively impacts student achievement, school leaders must ensure that certain elements are
being implemented with fidelity. This study was intended to provide school leaders with
information on which elements, or dimensions, were being implemented with fidelity and which
dimensions presented challenges with implementation. Additionally, this study explored variance

in perceptions of PLCs across a variety of descriptive categories inclusive of respondents’ roles,
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content areas, grade clusters, and years of experience. Finally, this study examined the influence
of PLC dimensions on teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy.
Research Design

This study utilized a non-experimental quantitative research design to collect data from
school leaders, teachers, and support staff in order to describe the fidelity of PLC implementation
relative to six dimensions associated with effective PLCs. Survey research was implemented to
provide a numeric description of the perceptions of the selected population by studying a sample
of the population. The research design that was used for this study is detailed in this chapter
beginning with research questions that were used to guide the study. The chapter then describes
the quantitative research design of the study along with an overview of the population, sample,
setting, and participants that were utilized to conduct the study. A detailed overview of the
research instrument as well as information on its development provided by its authors are also
provided. This chapter concludes with a thorough description of the completed data collection
and analysis process that will allow for by researchers who wish to recreate this study in their
respective contexts.

Research Questions

To conduct this study assessing the implementation fidelity of PLCs, the following equally

weighted research questions were used:

1. Which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-
relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) are being implemented with fidelity?

2. Which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,

collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-
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relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) present challenges with

implementation?

3. To what extent do perceptions of PLC dimensions vary according to role, content area,
grade cluster, and years of experience?

4. How do PLC dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-
relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) influence teacher retention?

5. How do PLC dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-
relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) contribute to collective teacher
efficacy?

The first question aimed to determine which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal
practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) were being
implemented with fidelity among the schools participating in the study. This information
provides insight into the perceived strengths of PLC implementation which could then be used
by school leaders so that they could build upon effective practices. Insight into the perceived
challenges of PLC implementation was provided by answering the second research question
which allowed school leaders to adapt behaviors and provide targeted support for PLC
implementation. By determining variance among perceptions based on a variety of contextual
and demographic factors, the third research question sought to aid in discerning if perceptions of
PLCs varied across various roles, content areas, grade clusters, and years of experience. The

fourth research question explored the influence that various PLC dimensions had on teacher
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retention. The final and fifth research question determined how PLC dimensions contributed to
collective teacher efficacy.

This study utilized a non-experimental quantitative research design to collect data from
school leaders, teachers, and support staff in order to describe the fidelity of PLC implementation
relative to six dimensions associated with effective PLCs. Survey research was implemented in
order to provide a numeric description of the perceptions of the selected population by studying a
sample of the population. This survey approach was not only economical, but it also provided an
expedient turnaround in data collection (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). This design also reduced
some of the constraints that existed with experimental designs, or even qualitative methods, as it
could be completed entirely online through an email in a cross-sectional fashion. This not only
reduces the amount of time required, but also increases access to more participants which had
proven increasingly difficult due to the COVID-19 global health pandemic. Moreover, a
correlational design was utilized to allow for the exploration of potential relationships between
factors, such as role, content area, grade cluster, and years of experiences, and individual
perceptions of PLC elements, or dimensions (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Lochmiller & Lester,
2017).

Population, Sample, and Sampling

According to Babbie (2015), population is defined as a “group (usually of people) about
whom we want to draw conclusions” (p. 116). For the purpose of this study, the population
included all individuals who served as a school leader, teacher, or support staff among one of the
four schools in the Curtis County School District (CCSD), a pseudonym, which served students

from Pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade. Participants in the study were delineated by grade
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clusters which included grades P-5, grades 6-8, and grades 9-12. Participants were also
delineated according to school roles which included school leader, teacher, and support staff.

CCSD is a small, rural district in southeastern United States. The county in which it is
located is geographically small and has a population of around 11,000 people. CCSD serves
approximately 2,200 students in grades Pre-Kindergarten through grade 12. Approximately
1,100 students attend the elementary school which serves grades P-5. The middle school, which
serves grades 6-8, has approximately 500 students while the remaining 600 attend high school in
grades 9-12. The demographic breakdown of the total student population is approximately 45%
White, 28% Black, 22% Hispanic, and 5% multiracial. According to 2020 Georgia Census data,
29.34% of children living in the county between the ages of five and 17 were living in poverty.
This was well above the state average which was 18.43% that same year. Because of the high
percentage of students living in poverty, 100% of CCSD students qualified for free and reduced
lunch. CCSD was also designated as a Title | school district due to its large percentage of low-
income students.

Due to the relatively small population size, a convenience sample was used, i.e., all
members of the population were invited to participate in the study. Because all members of the
population were required to participate in school-level PLCs, participants were motivated to
provide feedback in order to contribute to the overall improvement of the PLC process at their
respective school sites. The survey results and findings were used to inform potential support,
changes, and improvements, to the PLC process at both the district and school level. Due to the
inclusion of the entire population in the study, stratification was not necessary to ensure that all

desired characteristics were represented in the population; however, those wishing to replicate
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this study by sampling a desired population may wish to incorporate this along with sample size
determination in order to improve accuracy and representation (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
Instrumentation

After a thorough review of literature pertinent to PLCs, it was determined that a survey
developed by other researchers would be the most appropriate instrument to utilize for the study.
The Professional Learning Communities Assessment-Revised (PLCA-R; see Appendix A) was
selected by the researcher due to the alignment of the content it was designed to measure with
the purpose of the study. The PLCA-R is described by its authors as a “formal diagnostic tool for
identifying school-level practices that support intentional professional learning” (Hipp &
Huffman, 2010, p. 30). It was developed by Oliver et al. (2010) in conjunction with what is now
the American Institutes for Research. It is composed of 52 questions utilizing a four-point Likert-
scale with the following ranges: 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly
agree. Ratings on this scale were used to ascertain perceptions of teachers (the current study
extended to school leaders and support staff) related to six dimensions of PLCs. This was
accomplished through the inclusion of the following subscales (Olivier et al., 2010):

1. Eleven (11) statements were designed to measure perceptions of shared and supportive
leadership which is the degree to which school leaders participated democratically with teachers
sharing power, authority, and decision making.

2. Nine (9) statements were designed to measure perceptions of shared vision and values
which is the degree to which the staff share visions for school improvement that have a focus on

student learning, and these visions are consistently referenced in the staff work.
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3. Ten (10) statements were designed to measure perceptions of collective learning and
application which are the staff’s ability to create learning tasks and solutions to address student’s
needs.

4. Two (2) statements were designed to measure perceptions of shared personal practice
which is the degree to which teacher peers review and give feedback based on observing
another’s classroom behaviors in order to increase individual and organizational capacity.

5. Five (5) statements were designed to measure perceptions of supportive conditions
surrounding relationships as measured by the collegial relationships among the staff including
respect, trust, and norms of critical inquiry.

6. Four (4) statements were designed to measure perceptions of supportive conditions
involving structures described as a variety of conditions within the school, such as size of the
school, proximity of staff to one another, communications systems, and the time and space for
staff to meet and examine current practice.

The construct validity and internal consistency reliability of the PLCA-R instrument had
been established by its authors who stated:

The widespread use of the instrument provided an opportunity to review the

dimensions for internal consistency. Our most recent analysis of this diagnostic

tool has confirmed internal consistency resulting in the following Cronbach Alpha

reliability coefficients for factored subscales (n = 1209): shared and supportive

leadership (.94); shared values and vision (.92); collective learning and

application (.91); shared personal practice (.87); supportive conditions-

relationships (.82); supportive conditions-structures (.88); and a one-factor

solution (.97). This assessment tool has undergone construct validity (through
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expert study and factor analysis), and has yielded satisfactory internal consistency

for reliability. (Hipp & Huffman, 2010, p. 30)

Demographic information, including role (school leader, teacher, or support staff which is
inclusive of instructional coaches, media specialists, and other staff who are neither school
leaders or teachers), content area (physical education, science, social studies, English Language
Arts, Mathematics, Fine Arts, Career Technical and Agriculture Education (CTAE) or not
applicable), grade cluster (elementary, middle grades, or high school), and years of experience
(Beginning teacher: 1-5 years, Midcareer teacher: 6-20 years, or Late-career teachers: 20+
years), was collected via the survey as well. This information was used to identify variance in
responses among subgroups. Additional data were collected using two open-ended questions
intended to elicit responses from participants on how PLCs contribute to collective teacher
efficacy and how PLCs influence teacher retention. These questions were as follows: How do the
elements (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and
application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, or supportive
conditions-structures) of a PLC influence teacher retention at your school?, and How do the
elements of a PLC (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective
learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and
supportive conditions-structures) contribute to collective teacher efficacy at your school?

The survey that was utilized was designed to assess school leader, teacher, and support
staff perceptions of PLCs related to six PLC dimensions inclusive of shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal
practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures. Furthermore,

for the purpose of this study, demographic characteristics were used as independent variables to
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explore differences in perceptions among participants while PLC dimensions were used as the
dependent variables. These demographic characteristics included role (school leader, teacher,
support staff), content area (physical education, science, social studies, English Language Arts,
mathematics, fine arts, CTAE, or not applicable), grade cluster (elementary, middle grades, or
high school), and years of experience (1-5, 6-20, 20+).

Data Collection

This study utilized descriptive measures to assess school leaders, teachers, and support
staffs’ perceptions of practices related to six dimensions of PLCs. Written permission to use the
PLCA-R was granted from the author. An institutional cooperation letter was signed by the
superintendent of the participating schools to indicate institutional support of the study.
Permission to conduct the proposed study was sought and obtained from the research
institutions’ Institutional Review Board (IRB) prior to administering the study.

Once all permissions were obtained, a recruitment email was sent to all teachers, school
leaders, and support staff of participating schools. This email provided information about the
study as well as information regarding informed consent for participation (see Appendix B).
Advantages of such email surveys included the speed with which they could be sent to a large
group, the economic advantage as most email vendors are free, the convenience with which such
a survey could be sent via district email lists, and the simplicity of creating an online survey (Sue
& Ritter, 2012). There were a few disadvantages to sending the survey via email that the
researcher had to consider. Recipients could be inundated with email surveys because of their
relative ease to create and send and sometimes email filters flag unsolicited messages or even
gray or blacklist the sender (Sue & Ritter, 2012). The researcher overcame such challenges by

having principals of participating schools forward the email message to the prospective
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participants. This way the emails came from someone familiar ensuring that they made it to the
intended recipients’ inboxes.

School leaders, teachers, and support staff who chose to participate were provided with a
link that directed them to an electronic version of the PLCA-R survey to which access was
obtained from the survey authors. In order to gain access, the researcher completed a request
form provided by the survey authors. Once the request was granted the survey authors provided
instructions for the creation of an online account providing the researcher access to an online
portal with an electronic version of the PLCA-R along with tools for customizing the survey and
analyzing data collected. The electronic version of the survey was completely anonymous, and
all data were collected as de-identified findings. Direct access to real-time responses and data
were available in the online PLCA-R portal accessed through the PLC Associates website found
at https://survey.plcassociates.org/plc/survey/admin/ using the login credentials obtained from
the survey authors when they granted access. These survey results were then downloaded into an
Excel file for data analysis. Participation was completely voluntary as individuals were allowed
to opt out at any time, and participants were informed that the risks of participation were no
greater than those of everyday life. The email also contained information informing participants
of the study and included IRB approval information. Participants provided implied consent by
clicking the link and beginning the survey. If they decided not to participate, they exited the
survey. The survey began by collecting demographic information including role, content area,
grade cluster, and years of experience. Next, participants responded to 52 questions utilizing a 4-
point Likert-scale with the following ranges: 1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3 = agree, and 4
= strongly agree to measure their perceptions of six dimensions of PLCs including shared and

supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
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personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures. At
the end of each of the six, dimension sections there was an open-ended response area for teachers
to expand upon the responses provided on the survey. Finally, two open-ended questions
designed to elicit responses on how PLCs contribute to collective teacher efficacy and how PLCs
influence teacher retention were provided. These two questions specifically asked 1) How do the
elements (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and
application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, or supportive
conditions-structures) of a PLC influence teacher retention at your school? and 2) How do the
elements of a PLC (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective
learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and
supportive conditions-structures) contribute to collective teacher efficacy at your school?
Participants had four weeks to complete the survey and received reminders via email
each week thanking those who had already completed the survey and reminding those who had
not to consider participation. After the four-week window, the response rate was analyzed to
determine whether or not the desired response rate was met. According to Fincham (2008), email
response rates of 25% to 30% are common without follow-up and reinforcement; however, to
ensure representativeness, a 60% response rate was the goal. Additionally, a recent study found
the average response rate for online empirical studies was 34.2% (Poynton et al., 2019) . After
four weeks, the desired response rate was not met as only 47% of potential participants had
responded. With this in mind, the timeframe was extended by another two weeks and an

additional email was sent to obtain additional responses.
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Data Analysis

The researcher analyzed the quantitative data from the online PLCA-R survey instrument
to answer the first three research questions. According to the Hipp and Huffman (2010), “When
analyzing PLCA-R results, descriptive statistics are beneficial in determining the strength of the
dimensions, as well as reviewing teacher responses for each individual item” (p. 35). Following
the recommendations of the instrument’s authors, the researcher used descriptive measures to
analyze the data. In order to answer the first two research questions, means and standard
deviations were calculated for each of the 52 item statements as well as subscales for the six
dimensions including shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective
learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and
supportive conditions-structures.

Reports generated by the PLCA-R online platform were used to determine the
percentages at each level of agreement with the 52 attributes (items) as well as subscales for the
six dimensions included on the survey denoting perceptions of PLCs held by school leaders,
teachers, and support staff. Next, the mean and standard deviation for each subscale item were
calculated using the PLCA-R online platform. The researcher then reviewed each attribute
individually to determine which items yielded the highest and lowest calculated means. The
researcher focused on the six PLC dimension sections to determine which dimensions had the
majority of high or low scoring attributes. According to the authors, a mean of 3.0 or higher out
of 4 .0 showed general agreement with the attribute. These were considered high (M > 3.0);
therefore, statements yielding means of less than 3.0 were considered low (M < 3.0). Responses
in each dimension were used to determine which of the six dimensions were being implemented

with fidelity and which of the six presented challenges with implementation. Data for the PLCA-
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R responses are displayed in tables. Hipp and Huffman (2010) stated that the PLCA-R
instrument can aid “educators and researchers in determining the strength of practices” for
schools implementing PLCs (p. 30). The analysis of data relative to each of the six dimensions
provides leaders with diagnostic information to identify which dimensions are being
implemented with fidelity and which present challenges with implementation. Once all means
were analyzed, the researcher referred to the calculated standard deviations (SD) for each item in
order to account for outliers (variance within the group). A smaller SD indicated greater
agreement, while a larger SD was indicative of more variance among respondents (less
agreement). This information is represented in tables with the calculated percentages, means, and
standard deviations present for each survey item.

To answer the third research question participants’ roles, grade clusters, content areas
taught, and years of experience were used as the independent variables (IV). The six PLC
dimensions served as the dependent variables (DV). The researcher performed a one-way
univariate analysis of variance tests (ANOVA) for each PLC dimension by each of the
independent variables (demographic categories). According to Creswell and Creswell (2018), an
ANOVA is appropriate for “designs with categorical information (groups) on the independent
variable and continuous information on the dependent variable” (p. 247). The researcher then
compared the responses of the subgroups for each of the dimensions. For the dimensions that
reflected an overall significant difference, a post hoc test was used to help pinpoint which groups
differed. ANOVA results are presented in tables by identifying respondent roles, sample size,
mean, standard deviation, and distribution. ANOVA statistics including sum of squares, degrees

of freedom, mean sum of squares, and F-values were also presented for each item.
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To answer the final two research questions, open-ended responses were reviewed in order
to identify patterns and themes seen in responses. This was accomplished by first reading over
the data that was organized by research question. Next, data were coded through bracketing and
representing each segment with a word which represents each category (Creswell & Creswell,
2018). Finally, descriptions and themes were generated and represented in order to guide a
narrative that represented each theme. Once these data were analyzed, themes and patterns were
compared to findings from the PLCA-R survey results. For example, the researcher asked, did
the open-ended responses align with perceptions and practices noted most frequently using the
PLCA-R instrument? Such findings are reported in narrative form in the conclusion of the data
analysis. This process was also used to analyze the open-ended items included at the end of each
of the six, dimension sections which allowed for comments to elaborate on responses in each
section. A narrative is included in the findings section of the study detailing themes related to
each of the six dimensions (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

Chapter Summary

In summary, this study was intended to determine educator perceptions related to the
implementation of PLCs as well as how those perceptions vary by specified demographic factors
and what influence PLCs have on teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy. A survey
titled: Professional Learning Communities Assessment- Revised (PLCA-R) was administered to
collect participant responses using a 4-point Likert scale. Additionally, demographic information
as well as questions including role, content area, grade cluster, and years of experience were
included in the survey along with two open-ended items related to teacher retention and
collective teacher efficacy. Research questions one and two were answered using descriptive

statistics gathered from the PLCA-R survey. Research question number three was answered
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using a one-way ANOVA to examine the mean difference between the groups with the
dependent variables (DV) expressed as a measure of the respondents’ perceptions on the survey
and the independent variables (IV) expressed as roles, content area, grade clusters, and years of
experience. Research questions four and five were answered by reviewing the responses to open-
ended questions. Once these data were analyzed, patterns and themes were compared to findings

from the PLCA-R. The results of these findings are presented in Chapter four.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

This chapter includes an overview of the purpose of the study conducted, a rationale and
overview of the research methodology utilized in the study, and an explanation of the research
questions used to guide the study. The findings from each of the five equally weighted research
questions are addressed through tables utilized to present both the quantitative data and narrative
responses that explain each one in more depth. This chapter concludes with a summary of results
and findings which serve as a foundation for the discussion and implications for future research
found in Chapter Five.

The following equally weighted research questions were used:

1. Which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,
and supportive conditions-structures) are being implemented with fidelity?

2. Which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,
and supportive conditions-structures) present challenges with implementation?

3. To what extent do perceptions of PLC dimensions vary according to role, content area,
grade cluster, and years of experience?

4. How do PLC dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,

and supportive conditions-structures) influence teacher retention?
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5. How do PLC dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships,
and supportive conditions-structures) contribute to collective teacher efficacy?

The findings represent responses from 81% of school leaders, 55% of the teachers, and 44%
of the support staff in the population studied. Among those who participated in the study 34%
were ELA teachers, 12% were math teachers, 15% taught either science or social studies, 12%
identified as a physical education, fine arts, or CTAE teacher, and 27% responded that content
area taught was “not applicable.” Among those participating 47% indicated that they work at the
elementary level, 31% worked with middle school, and 22% worked in high school. When
broken down by years of experience 32% of respondents were in years 1-5, 37% were in years 6-
20, and 31% had 20 or more years of experience.

Quantitative Data Analysis

To answer research questions one and two which ask: “Which dimensions of PLCs (shared
and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) are
being implemented with fidelity?” and “Which dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal
practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) present
challenges with implementation?”” means and standard deviations were calculated for each of the
52 item statements. Reports generated by the PLCA-R online platform were used to determine
the percentages at each level of agreement with the 52 attributes (items) as well as totals for the
six dimensions included on the survey denoting perceptions of PLCs held by all participants.

Next, the mean and standard deviation for each attribute were calculated using the PLCA-R
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online platform. The researcher then reviewed each attribute individually to determine which
items yield the highest and lowest calculated means. The researcher focused on the six PLC
dimension sections to determine which dimensions had a majority of high or low scoring
attributes. Consistent with the recommendations of the survey authors, means of 3.0 or higher
out of 4 .0 were interpreted as general agreement with the attribute. These were considered high
(M > 3.0); therefore, statements yielding means of less than 3.0 were considered low (M < 3.0).
Responses in each dimension were used to determine which of the six dimensions were being
implemented with fidelity and which of the six presented challenges with implementation. Data
for the PLCA-R responses are displayed in the tables below. Once all means were analyzed, the
researcher referred to the calculated standard deviations (SD) for each item in order to account
for outliers (variance within the group). A smaller SD indicated greater agreement, while a larger
SD was indicative of more variance among respondents (less agreement). This information is
represented in tables with calculated percentages, means, and standard deviations for each survey
item.
Shared and Supportive Leadership

Table 1 illustrates the level of agreement with various statements focused on the first
PLC dimension, shared and supportive leadership. Of the 11 statements, “Staff members use
multiple sources of data to make decisions about teaching and learning” yielded the highest level
of agreement with a mean score of 3.41 out of 4.0, and 56% of respondents indicated that they
agreed with the statement and 29% were in strong agreement. The second highest rated attribute
of shared and supportive leadership was “The principal is proactive and addresses areas where
support is needed.” with a mean of 3.31, and 50% of respondents indicated that they agreed with

the statement and 41% indicated strong agreement.
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While all attributes fell within the general agreement range (M = 3.0), there were several
items which yielded lower means indicative of less agreement. The lowest rated attribute, with a
mean of 3.09, was “Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for student
learning without evidence of imposed power and authority” although 83% of respondents
indicated that they agreed (54%) or strongly agreed (29%) with the statement. The next lowest
was “Staff members are consistently involved in discussing and making decisions about most
school issues” with a mean of 3.12. All other attributes, or item statements, yielded overall mean
scores well above 3.0. Based on comments pertaining to shared and supportive leadership,
participants noted the importance of communication and shared decision making. Sample
responses included “I feel like input is listened to and taken into consideration”, “It has been
great that administration has given teachers a voice”, “information from leadership meetings is

not passed down”, and “grade level leaders are given more authority when it comes to decision

making... instead of having input from all grade level staff.” See Table 1.
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Table 1

Shared and Supportive Leadership

Attribute SD% D% A% SA% Mean SD

1. Staff members are consistently involved 1 14 56 29 312 .68
in discussing and making decisions about
most school issues.

2. The principal incorporates advice from 0 7 58 35 3.29 .58
staff members to make decisions.

3. Staff members have accessibility to key 2 11 49 39 325 .72
information.

4. The principal is proactive and addresses 0 10 50 41 331 .64
areas where support is needed.

5. Opportunities are provided for staff 1 13 51 35 331 .64
members to initiate change.

6. The principal shares responsibility and 0 12 50 38 3.26 .67
rewards for innovative actions.

7. The principal participates democratically 0 11 54 34 323 .64
with staff sharing power and authority.

8. Leadership is promoted and nurtured 0 10 57 33 324 61
among staff members.

9. Decision-making takes place through 0 11 56 32 321 .63

committees and communication across
grade and subject areas.

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

11. Staff members use multiple sources of 0 4 51 45 341 57
data to make decisions about teaching and
learning.

w

14 54 29 3.09 .74

Note: n = 105; SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree
Shared Values and Vision

Table 2 is comprised of responses to survey items consisting of attributes considered to
be essential to the second PLC dimension, shared values and vision. Responses pertinent to this
topic yielded relatively high means with most respondents either agreeing or strongly agreeing
with each attribute statement. The items with the highest overall ratings were “Policies and

programs are aligned to the school's vision” and “Data are used to prioritize actions to reach a
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shared vision” which yielded mean scores of 3.44 and 3.42 respectively. The attribute that
yielded the lowest mean score within the shared values and vision dimension was “Stakeholders
are actively involved in creating high expectations that serve to increase student achievement”
which was represented by a mean score of 3.19 and was the only attribute within the dimension
that did not yield over 90% agreement (agree or strongly agree) from respondents. See Table 2.
Table 2

Shared Values and Vision

Attributes SD% D% A% SA% Mean SD

12. A collaborative process exists for developing 0 7 59 34 3.28 .58
a shared sense of values among staff.

13. Shared values support norms of behavior 0 5 60 35 3.30 .56
that guide decisions about teaching and
learning.

14. Staff members share visions for school 0 7 64 30 3.23 .56
improvement that have an undeviating focus
on student learning.

15. Decisions are made in alignment with the 0 5 54 41 336 .57
school’s values and vision.

16. A collaborative process exists for developing 1 8 52 39 3.30 .65
a shared vision among staff.

17. School goals focus on student learning 1 9 49 42 331 .67
beyond test scores and grades.

18. Policies and programs are aligned to the 0 4 47 48 344 57
school’s vision.

19. Stakeholders are actively involved in 4 9 52 35 3.19 .75

creating high expectations that serve to
increase student achievement.
20. Data are used to prioritize actionsto reacha 0 2 54 44 342 53
shared vision.
Note: n = 105; SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Based on comments pertaining to shared values and vision, participants indicated a desire
for more frequent communication of the school’s vision in order to provide more clarity and also
noted a perceived overemphasis on standardized testing results. Sample responses included “A

vision that is communicated to infrequently to be relevant will be difficult for staff to adopt”,
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“there is increased pressure to make sure the learning is focused on how students will test”, and
“Too much emphasis on test scores...when teachers are doing everything in their power to teach
skills.”

Collective Learning and Application

Much like the items in the previous dimension, the 10 attributes comprising collective
learning and application were perceived as strengths among the teachers who participated in the
study as shown in Table 3. The statement with the lowest mean (M = 3.22) was “School staff
members and stakeholders learn together and apply new knowledge to solve problems”. While
the overall mean was high, there were several respondents (n = 11) who disagreed with the
statement. Conversely, the statements with the highest means (M = 3.40) were “Professional
development focuses on teaching and learning” and “Staff members collaboratively analyze
multiple sources of data to assess the effectiveness of instructional practices”.

Based on comments pertaining to collective learning and application, participants
indicated that most of the collective learning occurs through PLCs though trust and clarity can be
barriers to collaboration. Sample responses included “Regarding item 24, this participant notes
primarily grade level and departmental PLCs”, “Done through planning and grade level PLC's
with Content and Data”, “Collegial relationships could improve,” and “staff collaboration is

hindered by what Lencioni describes as an artificial harmony and fear of conflict.” See Table 3.
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Collective Learning and Application
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Attributes

SD%

D%

A%

SA%

Mean SD

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

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

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

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

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

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

Professional development focuses on
teaching and learning.

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

School staff members are committed to
programs that enhance learning.

Staff members collaboratively analyze
multiple sources of data to assess the
effectiveness of instructional practices.
Staff members collaboratively analyze
student work to improve teaching and
learning.

0

4

57

62

57

59

58

41

55

57

49

52

39

33

38

37

34

51

34

40

46

42

3.35

3.29

3.33

3.32

3.27

3.40

3.22

3.37

3.40

3.36

.55

.55

57

.58

.59

.70

.68

54

.60

.59

Note: n = 105; SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Shared Personal Practice

Items pertaining to the fourth PLC dimension, shared personal practice, were indicative

of perceived strength among teachers participating in PLCs. Responses to all items represent a

level of agreement with the statements attributed to shared personal practice. The statement

“Staff members informally share ideas and suggestions for improving student learning” yielded

the highest mean (M = 3.46) with “Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply learning
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and share the results of their practices” as the second highest (M = 3.38). Means for the
statements “Staff members regularly share student work to guide overall school improvement”
and “Staff members collaboratively review student work to share and improve instructional
practices” generated the lowest means, (M = 3.08) and (M = 3.16) respectively. See Table 4.
Table 4

Shared Personal Practice

Attributes SD% D% A% SA% Mean SD

31. Opportunities exist for staff members to 0 7 57 36 3.30 .59
observe peers and offer encouragement.

32. Staff members provide feedback to peers 0 11 59 31 320 .61
related to instructional practices.

33. Staff members informally share ideas and 0 0 54 46 346 .50
suggestions for improving student learning.

34. Staff members collaboratively review 1 11 60 29 3.16 .64
student work to share and improve
instructional practices.

35. Opportunities exist for coaching and 1 6 50 44 3.36 .64
mentoring.

36. Individuals and teams have the opportunity 0 1 60 39 338 51
to apply learning and share the results of
their practices.

37. Staff members regularly share student work 1 16 57 26 3.08 .68
to guide overall school improvement.

Note: n = 105; SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Based on comments pertaining to shared personal practice, participants valued
opportunities such as peer observations and coaching support however they felt that most of the
support is focused on new or struggling teachers. Sample responses included “In the past | have
done peer observations. ..l love this opportunity. There is so much that others do that you can
add to your teaching toolbox. | would recommend to all”, “Opportunities also exist for new or
struggling teachers to observe veteran teachers that can help them with areas that they may

struggle in”, and “these coaching and mentoring opportunities are not as prevalent or effective
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for all staff members as they should be. While most coaching attention is understandably
directed toward new teachers, it would be beneficial for all staff.”
Supportive Conditions-Relationships

The responses to items within the fifth dimension indicated general agreement with
statements attributed to supportive conditions-relationships. The statement “Caring relationships
exist among staff and students that are built on trust and respect” produced the highest overall
agreement (M = 3.40) with 99% of respondents indicating some level of agreement. “School staff
and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified effort to embed change into the culture of the
school” produced the lowest overall mean within this dimension (M = 3.13). Additionally, while
the statement “Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularly in our school”
produced an overall mean indicative of agreement (M = 3.21), several teachers (n = 15)
disagreed with the statement. See Table 5.
Table 5

Supportive Conditions- Relationships

Attributes SD% D% A% SA% Mean SD

38. Caring relationships exist among staff and 0 1 58 41 340 51
students that are built on trust and respect.

39. A culture of trust and respect exists for 0 6 60 34 329 57
taking risks.

40. Outstanding achievement is recognized and 2 12 49 37 321 .73
celebrated regularly in our school.

41. School staff and stakeholders exhibit a 3 11 57 30 313 .71
sustained and unified effort to embed change
into the culture of the school.

42. Relationships among staff members support 0 7 56 37 330 .59
honest and respectful examination of data to
enhance teaching and learning.

Note: n = 105; SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Based on comments pertaining to supportive conditions-relationships, participants

seemed to value both relationships among adults in the building as well as those among all



73

stakeholders while indicating that both are areas in need of improvement. Sample responses
included “I have had years when my team was strong and we were on a roll with teaching and
learning”, “staff and stakeholders...implies both have to be equally engaged and that is not my
experience”, and “I think caring relationships are a weakness in our school.”

Supportive Conditions-Structures

Responses related to the sixth dimension of PLCs, supportive conditions-structures
generated high means indicative of general agreement with the attribute statements. While all
statements yielded high means (M > 3.0), the statements “Appropriate technology and
instructional materials are available to staff”” and “Fiscal resources are available for professional
development” produced the highest (M = 3.45) with 95% and 98% of respondents expressing
levels of agreement. The attribute that generated the lowest mean (M = 3.15) within the
supportive conditions-structures dimension was “Communication systems promote a flow of
information across the entire school community including: central office personnel, parents, and
community members”.

Based on comments pertaining to supportive conditions-structures, participants indicated
that instructional materials and resources were available to staff and that professional
development and the use of such materials are improving. Sample responses included “Staff
technology seems to be on point”, “Every teacher is provided with either a laptop or an iPad. In
some cases, teachers have both”, “Utilization of instructional materials and experts is
improving,” and “Resources for professional development has so improved since | gained

employment.” See Table 6.
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Supportive Conditions- Structures
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Attributes SD% D% A% SA% Mean SD

43. Time is provided to facilitate collaborative 0 10 51 39 3.30 .63
work.

44. The school schedule promotes collective 0 8 58 34 3.27 .59
learning and shared practice.

45. Fiscal resources are available for 0 2 51 47 345 54
professional development.

46. Appropriate technology and instructional 0 5 46 50 345 B9
materials are available to staff.

47. Resource people provide expertise and 0 7 49 45 338 .61
support for continuous learning.

48. The school facility is clean, attractive and 1 4 54 41 3.35 .60
inviting.

49. The proximity of grade level and department 0 3 53 44 341 55
personnel allows for ease in collaborating
with colleagues.

50. Communication systems promote a flow of 3 4 56 37 3.28 .67
information among staff members.

51. Communication systems promote a flow of 5 10 51 34 3.15 .78
information across the entire school
community including: central office
personnel, parents, and community
members.

52. Data are organized and made available to 1 4 59 39 3.33 .60

provide easy access to staff members.

Note: n = 105; SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree

Findings

When analyzing the data collectively across all six PLC dimensions, mean scores

generated by attributes within the dimensions of shared values and vision, collective learning and

application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive

conditions-structures were all greater than 3.0 indicating that respondents were in general

agreement with the statements. Based on these results the researcher was able to conclude that all

six dimensions were being implemented with fidelity. Additionally, based on these findings,
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none of the six PLC dimensions presented challenges for implementation as all areas yielded
means greater than 3.0. When analyzing the data sets for outliers, no outliers were identified.
Perceptions of PLCs by Demographic Characteristics

To answer the third research question, the researcher performed a series of one-way
ANOVA: s to analyze the mean difference in respondents’ perceptions of each PLC dimension
based on participants’ roles, content areas, grade clusters, and years of experience. The
researcher then compared the responses of the subgroups for each of the dimensions. For the
dimensions that reflected a significant difference, a post hoc test was used to help identify the
differences. Findings and results are presented in the tables and accompanying narratives below.
Shared and Supportive Leadership

For the first PLC dimension, Shared and Supportive Leadership, descriptive statistics as
well as a one-way ANOVA were used to analyze the data. Tables 7-10 present the descriptive
statistics for each group followed by the results of the one-way ANOVA in Table 11.

Table 7 shows that among the various perceptions analyzed, school leaders yielded the
highest overall mean in terms of shared and supportive leadership (M = 3.45). Teachers had the
lowest overall perceptions (M =3.16). When analyzed by grade cluster, Table 8 shows that
perceptions yield the highest means at the elementary level (M =3.34) and are lowest at the high
school level (M =3.10). Table 9 provides data based on years of experience and shows that the
more experience respondents had, the higher their overall perceptions of shared and supportive
leadership as the highest perceptions came from those with over 20 years of experience (M
=3.38) and the lowest means were yielded from those with 1-5 years of experience (M =3.16).

Table 10 shows perceptions based on content area. Science teacher perceptions yielded the



highest overall mean (M =3.44) while math teachers accounted for the lowest mean among
content areas (M =3.02). See Tables 7-10.
Table 7

Shared and Supportive Leadership by Role

Role M SD n
Teacher 3.16 .53 74
Support Staff 341 45 22
Leader 3.45 .33 9
Note: n =105
Table 8

Shared and Supportive Leadership by Grade Cluster

Grade Cluster M SD n
Elementary 3.34 5 49
Middle School 3.17 5 33
High School 3.10 54 23
Note: n = 105
Table 9

Shared and Supportive Leadership by Years of Experience

Years of Experience M SD n

1-5 3.16 47 34
6-20 3.18 .56 39
20 + 3.38 47 32

Note: n =105



77

Table 10

Shared and Supportive Leadership by Content Area Taught

Content Area Taught M SD n

ELA 3.06 49 36

Math 3.02 .56 13

Science/SS 3.44 .55 16

PE, Fine Arts, CTAE  3.43 49 12

N/A 3.36 43 28
Note: n =105

The ANOVA results are available in Table 11. Results of the one-way ANOVA were
intended to test whether significance differences existed in perceptions related to shared and
supportive leadership based on participants’ role, grade cluster, years of experience, and content
area taught. Given no significant difference in means, it was determined that the participants’
role, grade cluster, and years of experience did not influence how they perceived shared and
supportive leadership. However, there was a significant difference in means when content area
taught was used as the independent variable. According to the results, participants who teach
science, social studies, PE, fine arts, CTAE, or those who identify as N/A (likely counselors,
administrators, instructional coaches, or other support staff), had higher overall perceptions of
shared and supportive leadership than those who teach ELA or mathematics. See Table 11.

For the second PLC dimension, Shared Values and Vision, descriptive statistics as well
as a one-way ANOVA were used to analyze the data. Tables 12-15 present the descriptive

statistics for each group..
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Table 11

Results of One-Way ANOVA- Shared and Supportive Leadership

Variable SS df MS F
Role Between Groups 1.483 2 742 2.935
Within Groups 25.778 102 253
Grade Cluster  Between Groups 1.156 2 578 2.259
Within Groups 26.105 102 .256
Years of Between Groups 961 2 481 1.864
Experience
Within Groups 26.300 102 .258
Content Area  Between Groups 3.238 4 810 3.370*
Taught
Within Groups 24.023 100 240

*p < .05. **p < .01.
Table 12 shows that among the various perceptions analyzed, school leaders yielded the
highest overall mean in terms of shared vision (M =3.59). Teachers had the lowest overall
perceptions (M =3.25). When analyzed by grade cluster, Table 13 shows that perceptions yield
the highest means at the elementary level (M =3.39) and are lowest at the middle school level (M
=3.23). Table 14 provides data based on years of experience and shows that the more experience
respondents had, the higher their overall perceptions of shared values and vison as the highest
perceptions came from those with over 20 years of experience (M =3.40) and the lowest means
were yielded from those with 1-5 years of experience (M =3.26). Table 15 shows perceptions
based on content area. Science teacher perceptions yielded the highest overall mean (M =3.5)
while ELA teachers accounted for the lowest mean among content areas (M =3.15). See Tables

12-16.
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Shared Values and Vision by Role
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Role M SD n
Teacher 3.25 51 74
Support Staff 3.43 48 22
Leader 3.59 .39 9

Note: n =105

Table 13

Shared Values and Vision by Grade Cluster
Grade Cluster M SD n
Elementary 3.39 .53 49
Middle School 3.23 46 33
High School 3.28 49 23

Note: n = 105

Table 14

Shared Values and Vision by Years of Experience
Years of Experience M SD n
1-5 3.26 53 34
6-20 3.29 52 39
20 + 3.40 45 32

Note: n =105
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Shared Values and Vision by Content Area Taught
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Content Area Taught M SD n
ELA 3.15 A7 36
Mathematics 3.19 .58 13
Science/SS 35 49 16
PE, Fine Arts, CTAE  3.47 A48 12
N/A 3.41 A48 28
Note: n = 105
Table 16
Results of One-Way ANOVA- Shared Values and Vision
Variable SS df MS F
Rol Between Groups 1.339 2 .670 2.744
ole
Within Groups 24.887 102 244
Between Groups 533 2 .266 1.057
Grade Cluster o
Within Groups 25.693 102 252
Years of Between Groups 325 2 163 .640
Experience  Within Groups 25.901 102 254
Content Area  Between Groups 2.263 4 .566 2.361
Taught Within Groups 23.963 100 240

*p < .05, **p < .01

Results of the one-way ANOVA were intended to show differences in perceptions related

to shared values and vision according to participants role, grade cluster, years of experience, and

content area taught. Given no significant difference in means, it was determined that the
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participants’ role, grade cluster, years of experience, or content area taught had no influence on
how they perceived shared values and vision.

For the third PLC dimension, Collective Learning and Application, descriptive statistics
as well as a one-way ANOVA were used to analyze the data. Tables 17-20 present the
descriptive statistics for each group. The ANOVA results are available in Table 21. Table 17
shows that among the various perceptions analyzed, school leaders yielded the highest overall
mean in terms of collective learning and application (M =3.47). Teachers had the lowest overall
perceptions (M =3.28). When analyzed by grade cluster Table 18 shows that perceptions yield
the highest means at the elementary level (M =3.43) and are lowest at the high school level (M
=3.23). Table 19 provides data based on years of experience. The highest perceptions came from
those with 1-5 years of experience (M =3.37) and the lowest means were yielded from those with
6-10 years of experience (M =3.29). Table 20 shows perceptions based on content area. Science
teacher perceptions yielded the highest overall mean (M =3.56) while mathematics teachers
accounted for the lowest mean among content areas (M =3.22). See Tables 17-21.

Table 17

Collective Learning and Application by Role

Role M SD n
Teacher 3.28 46 74
Support Staff 3.45 A7 22
Leader 3.47 40 9

Note: n =105



Table 18

Collective Learning and Application by Grade Cluster

Grade Cluster M SD n
Elementary 3.43 48 49
Middle School 3.26 44 33
High School 3.23 43 23

Note: n =105

Table 19

Collective Learning and Application by Years of Experience
Years of Experience M SD n
1-5 3.37 48 34
6-20 3.29 5 39
20 + 3.35 40 32

Note: n = 105

Table 20

Collective Learning and Application by Content Area Taught
Content Area Taught M SD n
ELA 3.24 45 36
Math 3.22 48 13
Science/SS 3.56 49 16
PE, Fine Arts, CTAE 3.36 46 12
N/A 3.36 43 28

Note: n =105
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Table 21

Results of One-Way ANOVA- Collective Learning and Application

Variable SS df MS F
Between Groups 672 2 .336 207

Role Within Groups 21.395 102 210

Grade Cluster Between Groups 877 2 438 2111
Within Groups 21.189 102 .208

Years of Between Groups 113 2 .057 .263

Experience  Within Groups 21.953 102 215

Content Area  Between Groups 1.327 4 332 1.600

Taught Within Groups 20.739 100 207

*p <.05. **p < .01

Results of the one-way ANOVA were intended to show differences in perceptions
collective learning and application according to participants role, grade cluster, years of
experience, and content area taught. Given no significant difference in means, it was determined
that the participants’ role, grade cluster, years of experience, or content area taught had no
influence on how participants perceived collective learning and application.

For the fourth PLC dimension, Shared Personal Practice, descriptive statistics as well as a
one-way ANOVA were used to analyze the data. Tables 22-25 present the descriptive statistics
for each group. The ANOVA results are available in Table 26. Table 22 shows that among the
various perceptions analyzed, support staff yielded the highest overall mean in terms of shared
personal practice (M =3.48). Teachers had the lowest overall perceptions (M =3.19). When
analyzed by grade cluster Table 23 shows that perceptions yield the highest means at the middle
school level (M =3.31) and are lowest at the high school level (M =3.22). Table 24 provides data

based on years of experience. The highest perceptions came from those with 1-5 years of



experience (M =3.33) and the lowest means were yielded from those with over 20 years of
experience (M =3.23). Table 25 shows perceptions based on content area. Science teacher
perceptions yielded the highest overall mean (M =3.49) while ELA teachers accounted for the

lowest mean among content areas (M =3.12). See Tables 22-26.

Table 22

Shared Personal Practice by Role
Role M SD n
Teacher 3.19 A7 74
Support Staff 3.48 49 22
Leader 3.46 .53 9

Note: n = 105

Table 23

Shared Personal Practice by Grade Cluster

Grade Cluster M SD n

Elementary 3.28 5 49
Middle School 331 45 33
High School 3.22 .53 23

Note: n =105
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Shared Personal Practice by Years of Experience
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Years of Experience M SD n
1-5 3.33 5 34
6-20 3.26 5 39
20 + 3.23 47 32

Note: n =105

Table 25

Shared Personal Practice by Content Area Taught
Content Area Taught M SD n
ELA 3.12 42 36
Math 3.15 Sl 13
Science/SS 3.49 49 16
PE, Fine Arts, CTAE 341 47 12
N/A 3.36 52 28

Note: n =105
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Table 26

Results of One-Way ANOVA- Shared Personal Practice

Variable SS df MS F
Between Groups 1.735 2 .868 3.814*

Role Within Groups 23.201 102 227

Grade Cluster Between Groups 119 2 .060 245
Within Groups 24.817 102 243

Years of Between Groups 175 2 .088 361

Experience  Within Groups 24.761 102 243

Content Area  Between Groups 2.213 4 553 2.435

Taught Within Groups 22.723 100 227

*p <.05. **p <.0L.

Results of the one-way ANOVA were intended to show differences in perceptions related
to shared personal practice according to participants role, grade cluster, years of experience, and
content area taught. Given no significant difference in means, it was determined that the
participants’ grade cluster, years of experience, or content area taught did not influence how they
perceived shared personal practice. However, there was a significant difference in means when
the participants’ role was used as the independent variable. According to the results, participants
who were in leadership or support staff roles had higher overall perceptions of shared personal
practice than those who identified as teachers.

For the fifth PLC dimension, Supportive Conditions-Relationships, descriptive statistics
as well as a one-way ANOVA were used to analyze the data. Tables 27-30 present the
descriptive statistics for each group. The ANOVA results are available in Table 31. Table 27
shows that among the various perceptions analyzed, school leaders yielded the highest overall

mean in terms of supportive conditions-relationships (M =3.5). Teachers had the lowest overall
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perceptions (M =3.18). When analyzed by grade cluster Table 28 shows that perceptions yield
the highest means at the elementary level (M =3.35) and are lowest at the high school level (M
=3.18). Table 29 provides data based on years of experience and shows that the highest overall
perceptions of supportive conditions-relationships came from those with over 20 years of
experience (M =3.28) and the lowest means were yielded from those with 6-20 years of
experience (M =3.26). Table 30 shows perceptions based on content area. Science teachers and
non-content participant perceptions yielded the highest overall mean (M =3.4) while ELA
teachers accounted for the lowest mean among content areas (M =3.09). Results of the one-way
ANOVA were intended to show differences in perceptions related to supportive conditions-
relationships according to participants role, grade cluster, years of experience, and content area
taught. Given no significant difference in means, it was determined that the participants’ grade
cluster, years of experience, or content area taught did not influence how they perceived
supportive conditions-relationships. However, there was a significant difference in means when
participants’ role was used as the independent variable. Much like the results for shared personal
practice, participants who identified as leaders or support staff had higher perceptions of the
existing supportive conditions-relationships than those who identified as teachers. See Tables

27-31.



Table 27

Supportive Conditions-Relationships by Role

Role M SD
Teacher 3.18 AT
Support Staff 3.45 .58
Leader 3.5 AT
Note: n =105
Table 28

Supportive Conditions-Relationships by Grade Cluster

Grade Cluster M SD
Elementary 3.35 .53
Middle School 3.20 A7
High School 3.18 51
Note: n = 105
Table 29

Supportive Conditions-Relationships by Years of Experience

Years of Experience M SD
1-5 3.27 Sl
6-20 3.26 51
20 + 3.28 .52

Note: n =105
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Supportive Conditions-Relationships by Content Area Taught
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Content Area Taught M SD n
ELA 3.09 44 36
Math 3.22 61 13
Science/SS 3.40 53 16
PE, Fine Arts, CTAE 3.35 46 12
N/A 3.40 51 28
Note: n = 105
Table 31
Results of One-Way ANOVA- Supportive Conditions-Relationships
Variable SS df MS F
Rol Between Groups 1.749 2 875 3.543*
ole
Within Groups 25.184 102 247
Between Groups .658 2 329 1.277
Grade Cluster
Within Groups 26.275 102 .258
Years of Between Groups 011 2 .006 979
Experience  Within Groups 26.922 102 264
Content Area  Between Groups 1.968 4 492 1.970
Taught Within Groups 24.966 100 250

*p < .05, **p < 0L

For the sixth and final PLC dimension, Supportive Conditions-Structures, descriptive

statistics as well as a one-way ANOVA were used to analyze the data. Tables 32-35 present the

descriptive statistics for each group. The ANOVA results are available in Table 36. Table 32

shows that among the various perceptions analyzed, school leaders yielded the highest overall
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mean in terms of supportive conditions-structures (M =3.66). Teachers had the lowest overall
perceptions (M =3.24). When analyzed by grade cluster Table 33 shows that perceptions yield
the highest means at the elementary level (M =3.44) and are lowest at the middle school level (M
=3.22). Table 34 provides data based on years of experience and shows that the more experience
respondents had, the higher their overall perceptions of supportive conditions-structures as the
highest perceptions came from those with over 20 years of experience (M =3.45) and the lowest
means were yielded from those with 1-5 years of experience (M =3.27). Table 35 shows
perceptions based on content area. Science teacher perceptions yielded the highest overall mean
(M =3.56) while ELA teachers accounted for the lowest mean among content areas (M =3.18).
See Tables 32-36.

Table 32

Supportive Conditions-Structures by Role

Role M SD n
Teacher 3.24 A48 74
Support Staff 3.54 A7 22
Leader 3.66 .34 9

Note: n =105
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Supportive Conditions-Structures by Grade Cluster
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Grade Cluster M SD n
Elementary 3.44 45 49
Middle School 3.22 .52 33
High School 3.26 49 23

Note: n =105

Table 34

Supportive Conditions-Structures by Years of Experience
Years of Experience M SD n
1-5 3.27 .52 34
6-20 3.30 48 39
20 + 3.45 46 32

Note: n =105

Table 35

Supportive Conditions-Structures by Content Area Taught
Content Area Taught M SD n
ELA 3.18 5 36
Math 3.25 46 13
Science/SS 3.56 44 16
PE, Fine Arts, CTAE 3.31 .53 12
N/A 3.46 44 28

Note: n =105
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Table 36

Results of One-Way ANOVA- Supportive Conditions-Structures

Variable SS df MS F
Between Groups 2.515 2 1.258 5.751**

Role Within Groups 22.307 102 219

Grade Cluster Between Groups 1.101 2 551 2.367
Within Groups 23.721 102 233

Years of Between Groups .607 2 303 1.277

Experience Within Groups 24.216 102 237

Content Area  Between Groups 2.178 4 545 2.405

Taught Within Groups 22.644 100 226

*p <.05. **p < .0L.

Results of the one-way ANOVA were intended to show differences in perceptions related
to supportive conditions-structures according to participants role, grade cluster, years of
experience, and content area taught. Given no significant difference in means, it was determined
that the participants’ grade cluster, years of experience, or content area taught did not influence
how they perceived supportive conditions-structures. Again, participants’ role was found to have
the greatest influence on their perception of supportive conditions-structures. Like the previous
two PLC dimensions, leaders and support staff had a higher overall perception of existing
conditions related to supportive structures while teacher perceptions yielded significantly lower
means.

The Influence of PLC Dimensions on Teacher Retention

In addition to the Likert-scaled items included in the first part of the survey, respondents

were asked to respond to two open-ended questions at the end of the survey. These research

open-ended questions were designed to answer the final two research questions: “How do PLC
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dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and
application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive
conditions-structures) influence teacher retention?”” and “How do PLC dimensions (shared and
supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures)
contribute to collective teacher efficacy?” The intent of these questions was to solicit narrative
responses that could be analyzed for themes/patterns and used to provide additional insight into
the impact of PLCs. Specifically, these questions were intended to explore the influence of PLC
dimensions on both teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy. The responses were
analyzed carefully and categorized based on themes that emerged from common phrases found
in the responses. Three themes emerged from the responses - 1) PLCs help teacher retention; 2)
PLCs do not influence teacher retention and 3) Influence depends on the PLC. The themes that
emerged from each item are presented in the tables below along with frequencies and sample
responses. Overall, respondents either felt that PLCs helped teacher retention, that PLCs had no
impact on teacher retention, or that the effect of PLCs on teacher retention varied depending on

the PLC itself. See Table 37.
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Influence of PLCs on Teacher Retention Derived from Qualitative Data

Themes n Sample Respondent Statements
PLCs help teacher 77 “The elements of a PLC can promote teacher retention because it
retention helps to build relationships with collogues and makes everyone
feel safe to learn and grow”
“Having a PLC where you feel supported, ideas are heard, and
everyone is all in helps you feel like you belong. A sense of
family/community helps the work environment which in turn
influences teachers to want to stay”
PLCs do not influence 8 “PLC does not influence my decision to stay or leave. As for
teacher retention others, | have heard them indicate the same”
“The people who have left our dept left for reasons other than
PLC, so I would have to say one doesn't influence the other”
Influence depends onthe 8 “Some PLCs are stronger than others. When a PLC is open to

PLC

new staff members, there is great retention. When the PLC is
unwelcoming to new staff, the retention is less”

“When a teacher is a member of a high functioning PLC where
they feel supported, valued and have positive relationships with
their peers they usually choose to stay and collectively meet the
challenge and demands of improving student achievement.
However, when the PLC is dysfunctional, teachers generally have
a negative feeling about the overall culture or environment of the
school which in turn leads to a lack of motivation and they will
more than likely choose to leave”

Note: n = 105; 12 participants chose not to respond, were off topic, or responded “NA”

The most commonly recurring theme was that PLCs “Help teacher retention” (n = 77).

Among these responses there were repeated references to the “community” and “support” that

PLCs provide to their members through various forms “collaboration”. Included in the “PLCs

don’t influence teacher retention” theme were statements related to compliance rather than
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collaboration with more than one respondent expressing that PLCs are a “waste of time”
Additionally, respondents in this category seemed to experience PLCs as a form of top-down
information dissemination with statements such as “disseminate the message from the directives
of the administration” and “so much ‘business’ we have to do in order to check boxed that we
don’t focus much on instruction or sharing student work.” Regarding the last theme of “Influence
depends on the PLC” respondents noted that certain PLC conditions have a positive impact on
teacher retention while others may negatively affect teacher retention. In their responses, words
and phrases such as “supportive” and “positive relationships” were associated with having a
positive impact on PLCs while others such as “negative” and “lack of collaboration” were said to
have the opposite effect and “influence teachers to leave.”
The Influence of PLC Dimensions on Collective Teacher Efficacy

The second open-ended question “How do the elements of a PLC (shared and supportive
leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal
practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) contribute to
collective teacher efficacy at your school?” sought to provide insight into how PLC elements
affect collective teacher efficacy. Three themes emerged from the responses - 1) PLCs help
collective teacher efficacy; 2) PLCs don’t influence collective teacher efficacy; and 3) Influence
depends on the PLC. The most common theme found in the responses (n = 83) was that
respondents felt that PLCs help collective teacher efficacy. Common words that were used when
describing this relationship were “collaborate” and “together”. There were only a few
respondents who felt that PLCs had no influence on collective teacher efficacy (n=3) and one

respondent even felt that veteran teachers should be able to “opt out of PLCs.” See Table 38.
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Influence of PLCs on Collective Teacher Efficacy Derived from Qualitative Data

Themes

n

Sample Respondent Statements

PLCs help collective
teacher efficacy

PLCs don’t influence
collective teacher efficacy

Influence depends on the
PLC

83

3

8

“| believe the elements of a PLC contribute to collective teacher
efficacy at my school”

“Teachers take a sense of ownership in what transpires at our
school because they are involved in the development of school
wide initiatives. This leads to greater teacher efficacy, as teachers
develop a clear understanding of school level goals, and more
importantly, how to hit those goals”

“Currently, the elements in place for PLCs aren't contributing
much to teacher efficacy”

“I do not believe they do”

“The PLCs that check all the boxes expect and see results. The
other PLCs are very negative and the results are just not there.
They tend to believe that the students just can't get it”

“Teachers who demonstrate a strong self-efficacy also play a
large role in the successful leadership of collaborative PLCs.
Those teachers are responsible for creating a trusting, effective
PLC focused on student’s growth and achievement and
understand the shared vision. As a result, these PLCs have
achieved collective teacher efficacy. On the flip side, those PLCs
without strong leadership struggle with collective teacher
efficacy”

Note: n = 105; 11 participants chose not to respond, were off topic, or responded “NA”

While most respondents (79%) felt that PLCs helped collective teacher efficacy, the

second most common theme was that influence depends on the PLC. Respondents who

expressed such sentiment noted positive influences on collective teacher efficacy among those

who participate in high functioning PLCs while also acknowledging that PLCs lack certain

attributes then collective efficacy can struggle as a result.
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Chapter Summary

The overall purpose of this study was to determine which dimensions of PLCs were being
implemented with fidelity. Additionally, this study aimed to examine the impact of PLC
perceptions based on participants’ roles, grade cluster, content, and years of experience within
the school system. Finally, the influence of PLCs on both teacher retention and collective teacher
efficacy was explored. Data were collected from participants within the Curtis County School
District which included school leaders, teachers, and support staff, by participants completing the
Professional Learning Communities Assessment-Revised (PLCA-R) survey in addition to two
open-ended questions. The survey was administered in the PLCA-R online platform which
produced reports with descriptive statistics.
One-way ANOVA tests were performed to show the relationships between variables. In addition,
open-ended responses were coded and analyzed for themes. The first two research questions
were answered using means of responses to items found on the PLCA-R. Responses indicated
that participants’ perceptions of PLCs were high which was interpreted as all six dimensions of
PLCs being implemented with fidelity while none of the dimensions were perceived to have
produced challenges with implementation. Using an open-ended comment section that allowed
participants to elaborate on responses, the researcher gained additional insight into participant
perceptions regarding each PLC dimension. Comments reflected the importance of
communication and shared leadership, the need for trust and clarity to improve collaboration, the
value of peer observations and coaching beyond support for new and struggling teachers, and a
need for improved relationships both among teachers and with stakeholders. The third research
question analysis indicated there were significant differences in PLC perceptions in four of six

PLC dimensions based on participants’ roles within the school. The analysis showed that
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mathematics and ELA teachers had significantly lower perceptions of shared and supportive
leadership than those who teach other content areas. Additionally, perceptions of shared personal
practice and supportive conditions including relationships and structures were significantly lower
among teachers than those serving in leadership or support roles. Analysis of the open-ended
questions intended to answer the final two research questions regarding the influence of PLCs on
teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy showed that the majority of participants felt that

PLCs had a positive impact on both teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

This chapter begins with an overview of the study, including the statement of the
problem, the purpose statement, research questions, and research methodology that guided the
study. A summary of the results from Chapter Four will serve as the basis for more in-depth
discussion of each research question, followed by implications for practice and recommendations
for future research. This chapter ends with a conclusion summary of the study and a final impact
statement.

Although well-intentioned and rooted in the desire to help provide quality education to
American children, government mandates have increasingly created pressure on public schools
to produce results on student achievement. Oversight at the federal level via legislation such as
the “No Child Left Behind Act” (2002) and the “Every Student Succeeds Act” of 2015 (2021)
has led to increased accountability at the state level resulting in an emphasis on standardized
testing, the results of which carry heavy consequences for schools that fail to perform at expected
levels. Seeking solutions to produce results that meet the rising expectations, many schools have
turned to professional learning communities (PLCs) to increase student achievement. In response
to research supporting the use of job-embedded professional learning (Darling-Hammond et al.,
2009), the state of Georgia’s licensure agency (GaPSC) created requirements for all public
educators to participate in PLCs. The problem is minimal oversight has been provided to ensure
that PLCs are being implemented with fidelity and often misconceptions about PLCs result in
surface level meetings with no real effect on student learning (Dufour et al., 2016). In order for
PLCs to support student achievement there are certain conditions that must exist within a school.
School leaders play a vital role in facilitating such conditions. It is therefore impetrative that

school leaders not only know the elements of an effective PLC, but also are aware of how such



100

elements are perceived among the teachers and staff members within their respective buildings.
This understanding is and its perception among teachers and staff are characteristic of high
performing schools (Brown et al., 2017), therefore supporting it will ensure that school leaders
are able to support their staff in effective school improvement efforts.

In order to provide a framework for effective PLCs as well as a tool to assess the fidelity
with which such elements are being implemented Olivier et al. (2010) developed the Professional
Learning Communities Assessment- Revised (PLCA-R), which breaks the attributes of effective
PLCs down into six PLC dimensions including shared and supportive leadership, shared values
and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-
relationships, and supportive conditions-structures. A thorough review of the literature related to
each dimension supported the inclusion of these dimensions and built a strong rationale for
school leaders to consider each when deciding whether or not PLCs are being implemented with
fidelity within their buildings.

A review of the literature denoted that shared and supportive leadership was found to
enhance creativity and aid in learning teams seeking innovative solutions to problems such as
those facing educators (Huang et al., 2020; Koeslag-Kreunen, 2020; Lyndon, 2019).
Additionally, shared values and vision were found to enhance collective teacher efficacy and
linked to high achieving schools (Mombourquette, 2017; Qadach et al., 2020). Furthermore,
shared personal practice not only changed teachers’ instructional practices (Chauraya & Brodie,
2018) but also helped to support teacher induction and increased teacher retention (Kelly, 2019).
Finally, supportive conditions inclusive of relationships among staff increased professional

learning outcomes (Akinyemi et al., 2020) and enabling structures were found to increase trust
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(Kalkan, 2016) and optimism (Mitchell et al., 2016) which are both conditions that are needed
for effective PLCs.

This research also intertwines with the concept of transformational leadership (Burns,
1978; Leithwood & Jentzi, 2000) which has been found to support PLCs (Luyten & Bazo, 2019;
Vanblaere & Devos, 2016). As noted in previous research, transformational leadership stimulates
changes in teacher practices through PLCs (Luyten & Bazo, 2019). This study examined the
supportive conditions needed in order to facilitate PLC work. As Burns (1978) noted,
transformational leadership emerges when leaders and followers work together to raise
motivation and morality. Shared leadership and supportive conditions inclusive of relationships
and communication were examined in this study which all have an effect on collaboration within
teams. Previous studies have also identified transformational leadership as a predictor of
collective responsibility, team learning, reflective dialogue, and innovation solution finding
which are all intended outcomes of professional learning communities (Koeslag-Kreunen et al.,
2020; Vanblaere & Devos, 2016) and thus, this is why transformational leadership was selected
as the theoretical framework for this study.

Discussion

This study focused on the perceptions of school leaders, teachers, and support staff in
relation to six dimensions of PLCs. The overall intent of the researcher was to determine which
dimensions of PLCs were being implemented with fidelity, and which dimensions presented
challenges with implementation. Additional questions were posed to determine to what extent
perceptions of PLCs varied by role, content area, grade cluster, and years of experience as well

as how PLC dimensions contributed to teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy.
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The participants in this research study were within the Curtis County School District
(CCSD), a pseudonym, which consisted of one rural, public school district comprised of
elementary, middle, and high schools. The participants included school leaders, teachers, and
support staff who all participated in PLCs across the district. All schools were identified as Title
| schools and characterized by high poverty with 100% of students eligible for free and reduced
lunch.

The researcher used the Professional Learning Communities Assessment-Revised
(PLCA-R) which was developed by Olivier et al. (2010) and added additional demographic and
open-ended items in order to gather perceptions of PLC dimensions, to determine to what extent
those perceptions vary by respondents, and to find out how said dimensions contributed to
teacher retention as well as collective teacher efficacy. The results of the study are discussed in
the following sections which address each of the five equally weighted research questions.
Descriptive statistics including frequencies, means, and standard deviations were utilized to
answer the first two research questions. Inferential statistics including univariate analysis of
variance tests (ANOVA) were used to answer the third research question. The final two research
questions were addressed by analyzing two open-ended items for themes and patterns found in
open-ended responses seeking to determine how PLCs contribute to teacher retention and
collective teacher efficacy.

Research Questions One and Two

The first research question guiding the study was: Which dimensions of PLCs (shared
and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) are

being implemented with fidelity? Perceptions of each of the six PLC dimensions (shared and
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supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures)
yielded high means (M>3.0). According to the developers of the PLCA-R, means greater than or
equal to 3.0 should be interpreted as general agreement with each statement. Based on these
findings one can conclude that all six dimensions of PLCs (shared and supportive leadership,
shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive
conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) are being implemented with
fidelity.

The second research question guiding the study was: Which dimensions of PLCs (shared
and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures)
present challenges with implementation? As noted above, perceptions of each of the six PLC
dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and
application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive
conditions-structures) yielded high means (M>3.0). Because means greater than or equal to 3.0
were interpreted as general agreement with each statement, none of the six PLC dimensions were
interpreted to have presented challenges to implementing PLCs with fidelity.

Findings related to Research Questions One and Two indicated that all six dimensions of
PLCs were being implemented with fidelity and that none of the six dimensions were presenting
challenges with implementation. These findings are significant as published research findings
indicate that successful implementation of PLCs not only enhances professional learning
(McGee, 2016; Trust, 2016), but has also been linked to increased student achievement (Ratts,

2015; Ronfeldt et al., 2015).
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Research Question Three

The third research question guiding this study was: To what extent do perceptions of PLC
dimensions vary according to role, content area, grade cluster, and years of experience? ANOVA
results in Table 11 related to Shared and Supportive Leadership showed that there was not any
significant difference in means based on role, grade cluster, or years of experience. The only
significant difference in means found was by content area. Those who identified as a science,
social studies, physical education, fine arts, or CTAE teacher had significantly higher
perceptions of shared and supportive leadership than those who taught ELA or mathematics.
ANOVA results showed no significant difference in perceptions related to shared values and
vision when accounting for role, content area, grade cluster, or years of experience. Similar
findings showed ANOVA results for perceptions of collective learning and application based on
role, content area, grade cluster, and years of experience noted no significant difference. When
shared personal practice was used as the dependent variable and role, content area, grade cluster,
and years of experience were the independent variables, findings indicated significant differences
in perceptions based on the participants’ roles, specifically, those who identified as school
leaders or support staff had significantly higher perceptions of shared personal practice than
those who identified as teachers.

Additionally, ANOVA findings indicated significant differences in means among school
leaders and support staff from those who identified as teachers regarding perceptions of
supportive conditions-relationships. The results of the final ANOVA also showed a significant
difference in means when measuring perceptions of supportive conditions-structures. School
leaders and support staff had significantly higher perceptions than teachers in relation to this

PLC dimension. Findings are consistent with research findings of Luyten and Bazo (2019) who
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discovered discrepancies in PLC perceptions based on educator roles, specifically they found
that school leaders often had higher perceptions of PLCs than teachers. Findings from this
research contradicted research findings from Masuda (2013) that suggested that perceptions of
professional learning vary by years of experience as there were no significant differences in
perceptions found in relation to years of experience in these findings.
Research Question Four

The fourth research question guiding this study was: How do PLC dimensions (shared
and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures)
influence teacher retention? Findings presented emergent themes and responses indicative of
cach theme based on participants’ responses to an open-ended item designed to elicit thoughts on
how PLC dimensions (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective
learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and
support conditions-structures) influence teacher retention. During analysis of the data sets
collected, three prominent themes emerged. Overall, participants either indicated that PLCs
helped teacher retention, that PLCs did not have an effect on teacher retention, and that the
influence of PLCs on teacher retention could be positive or negative, depending on the PLC
itself. For example, 73% of participates expressed that PLCs helped teacher retention while 13%
indicated that PLCs did not have an effect on teacher retention. Finally, another 13% felt that
PLCs could have a positive or negative impact on teacher retention depending on the individuals
within the PLC and the culture that is created among PLC members. Such conditional factors
support research findings that collaboration among teachers increases teacher retention (Kelly,

2019) and that effective instructional leadership combined with the type of collective teacher
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efficacy or lack thereof play a role in teachers’ intent to leave (Qudach, 2019). When shared
leadership emerges through collaboration then teacher burnout is reduced (Benoliel & Barth,
2017). On the other hand, failure to create conditions that support shared leadership among
groups can negatively impact teacher retention (Torres, 2020).
Research Question Five

The fifth research question guiding this study was: How do PLC dimensions (shared and
supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application, shared
personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures)
contribute to collective teacher efficacy? These findings presented emergent themes and
responses indicative of each theme based on participants’ responses to an open-ended item
designed to elicit thoughts on how PLC dimensions influence collective teacher efficacy. During
analysis of the data collected, three prominent themes emerged. Overall, participants either
indicated that PLCs helped collective teacher efficacy, that PLCs did not have an effect on
collective teacher efficacy, or that the influence of PLCs on collective teacher efficacy could be
positive or negative, depending on the PLC itself and thus, these were identified as the three
themes that emerged. For example, 79% of participates expressed that PLCs helped collective
teacher efficacy while 3% indicated that PLCs did not have an effect on collective teacher
efficacy. Finally, much like the results to research question four, another 8% felt that PLCs could
have a positive or negative impact on collective teacher efficacy depending on the individuals
within the PLC and the culture that is created among PLC members.

The overwhelming percentage of respondents who indicated that PLCs helped collective
efficacy support findings in previous research that participation in PLCs enhances collective

teacher efficacy (Lee, 2020; Little, 2020; Zheng et al., 2019). The feelings of those who
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indicated that the effects of PLCs depend on the conditions within the PLC such as trust among
individuals are consistent with research findings that indicated that efficacy increases with
teacher trust (Kiling et al., 2021). Such conditions are created by instructional leaders who also
have an effect on collective efficacy through the conditions that are created (Qadach et al., 2020).
As teacher autonomy is supported and enhanced through the PLC process, collective teacher
efficacy is also enhanced (Boz & Saylik, 2021). Research findings have also shown that the
quality of collaboration among PLC members affects student achievement (Ronfeldt, 2015).
Within the results driven culture of an effective PLC, positively affecting student achievement
enhances collective teacher efficacy as teachers who experience success through the PLC process
begin to believe that their collective efforts can make an impact on student outcomes.
Limitations, Delimitations, Assumptions

It is important to consider limitations when interpreting the findings from this study.
First, it is possible that the use of self-reporting when participants completed the surveys limited
the accuracy and precision of the findings, as participants may not have been the best raters of
their own perceptions, beliefs, or attitudes. Second, findings are based on a 54% response rate
which may have been impacted by the amount of time required to complete the survey coupled
with the level of responsibility required while working in a rural, high poverty school district. It
can be assumed that respondents who participated were more motivated to check and respond to
emails than those who did not participate. Therefore, responses may have been limited to those
who had the time, and or willingness, to reply to emails and complete surveys.

A delimitation was that the study was limited to educators in one school district. Due to
the unpredictability of school and participant access during to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic

along with the inundation of related studies and surveys, the researcher decided to focus on one
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school district which was also the researcher’s place of employment. While increasing
accessibility, this convenience sampling approach possibly limited the generalizability of the
results as participants were limited to school leaders, teachers, and support staff of one rural
school district. As a result, findings may not be as generalizable to other populations or contexts
as they may have been with more districts included in the study. It is assumed that responses
from respondents were honest and truthful, however there is no way to ensure this.
Implications for Practice

This study contributes to current research related to teacher perceptions of various PLC
dimensions, how perceptions of PLCs vary by the educator’s role, and how PLCs influence
teacher retention as well as collective teacher efficacy. The review of literature supports the need
for administrators to access perceptions of various practices related to PLCs to ensure that they
are being implemented with fidelity. The PLCA-R provides school leaders with a tool to access
perceptions of critical PLC dimensions to determine which are being implemented with fidelity,
and which are presenting challenges with implementation (Olivier et al., 2010). Findings in this
study support previous research that suggests that perceptions of school leaders related to PLCs
are higher than those of teachers (Luyten & Bazo, 2019). Based on these findings it could be
argued that school leaders should not depend on their own perceptions when attempting to
determine whether or not PLCs are being implemented with fidelity but must include the voice
of the collective good of the school.

School leaders looking to address challenges related to teacher retention should consider
assessing whether or not PLCs are being implemented with fidelity in their schools. Among the
schools that were found to be implementing PLCs with fidelity in the study, 73% of respondents

felt that PLCs helped improve teacher retention. These findings are consistent with previous
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research findings that found significant relationships between the types of shared leadership
involved in PLCs and the reduction in teacher burnout (Benoliel & Barth, 2017). Another 13% of
respondents in the study indicated that PLCs that fail to create supportive conditions can actually
negatively impact teacher retention. For this reason, school leaders should be deliberate in
evaluating current PLCs practices to ensure that not only are PLCs taking place, but also that
PLCs are undergirded by shared leadership as failure to do so has shown to negatively impact
teacher retention (Torres, 2020).

Not only does this study add to current research that shows the relationship between
PLCs and teacher retention, it also demonstrates the connection between PLCs and collective
efficacy which has been shown to enhance teacher retention (Torres, 2020). Collective teacher
efficacy has been linked to increased student achievement (Hattie, 2016). Several studies have
cited PLC elements such as autonomy and trust as contributing factors to collective teacher
efficacy (Boz & Saylik, 2021; Kiling et al., 2021) and there have even been direct connections
between PLCs and collective teacher efficacy (Lee, 2020). The current study supports such
findings as 79% of respondents within a district which was found to be implementing PLCs with
fidelity indicated that PLCs help collective teacher efficacy. School leaders seeking to enhance
collective teacher efficacy should either consider implementing PLCs or assessing existing PLC
practices in order to ensure that PLCs are being implemented with fidelity in order to produce the
intended outcomes.

Several themes emerged from the data that have practical implications for district and
school-level practices. First, items related to stakeholder collaboration consistently yielded the
lowest means among PLC dimensions. These findings were consistent with perceptions that

stakeholder involvement has declined since the COVID-19 pandemic. Based on these results the
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researcher has recommended that the district evaluate practices used to engage stakeholders such
as local school governance teams. Collaboration with experts from the Georgia Charter Schools
Association (GCSA) to gain insight into how other charter districts have adapted practices to
achieve pre-pandemic level stakeholder engagement and an overall “reboot” for local school
governance teams might be beneficial in revitalizing stakeholder involvement for the benefit of
improving student achievement.

Another recurring theme was the need for stronger communication across the district.
Again, it can be asserted that COVID-19 played a role in reducing communication systems,
particularly those involving face-to-face methods which also tend to enhance relationships.
Virtual meetings and electronic newsletters have become commonplace in many organizations.
While both can serve as convenient modes of communication, participants tend to be less
attentive in virtual settings and electronic communications are often skimmed or overlooked as
educators’ inboxes are bombarded with correspondences. In order to strengthen communication
with internal stakeholders the researcher began to implement “fireside chats” which are weekly,
face-to-face meetings that occur in an informal setting so that a more conversational feel can be
achieved in order to allow staff members to provide input on upcoming events and ask clarifying
questions. Additionally, in order to address the flow of information to external stakeholders, the
district opted to hire a public relations director who has been charged with overhauling the
district website, creating an app for mass communication, and streamlining communications
from all schools into consistent channels across social media platforms.

Another theme was that induction level teachers had lower perceptions of several PLC
dimensions than those with more years of experience. Because of the importance of teacher

retention given current teacher shortages, the researcher recommended an examination of teacher
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induction support within the district. In response, support from the local Regional Educational
Service Agency (RESA) was provided. Teachers in their first three years of teaching were placed
into a cohort through which they will be provided professional learning and follow-up coaching
support. The hope is that the community created throughout the cohort will provide relationships
and support to help new teachers navigate the challenges they will surely face early in their
careers while also providing them with a non-evaluative champion in the form of coaching
support.

Recommendations for Future Research

The findings of this study continue to support ongoing research related to leadership
actions that support PLCs, differences in perceptions related to PLCs, and the influence that
PLCs can have on teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy. School leaders across all P-
12 settings should benefit from the findings of this study as the process of assessing PLC
perceptions to determine which dimensions are being implemented with fidelity and which
dimensions need support is easily replicable. Additionally, understanding that there may be
significant differences in how PLCs are perceived among school leaders, teachers, and support
staff strengthens the need for school leaders to assess teacher perceptions in order to attain more
precise insight into supports that may be needed to ensure that PLCs are being implemented with
fidelity.

Future research is needed to determine whether or not findings hold true among suburban
and urban schools. Additionally, it would be beneficial to conduct similar research across other
geographic regions within the United States in order to increase the generalizability of the
findings. While this study supported previous research findings demonstrating a significant

different between perceptions of school leaders, teachers, support staff, it did not explore why
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such differences exist. It may be helpful to seek a better understanding of these differences in
perceptions in order to guide school leaders’ behaviors that might allow them to be more entuned
with PLCs implementation. It would also be beneficial to take a closer look at each PLC
dimension and their respective impact on teacher retention and collective teacher efficacy. It
would be possible to include Likert-type items used to determine the level of agreement with
statements about how each individual dimension influence teacher retention and collective
teacher efficacy. This would allow school leaders to focus their support on areas that have the
greatest impact.
Conclusion

As schools across the country continue to seek answers to complex challenges such as
increasing student achievement and teacher shortages, it is more important than ever to consider
PLCs as a possible solution. School leaders cannot effectively support the implementation of
PLCs without an accurate assessment of the fidelity with which critical PLC dimensions are
being implemented. This study provides a framework for such assessment and also supports that
idea that when schools implement PLCs with fidelity, teacher retention and collective teacher
efficacy are positively impacted. This study adds to the research conducted using the PLCA-R to
assess PLC perceptions (Dogan et al., 2017; Hipp & Huffman, 2010; Lippy & Zamora, 2012;
Olivier et al., 2010) and that which compares perceptions of school leaders, teachers, and support
staff (Dogan et al., 2017; Gillespie, 2016; Luyten & Bazo, 2019) as well as the influence of
PLCs on teacher retention (Benoliel & Barth, 2017; Kelly, 2019; Quadach et al., 2020; Torres,
2020) and collective teacher efficacy (Boz & Saylik, 2021; Lee, 2020; Qadach et al., 2020;
Zheng et al., 2019). Using survey data obtained by administering the PLCA-R with additional

open-ended questions, the researcher determined that respondents participating in the survey
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perceived that PLCs were being implemented with fidelity across all contents and grade clusters
and that no dimensions were presenting challenges with implementation. Using an analysis of
variance among perceptions of those participating in the study, it was determined that teachers
perceived multiple PLC dimensions differently than school leaders and support staff whose
perceptions were significantly higher than those of teachers. These results support the need for
school leaders to assess existing perceptions of PLCs within their districts in order to guard
against a false sense of security related to the fidelity with which PLCs are being implemented.
By reviewing the results of teacher perceptions, they can attain a more accurate picture of PLC
implementation from those who are closest to the collaborative work occurring. With this
information school leaders can determine how to best allocate time and resources to support the
effective implementation of PLCs. Such support has been linked to high performing schools and
increased student achievement (Brown et al., 2017; McGee, 2016; Ratts, 2015; Ronfeldt et al.,
2015).

Through a thematic analysis of open-ended items designed to elicit responses related to
them influence of PLCs on teacher retention, this research study found that an overwhelming
majority of respondents indicated that PLCs, when implemented with fidelity, help teacher
retention. These findings are important for school leaders as nationwide teacher shortages are
becoming increasingly difficult to navigate. Given the results of this study along with other
previous findings (Benoliel & Barth, 2017; Kelly, 2019; Quadach, 2019; Torres, 2020)
demonstrating the positive impact of PLCs on teacher retention, it would behoove school leaders
to not only facilitate the implementation of PLCs, but to also focus on ensuring that the critical

elements of PLCs described in the PLC dimensions of the PLCA-R are present as findings also
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indicated that PLCs characterized by ineffective practices can actually have a negative impact on
teacher retention.

In addition to the findings related to teacher retention, open-ended responses were also
used to assess the influence of PLCs on collective teacher efficacy. This research study found
that among PLCs that are perceived to be implemented with fidelity, respondents indicated
feelings that PLCs help increase collective teacher efficacy which is consistent with previous
research (Boz & Saylik, 2021; Lee, 2020; Qadach et al., 2020; Zheng et al., 2019). These
findings are significant for school leaders who are seeking to increase student achievement as
collective teacher efficacy has been strongly correlated with student achievement and is said to
have the greatest effect size on student learning (Hattie, 2016).

Impact Statement

With evidence to support the impacts of PLCs on student achievement through increased
collaboration and supportive conditions as well as their positive impact on collective teacher
efficacy, which has been directly linked to student learning, school leaders can focus on
strengthening dimensions that characterize effective PLCs through the use of the PLCA-R.
Future researchers can easily replicate the processes and analyses used in this study to assess
their respective PLCs or to determine whether or not study results are supported within different
geographical contexts. Armed with this knowledge, educational leaders across the United States,
and even the world, can take steps toward supporting the type of transformation that is needed in

order to solve the challenges currently facing our education system.
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Appendix A
Professional Learning Communities Assessment Revised (PLCA-R)

Olivier, D. F., Hipp, K. K., & Huffman, J. B. (2010). Assessing and analyzing schools.
In K. K. Hipp & J. B. Huffman (Eds.). Demystifying professional learning communities:
School leadership at its Best. Rowman & Littlefield.

Directions:

This survey assesses your perceptions about your principal, staff, and stakeholders based on the
dimensions of a professional learning community (PLC) and related attributes. This survey
contains a number of statements about practices which occur in some schools. Read each
statement and then use the scale below to select the scale point that best reflects your personal
degree of agreement with the statement. Shade the appropriate oval provided to the right of each
statement. Be certain to select only one response for each statement. Comments after each
dimension section are optional.

Key Terms:
= School leader = Principal and/or Assistant Principal
= Teachers = All adult staff directly associated with curriculum, instruction, and assessment
of students
= Support Staff = Instructional Coaches, Media Specialists, Counselors, etc. who
participate in PLC, but are not directly associated with the curriculum, instruction, and
assessment of students

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

STATEMENTS SCALE

Shared and Supportive Leadership SD| D | A |SA

Staff members are consistently involved in discussing and making decisions | 0 0[O0 (O
about most school issues.

The principal incorporates advice from staff members to make decisions.

Staff members have accessibility to key information.

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

Opportunities are provided for staff members to initiate change.

O | O |o |o |o
o | O o |Oo |o
o | O o |Oo |o
o | O o |Oo |o

The principal shares responsibility and rewards for innovative actions.

The principal participates democratically with staff sharing power and
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authority. 0 0(O0{|O0
8. | Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff members. 0O |00 ]O
9. | Decision-making takes place through committees and communication 0 0[O0 (O
across grade and subject areas.
10. | Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for student 0 00710
learning without evidence of imposed power and authority.
11. | Staff members use multiple sources of data to make decisions about 0 0[O0 (|0
teaching and learning.
COMMENTS:
STATEMENTS SCALE
Shared Values and Vision sD|D | A |SA
12. | A collaborative process exists for developing a shared sense of values 0 0O(O0|O
among staff.
13. | Shared values support norms of behavior that guide decisions about 0O |00 ]O
teaching and learning.
14. | Staff members share visions for school improvement that have an 0O {000
undeviating focus on student learning.
15. | Decisions are made in alignment with the school’s values and vision. 0 0(0{|O
16. | A collaborative process exists for developing a shared vision among staff. 0 0(0|O
17. | School goals focus on student learning beyond test scores and grades. 0 0[O0 (O
18. | Policies and programs are aligned to the school’s vision. 0 0[O0 (O
19. | Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high expectations thatserve |0 [ 0O | 0 | O
to increase student achievement.
20. | Data are used to prioritize actions to reach a shared vision. 0 00710
COMMENTS:
Collective Learning and Application SD| D | A |SA
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21. | Staff members work together to seek knowledge, skills and strategies and 0 0[O0 (O
apply this new learning to their work.

22. | Collegial relationships exist among staff members that reflect commitment | 0 0[O0 (|0
to school improvement efforts.

23. | Staff members plan and work together to search for solutions to address 0O |00 ]O
diverse student needs.

24. | A variety of opportunities and structures exist for collective learning 0O {000
through open dialogue.

25. | Staff members engage in dialogue that reflects a respect for diverse ideas 0 0[O0 |0
that lead to continued inquiry.

26. | Professional development focuses on teaching and learning. 0 00O

27. | School staff members and stakeholders learn together and apply new 0 00O
knowledge to solve problems.

28. | School staff members are committed to programs that enhance learning. 0 0[O0 (O

29. | Staff members collaboratively analyze multiple sources of data to assess the | 0 0[O0 (O
effectiveness of instructional practices.

30. | Staff members collaboratively analyze student work to improve teaching 0 0[O0 (|0
and learning.

COMMENTS:

STATEMENTS SCALE

Shared Personal Practice sD| D | A |SA

31. | Opportunities exist for staff members to observe peers and offer 0 0(0|O
encouragement.

32. | Staff members provide feedback to peers related to instructional practices. 0 0[O0 (O

33. | Staff members informally share ideas and suggestions for improving 0 00710
student learning.

34. | Staff members collaboratively review student work to share and improve 0O {000
instructional practices.

35. | Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring. 0 0[O0 (O

36. | Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply learning and share the | O 0|00
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results of their practices.

37. Staﬁ members regularly share student work to guide overall school 0 0|00
improvement.
COMMENTS:
Supportive Conditions - Relationships SD| D | A |SA
38. | Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are built on trust 0 0O(0|0O
and respect.
39. | A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks. 0 0O(0|0O
40. | Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularly in our O |l0of|0O]O
school.
41. | School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified effort to O [ofo]oO
embed change into the culture of the school.
42. | Relationships among staff members support honest and respectful 0 0O(0|0O
examination of data to enhance teaching and learning.
COMMENTS:
Supportive Conditions - Structures SD| D | A|SA
43. | Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work. 0 o(o0|oO
44. | The school schedule promotes collective learning and shared practice. 0 o(o0|oO
45. | Fiscal resources are available for professional development. 0 0Oo(0|0O
46. | Appropriate technology and instructional materials are available to staff. O |of|O0]oO
STATEMENTS SCALE
SD| D | A |SA
47. | Resource people provide expertise and support for continuous learning. 0 o(o0|oO
48. | The school facility is clean, attractive and inviting. O |lof|lO0]oO
49. | The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows for ease in O |of|O0]O
collaborating with colleagues.
50. | Communication systems promote a flow of information among staff 0 0|00
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members.

51.

Communication systems promote a flow of information across the entire O |lof|lO0]oO
school community including: central office personnel, parents, and
community members.

52.

Data are organized and made available to provide easy access to staff O |lof|lO0]oO
members.

COMMENTS:

Open-ended Questions:

3) How do the elements (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision,
collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive conditions-
relationships, or supportive conditions-structures) of a PLC influence teacher retention at
your school?

4) How do the elements of a PLC (shared and supportive leadership, shared values and
vision, collective learning and application, shared personal practice, supportive
conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures) contribute to collective

teacher efficacy at your school?
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Appendix B

Informed Consent and Interview Questions

ﬂ GEORGIA
3 SOUTHERN
dP. UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP

Informed Consent
for
Assessing the Fidelity of School-level PLC Implementation

1. My name is Will Thigpen and | am a doctoral candidate at Georgia Southern University completing
this study as part of my program requirements.

2. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to is to determine which dimensions of PLCs
(shared and supportive leadership, shared values and vision, collective learning and application,
shared personal practice, supportive conditions-relationships, and supportive conditions-structures)
are being implemented with fidelity.

3. Procedures to be followed: Participation in this research will include answering open-ended
questions related to your perceptions of how school leaders support the PLC process.

4. Discomforts and Risks:
Precautions will be taken in accordance with current Georgia Southern policies to reduce the
risk of the spread of communicable diseases (including COVID-19). However, consenting to
participate in this research indicates your acknowledgement of the risk of disease
transmission. You also acknowledge your requirement to notify the researchers if you are
symptomatic prior to or at the time of participation. Contact information and appointment
information may be held by the researcher and provided to health officials for the purpose of
contact tracing in the event the research team is notified of a positive exposure to COVID-
19. We encourage participants to wear a mask or face covering while participating in the
research. For those participating in research in a group setting, please keep in mind that we
cannot guarantee the vaccination status of other participants. The CDC has provided
a COVID Data Tracker that records COVID cases and can provide a current transmission
risk assessment by state and county.

5. Benefits:
a. The benefits to you as a participant include the opportunity to reflect on leadership support for
PLCs within your school.
b. The benefits to society include the opportunity to contribute to our overall understanding of how
leaders can support the effective implementation of PLCs.

6. Duration/Time required from the participant: 30- 60 minutes

7. Statement of Confidentiality and future use: “Deidentified or coded data from this study may be
placed in a publicly available repository for study validation and further research. You will not be
identified by name in the data set or any reports using information obtained from this study, and your
confidentiality as a participant in this study will remain secure. Subsequent uses of records and data
will be subject to standard data use policies which protect the anonymity of individuals and
institutions.”
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8. Right to Ask Questions: Participants have the right to ask questions and have those questions
answered. If you have questions about this study, please contact the researcher named above or the
researcher’s faculty advisor, whose contact information is located at the end of the informed consent.
For questions concerning your rights as a research participant, contact Georgia Southern University
Institutional Review Board at 912-478-5465 or irb@georgiasouthern.edu.

9. Compensation: Participation in the study will not cost anything to the participant nor will any
compensation be provided for participation.

10. Voluntary Participation: Participation in this research is voluntary. You do not have to participate
and may end your participation at any time by telling the researcher. You may also choose not to
answer any items that you wish.

11. Penalty: There will be no penalty for choosing not to participate in the study.

12. Mandatory reporting: All information will be treated confidentially. There is one exception to
confidentiality that we need to make you aware of. In certain research studies, it is our ethical
responsibility to report situations of child or elder abuse, child or elder neglect, or any life-
threatening situation to appropriate authorities. However, we are not seeking this type of
information in our study nor will you be asked questions about these issues.

13. You must be 18 years of age or older to consent to participate in this research study.

You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep for your records._This project has been reviewed and
approved by the GS Institutional Review Board under tracking number| 4 23093

Title of Project: Assessing the Fidelity of School-level PLC Implementation
Principal Investigator: (Will Thigpen, (912) 245-4523, wt00124@georgiasouthern.edu)
Research Advisor: (Dr. Juliann McBrayer, 912-478-5302, jmcbrayer@georgiasouthern.edu)

This consent is being provided electronically. The researcher(s) will ask you to verbally consent before
completing the interview. Participating in the interview indicates your willingness to participate in this
research.
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