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Abstract
How School Organizational Structures Impact Micro-Level Denisilaking

Schools are complex organizations that are not comprised of single-minded individuals
who are equally equipped with knowledge, power, or skill. Schools are not monolithic bodies
moving toward collective goals, where school members equally gather knowtetigeke
sense of it in universal ways. The complexity of the school site necesdittbesitding leaders
rely on a number of groups with members who are skillful at gathering anggirage
information and making decisions. Group members are constant learners whe operat
individually, within, and across groups.

This year-long phenomenological study of one elementary school captured hemrdeci
group leaders experientially negotiate the educational environment. Tlogyaats were asked
to reflect on their practice as decision makers and as learners. MeZimansformational Adult
Learning Theory provided the vehicle through which participants’ experiereresfitered as
they negotiated the micro, meso, and macro environments.

Key findings include principal power, resource allocation, student performanttejays
of knowing, which emerged as broad themes when examining the environmentaltfedtors
influence individual decision makers within a collaborative setting.

These results suggest that information is developed, manipulated, and transferred
constantly. The knowledge that is attained and created plays a critical daeeloping
strategies to serve the stakeholders inside and outside of schools. Decision makemg ha

continually throughout the educational environment. Individuals produce the ideas th#iteate t



about and drive the decisions that are made. Within educational environments, indivigbals rar
act alone. Although not all educators wield equal power, educators rely on caikadteams to

justify and further the decisions that do get made.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Background

The No Child Left Behind Act (2002) fostered in a new era of accountability and
measures for school improvement directed from the federal level. Stdtsstol districts were
given increased flexibility to spend money on teacher professional developmendtéimhal
programs and initiatives to close achievements gaps based on standards-lkeasatkass In
return, specific and measurable standards for student achievement were s#toalsdigere
held accountable for results. NCLB significantly increased the requirsrfeerdtates, school
districts, and individual schools to collect, report, and analyze data as theyentady
demonstrate achievement and improvement in four key areas: accountability iagd usst of
federal resources, school choice, and quality teachers/quality teaching.

The mandate for annual progress and yearly assessment of student progrelss throug
disaggregated data, emphasizing examination of all subgroups of a population, has than
way data are collected and decisions are made at the school level (C0d9sA2 a result,
school-level decision making has received renewed focus and importance. Y et josc®abl-
decision making has been criticized as capricious, unfocused, and lacking suita{Qainley,
1991; Murphy, 1988; Smylie, 1992). School leaders are increasingly pressured to render
decisions and implement practices using information and policy handed down andtederpre
from federal, state, and district levels (Cranston et al., 2003; Mills, R, 2Q06at§t2009). The
focus of school decision making in recent years has been on immediate resultskatd ma
improvement of student performance as measured through end-of-course@nd/ear-

standardized testing. When improvement is not immediate school leaders oftenehsinyg



practices to demonstrate that attention has been given to the problem. Th&iltan eecycle
of temporary adjustments and change is likely fostered that may or may nat $eesticinable
student academic growth.

Schools are complex organizations that are not comprised of like-minded individuals who
are able to gather definitive, complete information and then render inteiqmstatithat
information in universally agreed upon meanings that result in clear tmwiatasolutions to
issues. School members are not equally equipped with knowledge, power, or skill.sbhay al
not equally gather and make meaning of information. Each school member seryele nalds
in multiple groups and utilizes communication, information, skill, and power in varioustways
make decisions depending on given roles and given situations. The complexity of the school
often leads the principal or other leaders to form decision-making graatpasé¢hskillful in
seeking advice, processing information, and making decisions that are auimestative and
at other times conciliatory.

One decision making strategy that is applicable for all school-based decdisemsot
exist. The school is a complex organization that requires its leaders to madterdeasing
methods that range from the unilateral to the consultive. The school exists garanation that
is interdependent with other organizational elements in society (Mumby, 18960f Fhe
complexity is determining how to make a decision and when to share decision makiog. Vr
and Jago (1988) suggested that shared decision making should be utilized on a contingency basis
when groups improve the quality of the decision (such as to compile and decide on besspractic
to implement instructional objectives). Hoy, Tarter, and Hoy (2006) argued thrabtleegroups
are successful at problem-solving and achieving meeting goals, theffimeatethe group

becomes, hence successful group work begets success. At other timestatcandatision



making strategy should be used such as when stakeholder buy-in is desired fowsdool-
decisions that need to be made to address issue and there is sufficient dheé toit. In this
model, group decision making can be used as an initial step to advise the principal, who then
makes an autocratic decision. In other instances, administrators makewc®decisions
unilaterally (Hoy and Tarter, 2008). Unilateral decisions are typicaltlenadnen time

constraints prohibit input from stakeholders or when higher powers direct adatorsto
implement a policy or procedure. Another instance would be decisions made in response to
health or safety concerns. Increasingly, schools are engaging in group dew@&iog. This

study focused on school-based problem solving in the context of the variety and largef scope
information affecting schools that tends to be better addressed through grabpresibn,
whether that collaboration leads to a unanimous, consensus, or majority decision.

In addition to the specific group decision making process, groups must gragbpteher
factors such as knowledge-processing and decision inputs from the environmeninlyldmnag
complexity, uncertainty, ambiguity and equivocality of knowledge attainméuetyigor
decision-making groups (Zack, 1998). Schools are not monolithic entities wherezatigeail
and personal goals move toward a target in a unified, linear way. Four knowledgsspng
terms each pose a challenge to an organization such as a school and retguitargaocessing
capabilities (Zack, 1998 omplexity $ when many situational elements and relationships exist
in a way that they cannot be coordinated or considered simultaneously. Complexrsitai
not necessarily vague or unpredictable. Tasks, such as coordinating staff dene]asm
problems, such as improving the implementation of an instructional strategy, ohtioé s
organization itself, may be clearly defined and predictable, but the procedticaay or the

variety of relationships involved in the decision are too large to easily gr{iCampbell, 1988;



Zack, 1998)Uncertaintyis defined by a lack of information about the task, goal, or situation and
some lack of confidence in the consequences when the predictability of otheleaatipdn
which a task is dependent does not exist (Galbraith, 1973; Zack, 1998). In schools, uneertainty
usually present through the distribution of information among stakeholders, eneoganes,
and evolving technologies as part of the process of preparing for future situZacks1998).
Ambiguityis when an individual or group lacks the ability to understand or interpret some action
or information (Machlup, 1980; Weick, 1969). Schools, through the work of individual
members, may represent ambiguity when attempting to implement a new epaodatas
reorganizing a school into grade-level clusters as part of creatinigesanaing communities.
Equivocalityexists when multiple meanings or interpretations exist for the same thichl(ida
1980; Weick, 1969, Zack, 1998). As staff members in schools or school districts attempe to shar
best practices, the ability to decide on the best approach to implement theepranzty be
hampered by the multiple interpretations about how something should be done.

The inputs decision-makers rely on are complex and varied. In addition to managing
different types of knowledge processing, decision group members must mafagadihputs
from the environment. Decision groups rely on micro, meso, and macro data. After decision-
group members have recognized and defined an issue at the micro-level redregehe
school members (individuals and individuals serving as part of teams) and comportants wit
the school such as grades and subjects, they theoretically turn to both micro, nesgp (par
community, and district), and macro (state and federal) sources to gétinaration and involve
those impacted by potential solutions. Individuals engaged collectively with tihe, mieso,
and macro influences in the educational environment must be able to identify thoseedlue

and gain knowledge from the information derived from them. Decision-group members must



also be able to weigh the importance of the influence, prioritize responkesviarious
influences, and make decisions that address the specific needs of the school (bottomeup), whi
adhering to policy mandates from the district, state, and federal influeapesoft/n).

Literature to date recognizes the micro, meso, and macro influences on scohee
making group members, although empirical studies tend to not define the thisatele
account for the interdependence among them as well as theory-drivenrgela¢s (Marks &
Nance, 2007). For the purpose of this study, the educational environment is definetausing t
three levels appropriated from the field of sociology. The micro-lexkkeipeople within the
school and the school organizational structures which guide individual behavior ang.athie
meso-level consists of the programs, policies, and procedures guiding gplilonal
standards as determined by school and district recommendations and mandatescludes
the parents, and the local community. The macro-level is the state] federglobal influences
on the school that do not necessatrily involve direct implementation by the school members.
These influences are typically captured, interpreted, and filtered to schialgtt the district
(Ball, 1987; Blasé, 1991; Calhoun, Rojek, Turner, 2005). Recognizing that the levels are not
mutually exclusive, some distinctions can be identified. The micro-level of tloelss often
intimate and is the level people often identify with first. It deals with tilg oheractions and
actions of people. The focus is more on how people think than on behavior (Blasé, 1991,
Calhoun et al., 2005). In large societies, smaller micro-levels within a fexebean be
identified. In a school setting instructional staff members are associdkethe/building.

Within the school each staff member exists at various levels. Teachersidentieed by
grade-level and content. They also might exist as coaches and exttdausponsors.

Administrators can be identified by the grades or departments they sepervi



The meso-level is the middle ground that consists of groupings of neighborhoods or
communities rather than entire cities (Calhoun et al., 2005). The educatiotevelsmntains
the school and district controls, which includes the superintendent, superintendbintét and
the school board, who create and guide policies such as those related to hiring@nd fir
employees, approving curriculum and textbooks, creating discipline polidigsg sehool
schedules, and allocating funds. As a child’s legal representative, a pavestasethe main
advocate for a child at this level.

The macro-level is the largest of society groupings. There exist greupitian the
macro, such as the economy, religion, and government structure. TogetHerithépundaries
that define the macro-level (Calhoun et al., 2005). The state, as the main fundingrbody f
schools, creates the accountability measures for student proficiency,ideteaccreditation,
and sets professional licensing standards among other roles. The fedemangoneets
national policy about acceptable student performance and creates lawsrgpstrdent rights.
Rahn (1995) also included special interest groups (commissions and professionahtogaiiz
and corporate entities in the macro and meso level.

For school decision-group members at all levels, the decision-makinggreces
complicated by the organizational structure of the school. High schools have tienatithsk
to transition students out of K-12 schooling to college or to employment (Bowers, 2008nCar
2008; Christie, 2008; Hess, 2008; Martinson, 2008). Marks and Nance reported that meso and
macro influences are mainly shown to shape priorities of group members relegpdrting and
documentation, which is usually driven by the district office through directivibgetschools
(2007). In contrast, the micro level is related to organizing, staffing, itigettudgeting, and

coordinating (Lam, 1985; Tam, 1994). These studies, as well as virtually alladles®ncerning



the impact of environment on school decision making, tend to be behavioral studies about how
perception guides actions.

There exists little research which seeks to understand the various fadtasnicro,
meso, and macro sectors of the educational environment and how those factors influedce sha
decision-making as a cognitive process. How decision group members capturekarsgnsa of
information in a cyclical or iterative way is part of the focus of this curnmeistigation.
Considering the influences from the micro, meso, and macro aspects of theoedlicat
environment particularly under the No Child Left Behind can help to understand how tateteg
micro, meso, and macro needs into longer decision making cycles that lead torrgal cha

In a decision making model that considers environmental influences, the mideoafiee
the school members either work in harmony or in conflict with meso and macro pualicy a
support. Decisions at the school address directly or indirectly, district, plstate, and federal
interests. Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) provided seminal work that explained egtarimal on
organizations (usually at the meso and macro levels). The basic premise wbthkeas that
organizations at all levels struggle to survive and must acquire resounceth& environment,
which is composed of other organizations. The environment, however, is unstable and
undependable (Ball, 1987; Blasé, 1991; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978 & Zack 1998).

Organizational control is more than using resources through processes within the
organization. First, resources must be acquired, which requires an exchange aad often
negotiation with the environment. Negotiation is concerned with organizational limkdinks
exist through information about other parts of the organization and about partnership$, throug
channels of communication, and through commitments of support (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).

Among the levels of an organization, interdependence and dependence develops. Thedactors



determine dependence of the micro on the meso and macro are the amount of cross-level
discretion over the allocation of resources, the way resources are condeghnaigh suppliers,
and the importance of the resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).

Making decisions requires making sense of the environment by recognizingithus va
influences, understanding the information the environmental influences delivgeeting
new ideas and skills to manage the requirements from the whole environment. Yebsseool
decision group members typically receive little guidance to formally stated the various ways

knowledge is created (Dixon, 2000; Newton & Sackney, 2005).

Statement of the Problem

Decision Processes

What is lacking in traditional decision-making models is that individuals doonog ¢
into the group as equal members in terms of knowledge attainment, power, or sense making
ability about the environment within which the group acts. Further, individuals often do not eve
have a clear understanding of the environment from which to base decisions and develop
strategies that will lead to long-term improvement. Mumby (1996) deschieatganizational
environment as not easily discernable from other aspects of society.ue¢d &vgthe
recognition of an interdependent relationship among organizational elemenidwaizted as
cultural values, degree of conflict or “turbulence” and the level of industtializeo name a
few. Mumby further argued that society, culture, organizations, and communica&tioousrded
and exert reciprocal influence. The problem with not recognizing the in#ae¢hat the micro,
meso, and macro levels have on one another by examining one or more of them in isolation is
that it limits the understanding about the motivations that drive actions of thesphagian

those different environments. Absent an understanding of the motivations behind the various



influences, including policies and programs, school-based decision makers cashegiakmns
that do not address root issues. Again, this can lead to a cycle of temporary adjustchents a
change.

The classical model of decision making assumes an optimizing stratégfjned clear
goals, complete information, and the cognitive ability and capacity to analyablamr(Hoy
and Tarter, 2008). Yet this does not describe the complex environment of a school or many
organizations situated in a complex web of micro, meso, and macro policy and inflddreces.
reality of school organization suggests developing alternatives, moristicdahodels of
decision making. Simon’s (1957) strategy of satisficing is one such option. Throufjbisgtis
solutions that are satisfactory (good enough) are implemented. Under $heisgtstrategy,
decision makers compare the real to the ideal. What is desired and what tisejtieifor is
often negotiated. Often new information becomes available and the problem ise@deft.
double-loop learning process where the outcomes and expectations are adjudtechaton is
cultivated (Argyris, 1976)). School-based decision makers must deal withimgaand sending
information when the information and the environment as a whole is complex, ambiguous,
equivocal, and uncertain (Hoy and Tarter, 2008; Mintzberg, 1983; Thompson, 1967; Zack,
1998).

Further, often school-based leaders attempt to make decisions without havsggtacce
all of the information needed to make the most effective decisions possible. Simon (1979)
explained this through bounded rationality. Decision makers optimize their corapatati
abilities and knowledge, which is naturally limited and incomplete. Optimal clomessible
even during uncertainty and with gaps in information. The Garbage Can Model devsjoped b

Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) to address inter-department communication problems at



universities described this dilemma as organized anarchy characterigezblgmatic
preferences, unclear technologies, and fluid participation. The “organizationespamnahe

basis of a variety of inconsistent and ill-defined preferences” (CohenhM&a@lsen, 1972, p.
1). Unclear technology referred to situations where an organization can survivednckegout
whose members do not understand the processes. Trial and error as the method Zatiorgdni
learning is the norm. Fluid participation referred to the various amount of ticheffort
members devoted to different roles within the organization (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972).
Often, decisions made at the school level about school practice are made updmaienme
recognition of a dilemma within time constraints based on who is available and who can
implement the solution quickly.

School members often serve on multiple groups, both vertical and horizontal, and their
roles within each group may vary. Theoretically, school decision groups arasse®nolithic
bodies, collectively moving toward a decision target, which represent collectdagewHoy
and Tarter, 2008). Theory acknowledges that individuals come together to form groups.
Individuals are viewed as parts of a whole (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972). Yet, i tiealit
individual often transcends the group not only with his/her own morality, experience, and

knowledge, but also with cross-group membership.

Understanding Contextual Factors

Educational contextual factors are the people, ideas, policies, procedures, program
limitation, and opportunities that influence behaviors and actions of organizatiamdlense
(Griffith, 200; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005; Mintzberg, 1975). These factorsdhvemsften
compete for influence. School decision makers may have difficulty negotiatioggathe

factors impacting decisions. The meso and macro influences need to be considenhede It t
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often not a clear communication mechanism to get information to school-based dgrasjmn
As described in business settings, decisions at schools are made about iencoad@tns when
information is limited without considering other factors as well as prior @@sisirhe result is
fragmented decision making that may then assist in propagating the cdm@mbiguity,
equivocality, and uncertainty that fed the problem to begin with (Zack, 1998). If membe
collaborative groups do not operate as effectively as possible, it may be deae hoability to
negotiate contextual influences. With limited knowledge, poor decisions may behmaadan
lead to costly or even detrimental outcomes.

The literature on collaborative decision-making is primarily qualgautilizing case
study methodology as the main data collection vehicle (Beck & Murphy, 1998; Mah887).
The literature is mainly concerned with examining how decision-makers ategibte decision-
making process (Griffith, 2001), rather than how they negotiateatiext the meso and macro-
level mandates and micro-level pressures. Research exists to help idhensifributes school
decision-groups rely on to make decisions (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005), buxikti$et@
suggeshowdecision makers factor the influences from micro, meso, and macro environments,
gain knowledge from those influences, and then make decisions. Essentialler&terkt
assumes the environment is adequately addressed through the decision making process

The literature on school-based decision making is overly simplistic. Mosit Ito€elies
(from the 1990s through 2008) about school decision making focus on site-based decision
making, which attempts to show connections among layers of the environment but often
separates and isolates the micro, meso, and macro aspects (Hall, 1987). In, aduleoly
emphasizes the group as a single identity, rather than considering the gaotgngsex

meeting of individuals with competing interests, goals, and levels of knowledgen this i
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environment that individuals -- as members of groups — must make decisions. Usually, a
internal focus is used to examine the decision-making process. Meso and macrdestddies
focus on school districts’ attempts to implement federal mandates. Thornton araliR€2002)
described how studies of the meso level focus on outcome-based measures that narrowl
examine school actions that directly relate to standardized test resuégsample. Micro
studies, such as Gonzalez’s (2005), tend to focus on decision making to influence school
practices such as professional development, but they do not necessarilyhfyraeisgues within
the full range of school concerns.

Another limitation of the current literature is the treatment of the micrean@ad macro
factors. When studies acknowledge an environment complete with micro, meso, and macro
factors, an assumption of equality and balance of influence and input existsr(hvailal.,

2001) Studies group micro, meso, and macro factors into a collective body of input, where it is
assumed that information (usually in the form of policy) is sent to schools in ary evenl
distributed manner. The assumption is usually based on the researchers’ |atkipfide about

the nature of knowledge or the flow of information among environmental sources. The
researchers assume that decision makers have the skill, ability, and tocae tbesenvironment

and select the appropriate micro, meso, and macro factors necessary andteelecagnized
dilemmas (Drummond & Stipek, 2004). Bandura (1997) addressed this limitation through his
work on self-efficacy. That is, the dynamic interplay of personal, behaviadhkravironmental
influences affect how people interpret the results of their own behavior andladiers
environments and alters subsequent behavior.

In general, organizational decision-making literature focuses on deciskangna

processes of the group, marginalizing or ignoring how individual decision-sntaer into
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consideration environmental influences (Hall, 1987; Lam & Punch, 2001; Tam, 1994). Few
decision making models have the complexity needed to address individual decisionimteers
context of their participation in a collaborative group. Further, many decisa&mgistudies
inadequately engage the complexity of the interactions between the micog ameésnacro
environments and their influence on individuals within groups. Without knowledge of the
environment and its influence on decision makers and decision making prdodssedle the
environment, individual practitioners, who participate on decision groups (often sieausdy),
do not learn how to negotiate the environmental context to render effective, sustsahaides

to school dilemmas.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore how individual decision-makers make meaning
through their membership in collaborative groups in a school given the influeneerotitti-
layered educational environment (micro, meso, and macro). Following theptgsuthat
collaborative decision-making is the predominant model in schools, this study ohtende
increase the understanding of how the varied environmental factors exert inthmesaigool
decision-groupnembersand to provide an examination of the school as a complex organization
of decision-makers requiring the negotiation among factors to capture, arehidilize
knowledge.

School decision-makers are increasingly influenced to seek directioariyifrom the
meso and macro levels in order to align internal decisions with accountalgjliiyerents. For
example, NCLB in 2002 required school leaders to prepare teachers to teachridardstand
students to master standards developed at the state level, based on fedgnalograds

standards (Hoff, 2006). Funding from states and districts is increasirgytyp teitcomes
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measured through empirical data provided about school performance (Thornton &lEerrea
2002). According to Meier (2006), decision-group members are required to makierteabout
certain aspects of professional development, student achievement, and retmeateraés part
of a complex decision chain. They are tasked with the dispersal of finarsgd,gwioritizing
educational initiatives, scheduling students, allocation of courses among thadesaffi data
reporting, building security measures, and building community involvement. An akpect
exists for decision-group members to use resources made available to twlect and analyze
data and then make choices about developing and implementing practices and programs that
factor into increased student achievement. At the same time, other decikens arad
stakeholders exert influence concerning these areas that might elioricadate obstacles
during the mutable and complex decision process. For example, in schools where multiple
opportunities exist for staff to provide interventions for struggling studentsiaesineed to be
made to prioritize which intervention and in which content areas staff and studéatoeate
time and other resources. Hence, group members must eliminate and discountages @aad
programs that draw away from student success (Meier, 2006).

For decision-makers to make sapient decisions alone or as part of a group, they must
engage in decision making in order to create “coherence and significancie éxpleeience in
light of what” the individual knows (Mezirow, 1991, p.10). In the complex environment of
school administration, attention is given to what data groups utilize to makmsdsgclsut very
little attention is given to how decision groups capture, weigh, and create KigewWwtem inputs
that are constantly presented to groups in rapid succession and in changing teziresy(M
2000; Senge, 1994). As Senge (1994) claimed, decision making is most effective and applicable

when rendered in light of organizational understanding. Knowing how decisions in oneo§ector
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an organization inform, change, or render obsolete other decisions across the avgaarizat
key to decision leadership.

In response to data that suggest school decision-makers are increasirsylyeplres
render decisions based on information and policy generated from sources atittiesdete, or
federal levels, this study was conducted to explore what factors school deosipm@gembers
attend to when problem solving. In addition, how decision-group members balance infloences

make decisions was explored.

Research Questions

The following research questions guided this study on school collaborativedecisi
making:
1. How do environmental influences (the people, policies, programs, and procedures)
impact the factors individuals consider in a collaborative decision-making@r
la. Which micro, meso, and macro inputs does a collaborative decision-making group
member (school-based teacher and administrative leaders) rely upon during the
decision-making process?
1b. How does a collaborative decision-making group member make sense of §opbzadi

and utilize micro, meso, and macro aspects of the educational environment?

Statement of Potential Significance

School leaders are faced with decision situations, gather information, iantega
knowledge and competencies to make the decisions necessary to address dilemniase The
pressures to make the decisions that will lead their students to increadecha& achievement,

developed civic and social responsibility, and the ability to transition tk @racollege. While
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these have long been the goals of education, the stricter accountabilitwfndsnenposed by
No Child Left Behind and the overall greater influence of business and thestafederal
governments on education are exerting new pressures on schools from the macreoand me
environments. This study will provide one of the first examinations of how schoal-base
decision makers negotiate the context of the micro, meso, and macro environment, both
individually and as those environments interact and exert pressure on each other

This study has the ability to reframe the discussion of collaborative aeamsiking such
that the environment is seen as a necessary asset, rather than an incomuéniénsthe latter
orientation that ultimately inhibits schools from making and sustaining thgeba®cessary to
ensure success of all students. The findings of this study can help educataeral &all levels
reframe their orientation to decision making to ensure communication and adicalaiong
school-based decision makers taking into consideration environmental factors and the
understanding that individuals impact decision making in dynamic and various waysitia
a seemingly stable collaborative group. Further, the findings from tidg s&in help to inform
school-based decision makers about the ways in which they need to initiate coniorutoca
get the information they need to make decisions.

In a data-driven decision making environment, it is important to understand the content
and context of the decision as much as how to collaborate and work through the decision making
process. If the decision-making group member cannot come to a shared undersfahding o
micro, meso, and macro environment, decisions will often default to the positiataisieaho
may have more knowledge of the environmfdrt, 1995) This ultimately undermines the very
core of collaborative school-based decision making. Findings from this studyowdstepr

guidance to other decision making bodies to help them ultimately make bettomeci
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This study can also enhance theory development regarding group decision ngaking b
approaching the decision from the aspect of the individual, rather than the grspgctiee.
Previous studies tended to either examine a group dynamics through such bazheslas s
boards of educations or school-based collaborative teams, or they focused on indohdoél
members such as superintendents, principals, or classroom teachers. Tresatidgd
individual group members as dynamic learners who function autonomously within the group
setting. The group has an important role, but group decisions are really giergedence, this
study has the potential to expand education decision making models based on the actual

configurations of decision groups in schools.
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Conceptual/Theoretical Framework

To address the issues of individual decision making situated within multiple collaé
structures as a response to three levels of environmental influence, a deeisiog mMmodel that
could adequately support this complexity was needed. Rather than rely on traditdetd of
decision making that have various strengths and challenges, this study used of mdal|
learning adapted as a decision making process that incorporated knowleidgesattecritical
reflection, and alternatives seeking (used to address environmental in§lu&vitle the focus o
this study on individual decision makers, critical reflection theory providedekibifity and
depth to examine various patterns of knowledge attainment and use.

Finding a decision model with the adequate capacity to address the tenefgsurptize
of this study was a challenge. Tarter and Hoy (1998) examined six conteynecesion
models: the classical model, the administrative model, the incremental modeix#ue
scanning model, the garbage-can model, and the political modelrddwmymended matching
strategies from the models with situational contingencies based on the levatsiotty, clarity,
ambiguity, and political ambition. Each of these decision models were found lackiagansy
ways. In general, the models were unable to reconcile situationdlilitgxn the search for
alternatives, capacity building, and distinguishing an individual’s goals fierarganization’s
goals. This stemmed from a disconnect between the decision making process and the
environmental influences that interfere with technical decision making Baiflgr & Hoy,

1998), and a lack of appreciation for the interdependent nature of micro, meso and macro factors

Mezirow as a decision making model.

Mezirow’s Adult Transformational Learning Theory is not consideredditional
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decisionmaking theory. It is an appropriate foundational model for research that seggtote
how the individual acquires knowledge, negotiates the environment, and experiences-problem
solving in collaborative decision situations. Mezirow (1991) argued that decisiongnski
distorted by any learning resulting from past experiences. Mezirow steggesing critical
reflection, which values synthesis over forethought. Tarter and Hoy (1998iredtiother
decision models used in education for lacking structures to address reflectikneghUnlike
other decision making models or other strategic planning models, Mezirow (198lgpbsl a
process focused on learning rather than only problem-solving. Engaging the process
recognizing a “disorientating dilemma” suggests articulating an isstueecessarily recognized
as typical to the flow of organizational communication and processes. Meziroaory #ig0
blends the actions of the individual with those of others during the “self-examinatiticAl
assessment,” and “recognition of others,” phases. The “exploration of newfralegs the
decision makers’ abilities to search for alternatives throughout the envingmat@er than
solely relying on existing structures and resources. In addition rdtezadvocates
experimentation with plans as a strategy to develop knowledge, foster undegstandi build
capacity to incorporate developed “perspectives” into the organization. The broadsdope
layered approach of Mezirow’s theory has the appropriate dimension and sgtctively how
environmental influences impattte factors individuals consider as part of a collaborative g
Figure 1 depicts the phases of Mezirow’s theory with knowledge and decision mattorg fa

shown.
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Figure 1:Mezirow’s transformation theory (Adapted from Mezirow, 1995)

For purposes of this study, Mezirow's theory is adapted to reflect the indivaheals
member situated within a group. The process begins when a group member exgarience
disorientating dilemmaccurs to necessitate change from current policy or procedure and
triggers a cycle of individual learning as part of a group. The extent oflémenda can be
simple or complex and can occur within any context, such as program implementation,
instructional adjustments, classroom procedures, budgeting, facility usagéetyr for
example. The dilemma requires some degreiifexaminatiorat the individual level. Whether
school leaders address the nature of the dilemma at the administrativa iewelve members
of collaborative teams of staff and parents, the dilemma needs to be defined thecatighl a
assessmerlty each individual to determine what is known about the dilemmacégnition of
others the problem to be addressed can be either assigned to existing school-based decis
makers or assigned to a person or group temporarily to address a spemfid sse

individuals must then acknowledge and understand the roles of others. Sometimes, school
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members must explore the possibility of taking on exyaloring new roles.

The importance of the dilemma must be identified to determine the prioritynagiche
of a needed response. The individual engages in this initial exploration to defime goal
objectives, tasks, and responsibilities in preparation for the next stegeélepment of a plan
is the next stage where decision-making takes priority. The plan looks backjairtbe
knowledgehat the individual learner developed since the dilemma was recognized artd reflec
the decisions made about what to pursue, what to keep, and what to discard. The plan also looks
forward to gaining new knowledge that will show a distinct departure from the previous
approach to adequately address the necessary changes. Thermdroigtthen implemented in
trials to test the feasibility of the plan anddevelop the new competencasl knowledge that
the learner will be required to have to create change. The implemermtatiew competencies
through change organically feeds into the environment that may lead to responsgsiemid i
the form of other disorientating dilemmas for the individual learner astinaal cycle of
gaining knowledge and making decisions to address requirements for change. i§eawlds
transformational learning cycle comes from all three levels of the envirinmero, meso, and
macro. Although adult learning theory may not be grouped with decision making shéorie
provides the flexibility to examine decision makers as learners and negotaenvironmental

influences as decisions are processed.

Summary of conceptual framework.

In an attempt to integrate psychological, organizational communication, anidlecis
making theory to address the research questions for this study, Mezirow foiiraisnal

Learning Theory was chosen. The theory, adapted into a model process for dealsiag) m
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contains the elements needed to address the individual who can operate as an autonomous
thinker within multiple collaborative structures.

The model is used to specifically explore adult learners as they work througioleci
making and transformation. Adults, who are the only participants in this study, higelaa
perspectives that come from experiences of various depth and intensity. Achitiges
distinctive in its search for meaning in complex, contradictory, and ambigualilese
(Mezirow, 1998). In addition, the model addresses the need for decision makers tgehallen
assumptions about their own beliefs and develop understanding as they engage imrgtmgp t
to avoid “group think.” Mezirow’s Adult Learning Theory provides the vehicle to aedhpw
the individual absorbs and negotiates environmental influences to develop a daparigin
an emancipatory thinker serving in multiple roles within and across school gkbones.
specifically, adult learning theory is a way to examine how individuals digerfgam the “tacit
assumptions of discursive practices and power relations in order to exert more @gstttbkir

everyday lives" as emancipatory thinkers (Kincheloe, 2008)

Summary of Methodology

The aim of this investigation was to investigate how individuals operate in dudsed
groups, using Mezirow’s (1981, 1991, 1996, 1997) theory as an organizing structure for
investigation. Three decision groups at a school were identified and followed thiheugh
cyclical nature of how the group members identified a problem, captured information,
negotiated competing or overlapping interests, and developed alternativiespdemented
solutions, which, at times, required modifications or revisions. The group meachiosen to
be interviewed were the Principal, the Assistant Principal (AP), the Coroatiam Skills

Specialist (CSS), the Instructional Skills Specialist (ISS), a SpEeducation (SPED) teacher,
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and a Regular Education Teacher (RET). The school site was chosen baseédputat®n as

an award-winning collaborative decision making school with standing decisims that met
regularly and directly involved the power base of the school. Multiple observatitmnthevi

decision groups, document collection, and interviews with members of the groups who serve on
lateral and vertical teams were the sources of data. This will furéhdiscussed under the
methodology section and in chapter 3.

Hermeneutic phenomenology was the chosen methodology for this study concerning
individual decision-making in a collaborative setting in a school. Hermeneutic pbaomyy
views human existence as a constant state of interpretation (Macann, 1993). Hecmeneut
phenomenology seeks to describe how ideal objects can be made known. To explore how
decision-group members describe their experiences while engaging tiadi @uai
environment, making meaning from information, and guiding individual and collaborative
decision-making processes, a phenomenological approach offered the advantageatierpl
of events in a highly descriptive manner (Creswell, 1998).

Unlike quantitative approaches, qualitative measures report words insteadb&raum
(Creswell, 1998). As recommended by researchers (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992 kiggusta
1990), this study did not begin with preconceived hypotheses about the results. Instead, the
flexibility to pursue the participants’ experiences in an open way took advanttge of
discovery nature of qualitative approaches, and, in particular, phenomenology. Phenoynenolog
was the appropriate method to describe the essence or meanipigesioenenonf human
experience (Moustakes, 1990).

This study was concerned with describing a collaborative group member’s

conceptualizations of the world they inhabit to study their point of view rather thantseudy
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objective nature of reality (Creswell, 1998; Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003; Tuten, 2006). The
primary research question was, “how do environmental influences impact s fact
individuals consider in a collaborative decision-making group?” Three decisiapgr
consisting of administrators and teachers from one school in one public school desteict w
selected. A Lead Team consisted of school leaders (administrators andsieatioe
formalized data collection and assigned tasks to vertical teams. Easlomgcoup was
observed multiple times to trace the cyclical nature of Mezirow’s transtaynal learning
theory as instructional decisions were made. Participants who served qientaims across
the vertical organization were interviewed. The individual interview was tst pure
phenomenological method used. Direct group observations were guided by the
phenomenological protocol to respond to the data and provide a richer description of the
decision making phenomenon than interviewing alone would produce.
Delimitations
This study included participants employed with one southeastern school system. The
participants were limited to their participation in a collaborative decisioampgwithin the
school. The school chosen was intended to represent the diversity and demographghtHze mi
found throughout the district in other schools. Whether the school was considered a dite-base
decision-making school was not a consideration. No distinction was made between the
collaborative and consultative aspects of the decision —making process exdeptia out
during individual interviews. No private schools or public alternative schools weotesiter
the study. Furthermore, the investigation was delimited by the decisions thaeohaatlecision

making team only. No autocratic decisions were studied. The data was colleatgdtuzi2009-
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2010 school year. This research study was limited to administrators and $esopéoyed in
one southeastern school system during the 2009-2010 school year.
Limitations

The interviews were semi-structured and relied on the participants undangtthe
nature of the questions and accurately reporting about their own experiencesrtgseare
only reported, not validated, in the phenomenological method. Although the research study
tracked group members’ knowledge attainment and decision making, it only capteved a f
months of the process. No discernment of lasting growth can be made. It did not seek to
universalize or generalize the findings. The knowledge attainment examined durstgdlis
might occur at a different rate or to a different depth if the study was conduetelffarent
time. Further, while this investigation could capture early stages of theutpylan” stage of the
model, the final stages of the model could not be fully explored as there was only onevntervi
scheduled at the end of the second semester. As such, the final interview waspacete of

the year.

Conclusion

Decision making in schools in the current era of reform is complex and mettefac
Decision making cannot be wholly considered without factoring in the influenctlke oficro,
meso, and macro environmental elements that must be negotiated ((Newton &ySaokb;

Stasser, 1999).

Decision making is an inherent part of organizational structures. Sincarth@@"
century, theorists have defined and categorized the attributes of organizatasiahdmaking

in attempts to capture the reality of structured processes of organizatiogsitleebehavior and
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action (Flyvbjerg, 1999; Mumby, 1988). Each successive wave of organizational and decision
theorists have developed layers of explanations and qualifiers that addresethati

complexities and ambiguity of decision processes (Flyvbjerg, 1999; Mumby, 198&;,Sili

Mulford, and Zarins, 1999). A variety of decision making models exist. Clasdiicadabmodels

have been built upon to address the limitations of human reasoning capacity. Subsequent models
have added components to address the issues of knowledge/information management (Zack,
1998). The most current models factor in political dynamics, the needs of decisiais takat

only manage knowledge but help create it, as well as the importance of negotiating
environmental influences to create structures to address organizatiomahddgSenge, 1994,

Tarter & Hoy, 1998)

Given the current educational environment where complexity, uncertairtbyguty,
and equivocality are factors impacting the transference of information andvidletaent of
knowledge during the decision-making process, Mezirow’s transformatearaimg theory
(1981), offers the complexity with which to consider the individual as a learner who rust ga
knowledge and develop decision-making capacity within a dynamic environmeintduals, as
part of collaborative decision-making, recognize a dilemma, attain and kneatéedge in the
pursuit of solutions.

During the process, information in all of its complexity, uncertainty, ambigunty, a
equivocality (competition among information sources) is addressed withmi¢he, meso, and
macro environmental influences. The micro environment is a complex mixture &dpke pvho
work within the school who negotiate a variety of factors including strategiaipls parental
involvement, professional development, student assessment, budget, and staffingp this al

cultural dynamic that shapes interpersonal interaction. The meso and mésiaf e
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environment consist of representatives and policies from the school district, pstaetsand
federal levels. In addition, broader cultural trends, community economic wapdpulation
shifts, and business involvement in financially supporting schools and in shaping poliay info
the external realm.

Decision making ultimately consists of a process of negotiation among tognpe
environmental influences and the ability to attain and understand information in a tbatext
makes decisions made in schools appropriate and sustainable (Marks & Nance, 26QvasThi
the foundation through which the existing literature concerning decision makingxassned
(Chapter 2), from which the research methodology was developed (Chapter 3) and the

subsequent study was undertaken (Chapter 4) and analyzed (Chapter 5).
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Overview

As the federal government mandates school accountability, schools embark ion refor
measures. School administrators and teachers have formed more collabor&iva deking
processes over time in the unified pursuit of increased student outcomes (Lashway, 2003)
Following the assumption that collaborative decision making is the predominant model in
schools, this review of literature focused on empirical studies that operateotiedi
effectiveness of group decision making, the ways the decision group memberslengage
environmental influences, and the ability of the group members to negotiate envitahme
context through the attainment and understanding of information as knowledge. The current
literature suggests that collaborative groups could operate morevetffeat schools (Conley,
1991; Conway & Calzi, 1996; Smylie (1992). The focus of studies trend towandebé
decision making process and matwthe process is used to negotiate context. In addition,
research literature is limited in three key areas: how the environment isatedjtd attain and
make sense of information, how individuals with varying levels of capacity and krgevled
impact decision making through the collaborative group, and how the unique role of the
individual retains autonomy in a group setting.

This literature review includes studies published from May 2006 to November 2010 in
which decision-making was a key term. Shared decision making, site-bassdrde@king,
strategic decision making, and group decision making were terms also used to findkgpplica
studies. Empirical research examining social theory and managementifdéeras searched.
Parallel with the search about collaborative decision making was a searokifoneental

influences on schools. Key terms included micro, meso, macro, internal, extdmal, sc
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environment, context, and factors. Knowledge attainment and meaning makingtves f
searched to add depth to the research about decision making. From August 2006 to Eeptembe
2009, Dissertation Abstracts International (DAI), the Education Resea#arimhtion

Clearinghouse (ERIC) database, Proquest, The Scholarly Journal Archive (J&t&ib)se,
psych-lit, ebsco business source premier, reference lists fromsadarndedissertations, and full-
length books were the literature searched. Although empirical studies ekistitertature that
examine decision making in non-educational fields, this review of the literatlifecus on

those at the K-12 educational levels with a few limited exceptions.

Conceptual/Theoretical Framework

A decision making model flexible enough to incorporate multiple theoretical
underpinnings within a broad environmental scope was necessary to initiallytfriame
investigation. The model sought encompassed the micro (the people within thsitegso (the
programs, policies and procedures guiding the site), macro factors (influersids ofithe site
not directly implemented at the site as filtered through meso controls), antekgew
attainment. As Tarter and Hoy (1998) argued, none of the most current decision madtaig m
stand alone to accomplish a multi-layered research scope. A non-traditional inabdhelst the
dynamism and scope to adequately allow the research questions proposed for thiskstudy t
explored was selected. Adult learning theory met the requirement of alldveimgdividual
(alone and in a group) to be examined through a reflective process that addresgks mul
environmental inputs and gives weight to knowledge attainment and understanding. Mezirow
learning theory offers a model through which to explore such a dynamic (1981, 1991, 1996,

1997, 2000).
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Theories concerning organizational decision making since the&tury explore the
decision making of participants (as an individual and as a group phenomenon) (Bandura, 1997;
Janis, 1959; March & Simon, 1958; Martin, 1992; Stohl, 1995; Trujillo, 1992). There exists in
various depth attempts to identify and define the environmental factors thablecgsers
respond to, to understand the complexity of decision processes and the management of
information, and create models for problem solving as a way to explain threseaai
organizational decision making (Senge, 1994, Tarter & Hoy, 1998, Meier, 2006; Vroom & Jago,
1988; Zack, 1998). In a school setting, vertical and horizontal groups exist that reguire on
person to serve as a lead decision-maker on certain teams and an implemettiers. In
addition, unlike in some organizations, the different team members interact daily. T
individuals who comprise the teams face decision dilemmas roughly at theiisentlee teams
do.

Mezirow supported Habermas’ idea that transformative action requires indsvidual
construct their own collective learning in order to change their relatiptshine social world.
Habermas (1981) specified three areas where knowledge is generatechrilethe
practical, and the emancipator. Mezirow translated these into the arahatdearning using
the terms work, interaction, and power (1981). Work involves action based on empirical
knowledge. Task-oriented activities such as research and program evaluasionear&or this
domain. Interaction involves the seeking of clarification of conditions for comntigmda
address whether actions are outputs from processes internal to the individuaher witetnal
processes are formed by the individual’s interaction with the environmenir@we21981). For
Mezirow, power is filtered through critical literacy for the developmentefself to gain

autonomy. Power is especially exerted through the “self-assessmeet’astéearners become
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aware and overcome attitudes preventing them from engaging in personal,jgmafeasd
societal change through their work (Mezirow, 1981).

Power is not the instrument for domination; it is the instrument against domination.
Individuals are interpreters of knowledge rather than legislators of knosviétig adult learner
uses reflective practice to interpret knowledge. This interpreted knowledgs ss the power
base to which engagement in collective practice is possible. From autonomous nduhgysta
the individual can be involved in communicative learning, which “involves at least twoepeopl
striving to reach an understanding of the meaning of an interpretation” (Mezirow, 199N @®.6)
universally accepted interpretation exists; therefore, contested meahiogntinue to exist.

The contested meanings are heightened by the complexity, uncertaintyyigynhigd

equivocally through which information is delivered in the environment (Zack, 1998). Mezirow
(2000) used the concept of discourse as the process for assessing reasons usetlaf suppor
competing interpretations through the examination of evidence, arguments, an@paeis

(1991).

Psychological justification for Mezirow’s model.

Jung (1933) attempted to categorize decision making based on whether the extamal or
internal dominated the data collection needed for decision making. Jung’s Theory of
Psychological Types (1945) identified two general types of decisionagnakie introverted and
the extroverted. The extroverted function type uses the standard taken from obmutivi®ns
as the criterion for valid judgment (1945). If decisions are made from a prepooe®f
outward thinking focusing on the concrete, extroverted thinking is evident. The objectsee s
dominates. The extroverted thinker guides his life with intellectual conclusiarged by

objective data, whether objective facts or generally valid ideas (Jung, 1983pxifoverted
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thinker pursues the ideal through polarizing formulas of contradiction; any nigusali
accidental. Modern accountability systems rely on ready access to dateeerd decision-
making, i.e., data-driven decision making has taken precedence.

In contrast to the extroverted thinker, the introverted thinker is guided by thetsahjec
Decisions are guided by new ideas rather than the perception of new fardsrEamt collected
and presented as the idea, rather the data is used to formulate questions and ponder theorie
Facts do not become the judgment; they serve to question how well the data infodea.this i
goal is to present a reality that even when not supported by the facts beeamest suitable,
abstract expression of the data (Jung, 1933). It is applicable to this study to cansider J
introverted and extroverted thinkers as learners who must recognize tactpéoid ieputs and
use them to negotiate the environment and shape realities.

There are dangers in both function types of thinking. Extroverted thinking can risk
smothering or rendering meaningless the data as empirical evidence bitritgerted thinking
risks coercing facts to shape an ideal image of reality, or it migiplysignore the data all
together (Jung, 1933).

By the 1950s, theorists such as March and Simon described rational decision making and
the constraints that bound rational thinking. March and Simon (1958) examined the behavior of
people in organizations. They synthesized the research about organizationaireaicavid
three assumptions rooted in time. The first assumption is that people are passineems of
their leaders. March and Simon (1958) classified this as classical thinkingdkaoot in the
first 25 years of the 2Dcentury. The next 25 years was dominated by theorists who focused on
organizational members’ feelings, motives, and goals. The 1950s introduced sidisotithe

limits of rationality by examining people as adaptive, reasoning thimkersnake decisions and
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problem solve bounded by limited information, cognitive abilities, and time (19583. Thi
bounded rationality was an alternative to rational decision making that semestaasis for
mathematical modeling for optimizing choice. Rationality was concernédoniy extrinsic

factors, while bounded rationality considered the individual’s cognition, moralss,edhid

sensibility in addition to external factors. The most significant diffeeebetween the rational

model and the bounded model was in the purpose. While the rational model sought the optimal
solution to a decision situation, the bounded model sought to find the best solution, which may
not be the most cost-effective or efficient as an optimal solution would be. The bounaleal ra
approach paved the way to address internal conflicts within the individual and thzatiga.

Janis (1959) analyzed the “psychological causes and consequences of decisional
conflicts” (p. 6). He made it a point to acknowledge that his theoretical aohabout decision
making was based on a “leader acting on behalf of a group or organization, as well assvhen i
a purely private act” (p. 6). The conflict, therefore, referred to opposidgneres within an
individual “which interfere with the formulation, acceptance, or execution of aidetip. 7).

All decisions are assumed to seek to satisfy the attainment of objectiwents @nstrumental

effects) and avoid undesired objectives or events. The consideration of instrueffentalleads

to anticipation of utilitarian gains or losses. The focus on gain and loss play a n&jar rol

deciding a course of action (1959). Mezirow (1981, 1991, 1996, 1997) would advocate critical
self-reflection for a learner to challenge assumptions, which might be hidden and
unacknowledged, to examine the roots of gain and loss as a way to seek meaning and determine
what, if anything is gained or lost. He specifically addressed adult tsaa¢hey work through
decision making. Adults have particular perspectives that come from expsren@ious

depth and intensity. Adult learning is distinctive in its search for meaning ipleam
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contradictory, and ambiguous realities. This insight can help to clarify decisomagives.

Organizational communication.

Garmon and Wellington (1999) stated that professional communication is at the heart of
how work gets accomplished in organizations. In order to understand how school leaders
negotiate the educational environment through collaborative decision making, it id teelpf
understand the nature of communication in organizations.

The assumption that must be discounted is one of communication existing in a linear
fashion, where the message sent is the message received (Axley, 1984). Weickef@®22) to
organizations by the term “organizing” and described organizing as an ambéajubuscertain
process that is constantly made and remade. Organizational stability anditai®oaly
evident when examined retrospectively (Weick, 1979, 1995). Communication is the substance of
organizing as members construct a complex system of meanings (Mumby, 1996). The
relationship between communication and organization can be framed by a disofission
organizational culture.

Martin (1985) argued that with improving employee relationships and commitment as a
focus, organizational communication scholars analyze organizations as chtungisy (1996)
countered the assumption that culture is a monolithic structure that can be ednsfethanged
to meet organizational needs. He argued that organizational life is a vast and coshptak of
communicative and cultural practices that shape organizational life. Congplegations among
organizing, culture, and social processes constitute organizational communicdtioa cul
Mumby described a study by Trujillo (1992), who used multiple interpretive fréorasscribe
cultures at a baseball park. Rather than being a self-contained, united ehtgpeuific goals,

the spectators, workers, owners, and players constructed the realities oll lcaggtlate with
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multiple and contradictory communicative structures. This approach treats éimézatmn as a
product of ongoing communication practices.

In this conception of communication, fodgson how organizing processes are
influenced by connections individuals demonstrated beyond organizational bounaddresva
relationships constrain and facilitate organizational experience (Mum®§; $%ohl, 1995).
Connections among group members are enacted within social and temporal sttiiatures
resemble networks of connected webs rather than stable, delineated sub@vkutias 1992;

Mumby, 1996).

Organizational factors justifying Mezirow’s model.

By the 1970s, rational decision theory was expanded to account for the randomness,
complexity, and uncertainty that impact decision making. Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972)
described the mix of people and information that are dropped on organizations as ibiage gar
can resulting in a type of decision anarchy that is mutable with the influx aodakai
organizational members. Pfeffer and Salancik (1974) captured organizatiomééxibyrand
uncertainty as it is filtered through the use of power as a political act oftaitpcasources
through decision making. Mintzburg, Raisinghani, and Theoret (1976) found that decision-
making was unstructured; however, structure can be determined through the=e phas
identification, where the problem is defined and the objective is clarifiediagerent, where
alternatives and consequences for each are articulated; and selectiorthe/ipeederred
alternatives are chosen in accordance with established values or beliefs.

Since the 1980s, decision-making theorists have examined power as wielded by
organizational units and subunits (individuals and groups) through the creation and attainment of

knowledge expressed through structures of communication. Mumby (1988) argued that

35



organizational decision making resides within “structures of domination asrtheyaaifested

in human communication” (p. 167). He examined relationships among language,
communication, meaning, interpretation, and organizational culture to show how power-as-
domination impacts the production and how sense making and meaning making become
structured in organizations. Mumby was critical of theories of organpmiocesses that were
conservative and failed to explain the development of consensual meanings through
communication. Groups with the most power will be able to harness communication godtete
their sectional interests to the very structuring of organizations” (67). Ehgv({999)

continued this argument by stating that power is superior to rationality in cagana politics.
Through the examination of the failed Aalborg Project (an effort to minimize thelaeffects
of automobiles in the city of Aalborg), Flyvbjerg chronicled the initial unity fatramong the
technical department. When the mayor and other politicians got involved “analgtesd of
acting as a foundation for intelligent policymaking, becomes a manipulated iestram
politics” (p, 35). Other bureaucrats entered the discussion, alternatives weezlidahd
modifications were made. Each change to one subpart of the plan altered palés$. The
project never succeeded. The problem was not as complex as some organizatiand fac
rationality, if it prevailed, may have lead to a successful implementatithre @ian. According

to Flyvbjerg (1998), invariably politics will dominate.

Decision-making requires decision makers to use sophisticated ssateafiincorporate
an understanding of environmental influences as well as the intricacie&iogmaeaning from
those influences to render effective decisions, usually as part of a eelldetision-making
body (Newton & Sackney, 2005; Stasser, 1999). Decision making is the process afighoosi

between alternatives to solve a given problem (Drucker, 1966; Reitz, 1989). Decisiog maki
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also making choices to effect environmental change (Barnard, 1938). Literature albwegdus
strategic decision-making refersenvironmental determinisrwhere decisions are expressed as
adaptations to opportunities, threats, and constraints (Aldrich, 1979; Hannan and Freeman,
1977). The argument is that the environment determines who will survive in a competitive
environment and decision outputs are more important than internal decision-makirsg@sdoe
explain an organization’s behavior. When dealing with complex situations, |diaciethe

scope of decisions to seek acceptable alternatives rather than ideal soltigorsjrag to
approach rationality (Simon, 1957).

When decisions involve groups of people, reaching consensus is often influenced by
leadership behaviors, individual status differences, group pressures, inter-gmgtiton, and
group size (Reitz, 1989). The attainment and exploration of knowledge in group situatdss te
to be framed by what is known, termed expertise (Tennant, 1991) and practical knowledge
(Wagner & Sternberg, 1985). When faced with alternative choices to consider, grobenm e
are influenced by the framing of information (usually in the form of risk amg gad the social
status of members as each exists in the external environment (Bradley, 1880)th&/
decisions involve uncertainty, group polarization toward either cautious or rigkgnmantation
usually occurs, which works to constrain the decision options (Myers & Lamm, 1976).

Vroom and Jago (1988) identified eleven environmental factors related to thi@weci
making process and group participation. The factors were (1) the importancaletigien, (2)
the leader’s knowledge of relevant information,(3) the extent of information hejcbhp
members, (4) time constraints, (5) the amount of meeting time, (6) decisiomdsad) how
structured the problem is, (8) the importance of member acceptance of decisitres, (9)

importance of member development through patrticipation, (10) the degree of shared,purpos
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and (11) the amount of conflict the process may generate within the group. Decisioamogort
is a key factor. Dean and Sharfman (1993) suggested thatth@atude of impaaif a decision
is one of the strongest variables of decision-making behavior.

In education, group decision making is most often evident at the school level. Wehlstett
et. al. (1997) argued that site-based decision making must exist within orgarakatinditions
that support interaction among stakeholders. The main conditions needed are the power of the
group to make decisions as part of a connection to the external environment, deeision-
knowledge and skills, and access to the information necessary to make effecsiandelhile
researchers and scholars promote the importance of collaborative deasimy (David, 1995;
Klecker, 2000), principals control the decision-making process by initiating the proces
developing members, and guiding the implementations (Bennis, 1989, Lunenburg & Ornstein,
2000, Tuten, 2006).

Understanding the level of involvement of others is also key to defining the kinds of
decisions principals make. Vroom and Yetton (1973) categorized decisions based on how they
arise. Individual decisions are made by a representative of a group (padrfaociteachers, for
example). Consultative decisions are still made by an individual but only aftergéegut
from a group. Group decisions are ideally made from group consensus, but when megsrity r
group decision is achieved. In a school, the individual is responsible for working arfferendi
groups and transferring knowledge. Mezirow (1997) accounts for the learning of theéuadi
in group setting. In effect, the individual faces transformative learninggses the way a group
does.

Consistent with models of collaborative leadership, Mezirow (1997) theorized lthroug

his transformation theory of adult learning that a productive worker must “think as a
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autonomous agent in a collaborative context rather than to uncritically act sedeiceas and
judgments of others” (p. 8). Key competencies of autonomous thinking that effeciokerpr
solvers bring to collaborative groups are the ability to acquire and use infammdgntifying
resources, interpreting information, working with others, and understanding complex
interrelationships (p. 8). Mezirow saw decision making as a process thatngesstood as a
continuous effort to negotiate contested meanings” (2000, p.3). Drawing from thelidets a
communicative learning from Habermas (1981), Mezirow explained that problemmgsahd
process of learning may be used as an instrumental tool toward what Habenmeas te
“emancipation” (1997). Emancipation involves the development of self knowledge used to
expose power dynamics in the environment. The new found insight allows scrutiny of
dominating force aimed at removing false consciousness in order to achielmrfrieem social
constraints (Outhwaite, 1994). A major purpose of emancipation is to eliminategyéadtered
by a false consciousness exhibited through false understanding or incogsistemeoup that
could prevent a critique of oppressive daily routines remaining unquestioned beegume th
unnoticed (Freire & Shor, 198 Halse understanding and inconsistency are two factors among
others that create school-based dilemmas that individuals acting through groupseencount

In summary, the 1970s brought the dynamics of the organization to the forefront of
organizational decision making. The way knowledge was attained and how that kreowledg
looked, such as how complex, or uncertain, ambiguous, or random it was described in terms of
communication and power within organizations and their subunits. In the 1980s, this idea of
knowledge as a foundation for communication as a vehicle for wielding power wamesado
analyze organizational effectiveness. Theorists in the 1990s incorporated ptsndeustanding

of organizational culture to situate the organization within larger environneefasus on how
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organizations effect change. Internal processes were linked to externattpmidgland
competitiveness. With the new century, the individual has emerged as the keygtiveeffe
organizational decision making processes. The individual as part of a group isciustphesx
and dynamic as the organization. This research and future researckevli¢anext logical step
to further examine the individual as a learner as well as a decision, wélkemust make
meaning from information, negotiate the environment, and communicate as anpatwanci
thinker and part of an organization. Mezirow’s adult learning theory serves @sdeh o address

the capacity building of the individual within the group.

School organizational learning during dilemmas.

Most of the literature in primary and secondary education about decision makimg dur
uncertain times, especially when responding to a dilemma, is concernedhigth @ecision
making (Cranston et al., 2003; Mills, R, 2006; Starratt, 2009). One study of organizational
learning in schools was conducted by Silinis, Mulford, and Zarins (1999). The ressarch
surveyed over 2,500 teachers and principals and over 3,500 secondary students across 50 schools
in Australia to determine which factors influenced organizational learBistyibuted leadership
among administrators and teachers, especially in collaborative sityat@smshown to increase
the perception of the school as a learning organization. Although the results did not find a
significant impact on student outcomes, they did support distributed leadership as aomodel f
schools to make more effective decisions.

The results were limited to a random, stratified sample of secondary schéalstialia.
The fact that using a distributive model to involve a high number of faculty in collat@orat
decision making did not significantly improve student outcomes suggested that other

environmental factors were possibly suppressing student outcomes. As a learaivizatian,
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the decision groups in the school were faced with recognizing a dilemma and the ragsdro ¢
information and create new knowledge that would then aid in the process of decising.maki
Simply engaging a decision making process alone was not enough to achieverdssits.
Silinis, Mulford, and Zarins (1999) touched on the surface of distributed leadership. Anrmore
depth study would use learning theory to track the knowledge attainment of individilnats wi
sub-groups and compare them across groups. Comparing effective group capacity tauildin
student performance could possibly help explain the gap between increased colaborat
structures but lack of significant student achievement.

Another study of decision making during a dilemma was conducted by Salancik and
Pfeffer (1978). They used 80 undergraduate business students who thought they weyesignin
for a course about decision-making and personality. The subjects were talkethaould have
input into the hiring decision of a graduate teaching assistant for the folloeangThe
researchers sought to examine the choice of socially similar othersg thirough the lens of
uncertainty and secrecy. Uncertainty was defined as a situation of cagfticitieria, which can
be resolved by judging the relative importance of the conflicting infoomaBecrecy was
defined as whether the decision maker is publicly identified with the decision,heatidexthe
information used to make the decision is available to others. The subjects wertedaptra
groups and presented with a folder for each of three candidates. For the uncertainty
manipulation, the ratings for each candidate in the areas of grade point ageadgs in
management courses, and faculty recommendations, were inconsistentrecdisgehsions and
all three candidates were equally rated overall. The certain decisioadseonsistent ratings so
that one candidate was relatively high across the dimensions. To constructisoiciatys

manipulation, the subjects’ personal data was used to create profiles fanthigates to be
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either similar or different from the subjects. The candidates’ personaiuzdts were assigned
randomly across the uncertain and certain groups. The study also included adeakification,
where the subjects were requested to sign their name to their recommendadtion famother
recommendation form was presented as one that usually only the chairman phthe hi
committee signed. A released-information condition was set up, where a reperdettsion
including data or information that guided the recommendation for hire was relehsathtT
released condition informed the subjects that a recommendation was presented without
supporting evidence.

Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) found support for the theory that in uncertain conditions a
uniform distribution of choice should emerge. The subjects did not reach consensus as to which
candidate would be recommended for hire. The certain condition showed Candidate 1 with 9 of
the 15 recommendations for hire. Uncertainty produced more difficult choices. \WeenAfdh
uncertainty and no clear normative distribution of preference, the subjects choaeditate
most similar to them over 61% of the time. When conditions were certain, the sinulee was
made 31% of the time. In addition, subjects selected candidates who were souiélyalmost
76% of the time when the information was not released. When told the information would be
released they choose the similar candidate 50% of the time. Overall, thetstdneed to make
socially similar choices when the alternatives were complex and the atfomtondition
involved secrecy. Interestingly, subjects favored the more familiar ceegewhen self-interest
was not an issue. The subjects were not going to benefit from their choice.plications for
decision groups when they have to manage knowledge would be whether they can angid rely
only on the familiar processes and information sources. This is part of the leamding

negotiation that occurs in Mezirow’s learning theory.
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Mezirow’s Model and Decision Making in Schools

There are a variety of decision-making models, but the foundational moded sfutly
is Mezirow’s transformational learning theory because it acknowledgasdirelual as a vital
part of shared decision making of school decision groups, incorporating the work of Jung, and
the influence of the micro-level influences (such as strategic plannéfiingt and professional
development), the meso-level influences of the district mandated school policiesertd, @and
the macro-level influences of the state and federal factors. Consistenamigl{10959),
Mezirow’s theory accounts for the learning of individuals that transferscisidie groups as the
collaborative groups attempt to grasp and negotiate information that is corplegyuous,
uncertain, or in competition with other information as also described by Mumby (4:9@8)
Flyvbjerg (1998). It also recognizes the role of the individual to gather aargriet knowledge
and remain autonomous as a member of a group. Mezirow’s theory spans both the indididual a
the group, taking into account individual decision making, group dynamics, and the imeract
with the larger environment.

Although the decision models that typically exist in organizations use some form of
collaborative decision making process, there are additional considerations aboubaskdol
collaborative decision making that further support Mezirow’s transformatieamading theory as
an appropriate theoretical frame.

The literature suggests a lack of clarity about the degree to which ®abbetd be
empowered to lead, and how participation relates to quality and outcomes of thosaslecis
(Conway & Calzi, 1996). Smylie (1992) argued that “there are some aspectsapaton
about which a great deal is known. There are other aspects that remain murky guhareiex

(p. 53). He added that the initiatives to increase teacher participation “lmaggdaced
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development of knowledge about the subject” (p. 53). There is agreement thaindeeiking is

a multiple-domain construct and individual participation outcomes vary by domain (Belcled

al., 1990; Duke, Showers, & Imber, 1981). Consensus is lacking about what the domains are and
how they are defined (Conley, 1991). In practice, the domains that are identfigftiea not

clearly distinct from other domains (Murphy, 1988). Teachers are selectivethbalécisions

they wish to participate in. They express greater desire and a highetatiopeio participate in
decisions related to classroom instruction, and they show less desire andxjpsatateon to

make decisions about administration and managerial issues (Conley, 1991; Duke et al., 1981).
The particular social organizations of schools contribute to teachers formingngpatiout the
potential benefits and costs related to collaborative decision making (Smylie, $3888yan

(1987) described successful school collaborative group members as confident andawilling
share ideas and concerns; as exerting strong leadership within the group, anel\aglithgso

take risks in a supportive school climate. These qualities may influencedkendividuals

assume on collaborative groups, but “teachers can also acquire such attituddsahcosigh

their participation” (p. 60). Mezirow’s theory of transformational learnirggpants for the
development of teachers as members of decision groups, as leaders on some groups, as
implementers on some groups, and as learners who have to negotiate the complex school
environment in similar ways their collaborative groups do. The following overviesepiethe
organizational decision making models that occur frequently in the literatdmeasons why

they do not serve as the models for the current research.
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Justification against using other decision making models.

A number of decision making models exist in organizational theory literatoee. T
following models appear frequently in the literature and are examined haedats that may
be viable in some situations, but are not acceptable for use in this study.

Therational modelis described as a portrayal of the environment where organizational

decisions are based on organizational units using information in rational ways tchoales.
A purely rational approach assumes that the range of possible alternatives @nmsdmpiences
following the alternatives are all known (Huber, 1981; Simon, 1979; Simon et al., 1987). The
rational model is conceptualized through a “bounded rationality” that “make modiestadistic
demands on the knowledge and computational abilities” of the decision makers (Simon, 1979, p
496). By the 1950s, bounded rationality was proposed as a way to make optimal choice using
reasonable amounts of calculations and incomplete information (Friedman, 1979). Although the
rational model, in a classical form and with a bounded alternative, serves as aidouiodat
other models, it has severe limitations. Rationality was “never designeddi@’hsituations
“involving decision making under uncertainty and imperfect conditions” (Simon. 1979, p. 497).
In its bounded form, Simon (1979) was critical of rational decision making failiwse to
account for the full range of human decision capabilities and does not predict a pyocess f
decision makers to account for costs and returns at the point of choice.

Thepolitical modelis represented in an environment where decisions are results of
organizational units using strategies to influence decisions and to bring abaasdiavorable
to the unit (Huber, 1981; Pfeffer, 1981; Pettigrew, 1972). Baldridge (1971) argued that the
political model frequently describes organizational reality as viewedc@alition, where

conflict exists among members and decisions get made based on who has the power te domina
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a particular context. Decisions in this model often derive from the allocati@sadfirces. Pfeffer
& Salancik (1974) described two classes of decision variables related to eeslbaration.
There are variables that represent the bureaucratic criteria aedhhosepresent the political.
“Organizational decision making, particularly with respect to decislmatsallocate resources
within the organization, are political in nature,” and “considerations of relptiwer of the
subunits, as well as of bureaucratic criteria, are necessary” (p. 138)r, Bspexially power as
wielded by horizontal subunits within an organization, was emphasized in the polididel by
Perrow (1970). Tarter and Hoy (1998) argued that a political model is rarelgrifan
appropriate strategy for an organization. They claim that although politidseisent in
organizational life, if politics becomes the dominant force the organization eanb&ftome
dysfunctional as all goals can be seen as constraints. As a consequencel, doraigages and
one individual or one group dominates as the organization’s energy is absorbed by ¢juatl one
(Tarter & Hoy, 1998). More often than not, an organization subscribing to a political model
fosters personal preferences over organizational intention resulting ircaffaotic, and
manipulative decision making (Tarter & Hoy, 1998).

Thegarbage can modeadssentially presents decisions as consequences of “intersections
of problems looking for solutions, solutions looking for problems, and opportunities for making
decisions” (Huber, 1981, p. 4). Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) described the garbage can
environment as unstructured decision processes. It does not subscribe to behavioratorenorm
theories of organizational decision making, yet it surprisingly serves usefatdrpreting
choices in certain contexts (1976). The garbage can model emerged as pattopfeaatrine
rational model. Decision making is characterized by organized anarchy,thethehrough a

straightforward rational process. A mix of problems and possible solutions aistenee in an
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organization. The mix is determined by the number of decisions handled, the number of people
involved, the decision load of the organization and the amount of resources, time, and attention
devoted to decisions (Cohen, March, & Olsen, 1972). In this model, action taken towahdecisi
making is described as random rather than linear, and the degree of anarafiynsddtby the
involvement and attrition of members of the decision process. Problems and solutseenaas
being subscribed to individuals who enter and leave the process. The mix of individuals
determined which problems rise to the top of decision making agendas (Padgett, 1980). The
garbage can model is often used in the public policy arena, especially wheraforgiolidgets.
It does not serve this current study with its emphasis on how problems are pdagimany of
the current “problems” schools face are dictated by the meso and meicomerent under the
guise of accountability. Further, the garbage can model does not take into cdiosidhena
individual players impact the decision making process. This study used iadkeptdidems and a
collective decision making process to explore how the environment is engaged.

Another modelthe program models designed to guide decision making when
rationality and analysis do not. Simon (1978) suggested that organizational decisiog imaki
adversely affected by the limits of human decision making. Mintzberg'’s (197&)slowed
that a manager’s task environment was not conducive for making high quality decishams. W
human decision abilities are limited or in the absence of thoughtful analysik/@sualresult of
time constraints, organizations may rely on standard operating procedures, grosplusiget
limitations, or other action-directing and action-constraining organizafwagrams (Huber,
1981). In its basic form, the program model results in decisions that are consegdiences
programs and programming of the units involved. Programming of organizational memders

groups develops when decision making behavior is influenced through such events as
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professional development, on-the-job-training, and reinforcement of pasiotsdi1981). Yet,
the program model does not adequately allow for the exploration of alternatives \enemaks
occur that require new norms to be established.

Other decision making models exist, including @GE modefor improving
performance, thethical model, intuitive decision-making mod&®st models are
operationalized but lack an extensive theoretical foundation. Although Mezirow’s
transformational learning theory is not traditionally viewed as a deaisaking model, in
comparison with the other models, Mezirow’s model offers the complexity needeahtmex
the individual as a meaning maker, learner, and decision-maker as partlabarative groups
wherein group dynamics play out, influenced by environmental factors.

Transformational learning theory has a strong decision making component and
incorporates knowledge attainment and management to allow a flexible amaiclyna
engagement with the entire environment. Many theorists address the importknow/leidge
management in environments where complexity, uncertainty and ambiguity Mxisi\by
(1988) argued that most organizing processes fail to consider the role of senseandking
explore relationships among communication, meaning, and interpretagwitt and March
(1988) pointed out the difficulties in organizational change involve the ambiguity eéssiand
the complexity of experience. Simon et al. (1987) described problem solving gditmgied by
the “complexity of the world in which we live, the incompleteness and inadequacy of human
knowledge, [and] the inconsistencies of individual preference (p.13). Hickson (1987) argued that
attempting to achieve the rational ideal of “amassing and evaluating abllpasformation on
all possible alternatives would be mind blowing,” so “decision makers contentelvessvith

enough information to make limited comparisons between alternative deci@adl®8). The
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problems and limitations addressed through these critiques are addressgh the stages of
knowledge development Mezirow incorporates within the transformational lgah®ory to

identify and problem solve during a dilemma.

Gaining Knowledge and Understanding for Decision Making

A complete examination of individual decision making through collaborativetstesc
also includes the way information is attained and understood or how it is transformeat¢o cr
new knowledge. Information often exists in complex forms. Information may bi&yaaus; it
may be unclear if it is packaged in fragmented ways. Information mag@ispete with
opposing information, requiring groups to determine what is relevant and appropriate whe
addressing a particular dilemma (Zack, 1998). Information can exist in thefquieces of data
or in the form of alternatives for selecting a course of action. Mintzbexlg @976) found that
decision makers select among alternatives by using judgment, bargainingysisana
approaches. According to Mintzberg et al., jJudgment is the use of intuition withoairexgl
rationale; bargaining is having participants in the decision reach a consamsasalysis is
when decision makers use factual evaluations. Nutt (1984) examined 78 business dexisions a
found judgment used to evaluate alternatives 93% of the time, bargaining was usetthd% of
time, and analysis used 3% of the time. Mintzberg et al. (1976) and Nutt (1984) isalatsd ta
such as judgment from the macro application of decision making processes. Heealehe
success of decisions often depended on the complexity involved in alternative engkradiwvn
as technical difficulty).

A decision is considered complex when an evaluation approach is not evident and
opposition exists to any decision that would bring about change. The more technmaltyiff

exists, the more decisions factor in judgment. Mumby (1996) used the termvefiess as a
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way of describing how knowledge claims are made. He stated that technozadlitgtis

directional toward knowledge concerned with control and prediction. Mumby (1996) also
described a rationality concerned with individual and collective attempts tostanai® interpret,

and make sense of experiences. Neither approach to knowledge attainment is usiityylamr

in leading toward an understanding of organizational effectiveness (1996)iVefiess is not a
monolithic concept formulated through managerial outputs; it exists in the corefd@&nships
between individual and group sense making and formal and emergent structuring (1996). Poole
and McPhee (1983) examined communication studies and reported that communicatien clima
is an intersubjective phenomenon that is continuously structured and restructureabessne
engage with their environment.

Judgment and effectiveness can also be understood through the frame otadaol ia
terms of dialectical thinking proposed by Riegel (1973) and explored by Aliman (1999) and
Irwin (1991). Dialectical thinking is a form of adult reasoning classified bgntinuous
exploration of the relationships between rules and the idea that static pattérmsght and
permanent resolutions to intractable problems do not exist. Adults think dialgatibah they
encounter decision making situations in which universal rules, moral strictudesaasal
reasoning are intersected with contextual imperatives (Allman, 1999; B K000 Irwin,
1991; Riegel, 1973). “The recognition and honoring of the importance contextuality- the
recognition that specific situations make nonsense of general rules or theisrssnething that
is learned developmentally” (Brookfield, 2000, p. 3).

Instrumental to this interaction between rules and contextuality is Mégi(th@98)
concept of critical self-reflection, which develops the capacity to know how we whaiwe

know. The self-reflection involves the learner examining the assumptions, the,dhassature,
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and the consequences of the influences that predispose an individual to adopt spé&ific goa
Critical self-reflection is particular to adults as it requires indivisit@lexperience interpersonal,
work, and political lives that vary in depth, difference, and intensity (Mezirow, 1998). Adulthood
is distinctive in its search for meaning after experiencing complex gaimis, and contradictory
realities (Brookfield, 2000; Mezirow, 1998). Mezirow (1991) stressed that adult knowledge
attainment is an incremental movement through reflection that takesagiterperspectives on
the familiar, builds capacity to challenge assumptions, and develops toleraaneiquity.
Simon (1988) stated that taking such a critical perspective that challengpsedatiought and
practices can cause organizational members to feel despair asattimegflthe powerful forces
that may work against them. He countered this notion by arguing that usimgdear
communities can help to understand that colleagues experience the same cdrdex¢usland
fluctuations in commitment. Knowledge develops that can be used to resolve iatel-re
problems to institute effective change, even if it does not lead to understanding about how
barriers can be removed (Simon, 1988).

One recent study that conceptualize the theoretical understanding of knowledge
attainment and usage of knowledge in small group processes is Newton and Sa2kiéy’s (
examination of three school boards. They conceptualized group knowledge as a phenomenon
influenced by political/structural and social/relational factors coegbo$ cognitive, affective,
and axiological dimensions. Knowledge was distinguished from data and information and
defined as the “links people make in their minds among information, action, and context (p.
435).

Knowledge is a concept encompassing information, the meaning derived from

information, and the application of information in a specific or new context. Infanmaas
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characterized as either shared or unshared. Propp (1997) argued that unsharatianfoas a
characteristic of effective group decision making, because a group fiicendy weeds out
redundant information. Stasser (1999) stated that groups benefit largely frorshasied
information, which is termed “cognitive centrality” (p. 66). Shared information previde
validation for individual beliefs and creates shared realities (Bowles, 1997).

In conjunction with cognitive dimensions, affective and axiological dimensmasct
to shape group knowledge, learning, and decision making. Affective knowledge captures
emotional triggers and “the available information on which to build knowledge may bedskewe
toward knowledge building instances in which emotions play a part” (Newton & Sackney’s
2005, p. 437). Values, considered part of axiological dimensions, appear to operate in ways
similar to emotions, which is to assign relative weight to the alternatoresdered by decision
makers (2005).

Newton and Sackney’s (2005) Canadian study used the Critical Decision Method,(CDM)
which is a process used to reflect about non-routine incidents. The provincial school boards’
association nominated boards it regarded as functional. Three boards comprmingraence
sample was chosen, and a Likert-scaled survey was administered to thesnainebeh. The
survey was followed by each board to recount a time when the board faced adedisein.
Board minutes were used by the researchers to verify temporal incidemtsasidn points,
such as whether to hold a board meeting or not.

It was reported that the boards showed strongest support for the idea that the boards’
primary role was policy making and that teamwork between the boards and a@tms
should be emphasized. In the area of social/relational aspects, the three bdrgsnth

methods for gaining and sharing knowledge. The Prairie School board usedlstgrytel
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reliance on shared decision making to build consensus. The St. Ferdinand School Board used
transactual patterns of communication. Members spoke directly to one anotherednshar
information often occurred when communication was directed to small groups with tde boa
rather than to the entire board. The Branchland School Board often directed comiomutocat

the entire group. A predominant reliance on shared information was used to aftengsent a
clear and complete picture of the issue. Consensus was generated to balaratyedte

however, the researchers did not note much evidence of negotiations of competingipesspe

Knowledge was presented in tacit and explicit forms. As board members weeesied
in the culture of the community they represented tacit structures in tefirfelofand “I
sensed” as they encountered the complex realities of the meso environment (2008)n@pm
reaction was funneled to the groups as explicit understanding that made secise of ta
knowledge. New board members were inducted to the boards through training about board
processes and protocol, rather than on the orientation of the social context of the boacthsEmot
and values factored equally with cognitive knowledge to align tacit and expla#rstanding
and weigh decision alternatives. Newton and Sackney’s (2005) further reported that
communication and knowledge attainment and sharing did not subscribe to a rational proces
social, political, and cultural identification and understanding may contributereased
effectiveness in group decision making.

A decision-making process appropriate for this current study must facdearning
dimension for evaluation approaches and account for difficulties inherent in finding a
choosing alternatives: complexity, ambiguity, uncertainty, and equivocdtgyeXisting
literature often assumes that the negotiation of understanding is inhaathgssed through the

decision making process, rather than as a separate and deliberate acturstlzctively
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become part of the process. “Decision making research seldom considers htienaittectors,
such as complexity, influences tactic selection and tactic success’ 189&, p. 1149).
Collaborative group members, in order to be effective, must also be learning grouprsnembe
(Mezirow, 1997). Davidson (2009) synthesized research about teacher-driven actochrese
and the role of inquiry to state that inquiry assists teachers to delve deepyfficult
dilemmas and ask questions, face the discomfort of not knowing the answers, and tren expl
ways to address them. Inquiry as a form of knowledge attainment uses coitfincgsad tool to
allow teachers to question their own biases and assumptions and do better work (2009).
Marks and Louis (1997) examined school-based shared decision making as a construct
of teacher empowerment. Using a mixed-method design involving 24 urban schoolaggd#&nni
states and 22 school districts. All of the schools practiced some form of sitedeasson
making. Teacher participation in decision making was shown to bolster empowerimeht, w
Marks and Louis described as increased commitment, expertise, and/efffess. The results
also showed that the enhanced empowerment directly improved the professional agmmuni
within a school. Shared decision making increased the sense of shared respyaasibditident
performance, and teachers felt more confident about their abilities toaikat the students in
their school.
The Marks and Louis research built an argument for shared decision making bdsed on t
empowering of teachers to better engage a professional community. Timeicibyndescribed
by the researchers was aligned to Mezirow's transformational |gathmeory as it described
teachers developing a shared sense of purpose, de-privatized practice and, mtasitlynpor
reflective dialogue. According to Mezirow, “reflection means validityinngs (1991, p.105). It

is the “critique of assumptions about the content or process of problem solving” (p. 108)l Shar
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decision making increased the ability of the teachers in the study to makesbegte of
environmental data to make better decisions about student instruction.

Taylor (1997) used a critical literature review to examine empirigdles that used
Mezirow's transformational learning theory. He critiqued 39 studies, alhadhwemployed
gualitative or phenomenological designs. Five studies included quantitativedsaeHe found
that the empirical research supported Mezirow’s claim that the “revisionafingestructures
seems to be initiated by a disorienting dilemma followed by a seriesoingatrategies
involving critical reflection” and exploration of roles and options and negotiationaticeships

(Taylor, 1997, p. 44). Taylor categorized the investigations in the following way (dgure

Community
Transformation

(four studies)

Transformational
learning through
personal illness

Intercultural
Learning

(two studies) (five studies)

Mezirow’s
Transformational

Process/ practices Learning
that promote Transformation
transformative through group
learning in experience
education

(four studies)
(four studies)

Specific
Career and lifestyle components of the
changes transformative

(thirteen studies) process
(seven studies)

Figure 2 Taylor's categorization of research using Mezirow’s learning theory.
The concept of adult learning as a process to gain, understand, and use knowledge spans

across many disciplines and life events. In the educational setting, traastoral learning
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theory is applied as a broad skill applicable to problem solving and decision madingtaonly
about school decisions.

Nutt (1998) examined 317 strategic decisions from profit and not-for-profit bussiess
determine how complexity indicators influence the use of evaluation tactictheir success.
Questionnaires and interviews were used to collect data. Two-thirds of infonveettop
executives (CEO, COO, or CFO). The other informants were line managérmeambers, and
task force members. Interviews were used to uncover the steps taken inaagicstecision.
Triangulation of the multiple informant responses was used to describe therdeois the steps
taken. Using decision summaries, Nutt found two categories of practice to emoosg
alternatives: “the sources of information depicting performance and the elpused to make
an assessment with this information” (p. 1151). Interrater reliabilitydetemined through a
review of the sorting by a colleague of Nutt with a 97% agreement.

Nutt (1998) found through the interviews that complicated decisions arose when decision
makers were unsure of how to perform an evaluation of alternatives. “Thisgnijeeng to
select an approach preceded information collection and its evaluation” (p. 1164). n&stier
of alternatives increased, Nutt found that decision makers used analysssrtamtcand
judgment less, which is different from what Mintzberg et al. (1976) and Nutt (1984d fn
earlier research. The success rate of decisions was improved byneyig dactics except in
situations that had political and procedural difficulties. Political considasprompted the
evaluation of alternatives and created ambiguity about how to perform the evaluatordiAg
to Pfeffer (1992), political considerations necessitate arguments to headia#m. In Nutt's
research, judgment was often used to systematically reveal or hold ititormiatil resistance

was known. The “decision makers balanced objective information, such as perf@rmanc
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indicators, with information that indicated the prospects of resistance fromekpiep (p.
1165).

Nutt’'s research provided insight into how decision makers gather and evaluate
alternatives and the success of these practices. Earlier studiesetkerorifinear decision
making processes of uncovering and evaluating alternatives and implemefathogeal
alternative, but how the knowledge was managed to evaluate the alternatives inexcompl
environment with pragmatic and political considerations was often overlookedegghrchers
such as (Cyert and March, 1963; Mintzberg et al. 1976; Nutt, 1984). Nutt's 1998 research
examined a more sophisticated environment and expressed the need for decistas poacti

consider the pursuit of intelligence and the use of information as alternagvesnsidered.

Effective Collaborative Grouping for Decision Making

Inherent as part of the problem-solving process within a school are relatioastupg
micro, meso, and macro environmental influences and the actions required for grougsriembe
engage information in efforts to make sense of data to form new knowledge needeeitaeinpl
change. Collaborative leadership represented one approach to school leadership amchemhnag
that involves the empowerment of people from within the school community to provide direction
for the organization (Ackerman & MacKenzie, 2007; English & Anderson, 2005zG2805).
Site-based decision-making was a term that appeared in the literatuth agrimmymous with
collaborative decision-making and as a concept that included collaboratisedeunaking
under the umbrella of school autonomy. Collaborative decision-making was alsgudgied
from site-based decision making as a broader term including collaboratiothese external to
the school site (Beck & Murphy, 1998; Bowers, 2008; Conley & Goldman, 186djhe

purpose of this study, the collaborative properties of site-based decisiongmadde examined
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under the general description of collaborative decision-making. This revi@erature
examined each aspect of collaborative decision-making from the recognigamiadnmental
influences on knowledge attainment and management and through the involvement of
individuals in decision-making groups.

Effective collaborative group decision making relies on distributed leagersiong the
administration and informal and formal teacher leaders within a school (Polite, aaylition
to shared leadership, effective decision making groups (as measured by intendetes)t
require that the group members have access to information, have mechanisms it deal w
complexity, ambiguity, uncertainty, and competing interests (equivocddayg a shared
purpose, and have sustainability as a group (Goodlad, 2002). Traditional school hierarchy
positions the administration as the decision-making body for a school. Collabdetise®n
making also depends on teacher leaders in decision roles. The literaturehen lessaership
predominantly supports teachers having direct involvement in the school decision making
process alongside the principal (Gronn, 2000; Hart, 1995; Schlechty, 2001; Spillane et al., 2001,
Taylor & Bogotch, 1994). Tyler and Cuban (1995) described teachers as streletiteaecrats
who shape educational policy through classroom practice. For school reformuttcesssul,
teachers need to be fully integrated into the decision-making processy(&adviiencey, 1999;
Urbanski and Nickolaou, 1997). This may have implications for structuration thealye(,
1984) as teachers re-define the norms associated with the decision makingestinctchools,
which are set to constrain the action of individuals. The structures are not pefranrach@ot
fully explained by external, macro-level concepts. As teachers demaeddemsion making

authority, hierarchical decision making may be challenged.
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Group discourse.

Part of the examination of collaborative team members involves gaining ins@ttient

conversational process, social interaction, and linguistic interactions amongierabers.

Group discourse was the focus of the qualitative Scribner et al. (2007) studgs&hech

protocol for this study includes observing each of three teams (Lead, VenidaGrade-Level).
Gaining insight into the group dynamic and the topics discussed directly impaetedotution

of the interview protocol as the participants were asked to reflect on timinthias individuals

and as members of a group. Situational and social factors of distributed hgadense

examined among two teacher teams at one secondary school. The researdtimig msees,

audio, and videotape to form comparative and discourse analysis of the teachewteamare

part of the only comprehensive high school of 1,650 students in a mid-sized town. The school
had a long history of using teacher teams. Scribner et al. (2007) found that collaborati
interaction could be understood using three constructs: purpose, autonomy and pattemms. Patte
of group discourse, which occur through natural linguistic interactions among teaberse

were shaped by purpose and autonomy, which were defined by organizational conditions and
situations. The purpose and autonomy within a team can shape the social distribution of
leadership.

Teacher attitudes and beliefs shaped by assumptions and experienc# aas Gi
Hoffman’s (2009) focus in an investigation of teachers’ discourse and beliefs avoutideand
instruction articulated during shared planning time. Gill and Hoffman arguealtinatgh
instructional beliefs are difficult to measure, they shape pedagogicsiotsceachers make in
the classroom. Using a team of four eighth-grade math teachers from one wtiddle teacher

talk was analyzed to detect rationales driving decision making related totszdsjeent, the
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students, learning, and teaching. A case study method was conducted to record weskly sha
planning meetings during one semester. Field notes and audio recordings were cedet bas
semantic relationship domains. Gill and Hoffman (2009) found that a consistent theme
supporting a belief in a traditional transmission model of delivering instructeathers relied

on general pedagogy, curricular choices, textbook choices, and beliefs aboutt Istarténg that
were based on assumptions such as the necessity of didactic delivery oéfitorinom the

adult to the child that emerged from teacher talk but were not the subject ciioafley the
teachers. The shared planning used traditional beliefs as a foundation to deciderdgrandnte
instructional strategies, but did not serve as a catalyst to search fioatahes through self-
awareness or critical reflection to use Mezirow’s terms.

Teacher teams as examined by Scribner et al. (2007) were describmxhasla
component of the school paradigm by Clark and Clark (1994). Teacher teams are formed to
identify and solve identified problems. They also serve the function of idegtéyid solving
indeterminate problems (1994). Teacher teams engage through conversation ashlifecale
be viewed as an emergent activity (Gronn, 2003). Leadership is a constant laatmihg but
little is known about how the conversational process leads teachers to identifynsrabie
make decisions (Sawyer, 2001). Some interactions within the teams could have unintended
outcomes, such as committing to a decision that may not be optimal without pursuing

alternatives (Scribner et al. (2007) as Mezirow (1981) suggested.

Teacher role in decision making.

Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2003) used Lipsky’s (1980) work to define the roles of
street-level bureaucrats to question the assumption of the street-levet a®idne who merely

implements policy. During a three year period, they collected and anatgzied rom 48
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workers across three groups in the public sector: police officers, tecamergmcational
rehabilitation counselors. Their work was divided into three sections. The fageddhe

framework for the study of how “make sense of their world and account for whatdhey
(Maynard-Moody and Musheno, 2003, p. 9). Countering Lipsky’s argument that the involuntary
controls that state agents exert on street-level workers through laggs,amidl regulations,
Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2003) claimed that workers balance the implementation of
policy with the perceptions they hold of the citizens they come in contact withe Thes
perceptions alter the way the workers apply rules, decide on work behaviors, and use moral
judgment. They found that workers often believe that their perceptions aboutzéeciti
“continually rub against policies and rules” (p. 4).

The second section focused on worker identity. Workers routinely identify themselves
through their occupational labels as well as along race, gender, and clasghimeesearchers
found that workers would unite against management to protect other workers they bonded with
even when there was evidence that the workers committed a crime.

The third section presented the argument that street-level bureaucrattiareed by
their own moral judgments rather than rules and regulations. Fairness arelijuiie eyes of
the workers had little to do with bureaucratic norms but rather the perceived wdréir of t
clients. Worth was defined as the genuine need, good character, civility, defenetic
motivation of the client to respond to the advice of the worker. Workers employed the
bureaucratic rules to protect themselves, withhold services, or even punish thosd deem
worthy.

Maynard-Moody and Musheno’s (2003) research is valuable in its use of nartative

describe the actions and behaviors of the workers. The richness and detail ai¢bgsdvided
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concrete examples of the intricacies of street-level behavior. Therekse limited by the
relatively small sample size (48 stories), especially when the resesudraw broad conclusions
such as that street-level workers see themselves as not accountabletbotfetals, and do

not work for supervisors but rather for the citizenry. Yet, the study highlighteddivedual and
the group dynamics that shape group decision making.

Mezirow’s adult learning theory recognized that street-level workech as school
personnel, impact organizational decision making at both the policy and implementatien leve
If teachers serve as more than just implementers of policy, their aogafsrmation through
access and exposure to environmental influences are vital to effectivgppadicin
collaborative groups. When group members lack the ability to negotiate the envirdnmenta
context, decision making may not be effective in the current era of school reform.

One study by Rhodes et al. (2009) that investigated the negotiation of the environment
examined a collaborative micro-level intervention designed to increasaldlhteachers played
in identifying problems and articulating and implementing solutions. Analysiseoé data
from 180 teachers and 2,631 students, demonstrated that when teachers were active
collaborators, their perception of school climate, school affiliation, and acatterugcwere
more positive than before the intervention. Teachers also reported positive pascepti
principal support. The students in the intervention schools as compared to those in control
schools reported improved school climate.

School leadership is not solely embedded in formal roles; leadership rolggemer
through relationships between people (Crow et al., 2002; Scott, 1992; Smylie et al., 2002). The
1990s demonstrated a renewal of networked leadership described by Barnard (1968) and

Thompson (1967 Smylie et al. (2002) incorporated their work to describe networked leadership
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as an emphasis avhat school members dather tharwho is doing itlt challenges the belief
that leadership is assigned with specific positions within the school. Fire$88%) described
leadership in terms of functions. The performance of activities was moretamptar
emphasizing leadership roles than focusing on specific people and positions. Anofhectivers
on leadership frames it as an organizational resource (Ogawa & Bossert, 1988;e5 al.,
2002). Leadership is embedded in the networks formed through multidirectional sdeeaicef
occurring among students, parents, teachers and administrators (Ogawseft, B®@95; Smylie

et al., 2002).

Participation in decision making.

Mulford, Kendall, Kendall, Hogan, & Lamb (2001) used data from a 1996 survey of 122
principals, 833 teachers, and 889 school council members to determine the perception of the
implementation and effectiveness of school-based management. They focused on thiempopula
of principals, teachers, and council members at the 7th-10th grades to examinediveger
level of involvement of various individuals in the decision-making process, the pencept
who determines school policy, and perceptions of constraints to decision-making. The
researchers disaggregated the micro, meso, and macro resources used in decisgpn maki
however, they did not attempt to examine how the group members negotiated the environment to
attain those resources. The researchers reported that principals wereggeas having a small
role in determining school policy alone. Eleven percent of the subjects repddgadidang
policy in the areas of allocating non-teaching duties, planning, and finance ydiwenpercent
of the respondents indicated principals selected staff. Overall, 76¥%noipals reported that the
entire school teaching staff helps shape discipline policy, 44% reported thatitbesehool

teaching staff shapes curriculum objectives and teaching methods. Elevent péprincipals
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reported that the entire school teaching staff determines content for egstt avea. Principals
perceived district control was greatest with regard to the level dihgté88%) and the selection
of staff (61%).

The Mulford et. al. study was valuable for identifying the subcategories ointdnite
which school leaders are responsible. The perceived level of involvement of micresmd m
factors in decision-making was the focus in this study. The researchers foucahtiaittees
were often used in schools except in matters concerning staffing. Studentssecabput 39%
of school-wide committee membership and parents were likely to be representadrongpl
committees (67%), school evaluation (56%) and finance committees (50%). The pare
participation is consistent with data presented by other studies (Hoover-BeWadker,
Sandler, and Whetsel, et al., 2005; Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler, 1997). The level of
involvement in decision making followed school hierarchy. The higher one was in thelhyera
the more likely one was involved in decision making. High school teachers percebveet a |
level of involvement than their principals thought they had. Teachers were maosirikalzed
in determining policy directly affecting the classroom such as curricutghtesching.

The Mulford et al. research found that principals felt positive about decision making in
their schools. Two-thirds of teachers saw principals as providing e#defadership and
decision making “characterised by collaboration, cooperation and consultativespsidges
71). This dropped to half when considering the implementation of effective policidse same
time, in contrast with principal perception, 40%-60% of teachers saw managertapitiasn,
and the decision making process was slow and difficult. “The values of the gpatdfirand
management was often in conflict with executive management taking prefenegrccollegial

decision making” (p. 71). Even though the study provided insight into the how school leaders
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made decisions in many areas, it did not consider how decision-groups membezd Hita
knowledge or made meaning from information from which decisions were made. A
transformational learning theory would help to address that issue.

An American longitudinal study of the implementation of a shared decision-making
(SDM) structure was conducted during a five year period by Weiss and Cambone T1@$4)
investigated 12 schools, half of which had instituted a system of SDM at leastdvgopyior to
the study. The other six schools operated under traditional leadership. The purptséngas
out how decisions were made, about what issues they were made, and with what coesequenc
In particular, one goal was to investigate “claims that involving teacheschool decision
making would move schools toward reform of curriculum and instruction” (p. 289). The six
schools using SDM were in Miami, Denver, Seattle, Boston, Salt Lake City, ahtainz.

The six traditional schools mirrored the demographics of the SDM schools anadoatesllin
San Antonio, Chicago, Louisiana, Boston, Oklahoma, and rural Virginia.

Structured interviews with teachers, principals, assistant principat&rgé counselors,
and librarians focused on a specific decision that the participant had been involwekinew a
great deal about). The decision could have been unresolved. The researchers askaisart
to comment about curriculum or decisions about a program whenever possible. Only 35% did so.

Weiss and Cambone (1994) found that SDM enhances the opportunities teachers had to
influence decisions but relatively few teachers become active in the gpriaesjuired a great
deal of time and energy and, to some degree, detracted from the classrooype$iodt t
decisions in the SDM and traditional schools were only moderately different. Sizidisevere
more innovative, but the innovations usually came from administrators. As a consequence

teachers were reluctant to accept innovations, slowed down changes that aatonsistrught,
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and slowed reform initiatives in general. The three principals who were orostited to SDM
found the most resistance from teachers. They saw SDM as part of the éotmeplatform.

The most prominent tension, which ran through all 12 schools, was the division between those
who thought the school was acceptable as it was and those who saw problems rfeagiting
change. Principals were often ready to abandon SDM temporarily when they thqughénted
necessary change. The shared-decision making in their research showerteamore of a
consultative role. Considering the conflict among staff members, knowing lobwvescher
experienced the decision process and gained knowledge to articulate his/her pasitidrace
been useful. A phenomenological approach based on a learning theory would have allowed
interpretation of the shared decision experience to possibly discern winsttvaghts to the
process would have been most effective.

Polite (1993) used case study to examine a middle school in Missouri during the
transformative process of shifting from a junior high school to a middle school. feali that
distributing leadership through the teacher ranks and allowing for the development of
collaborative decision making structures increased staff involvement, stafogment, and
focused decision making about instruction. The researcher found that teacherwdexe/ork
through collaboration can produce systemic change, which highlights the importainee of
member make up of decision groups.

The results were from one middle school, limiting the generalization of the findings
Researchers did not explore the dynamic aspect of the micro, meso, and mactoaonte
elements of the environment, except to identify the topics teacher leaders miatmsg@bout.
The research also did not address the degree to which each collaborative groupimpatted

the change process. When examining distributive leadership, separately aiotkiagndividual
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as a decision maker and as a collaborator would provide a richness to the resitsvamols
distributed the decision-making power was.

Another research study concerning teacher participation in decision making was
conducted by Smylie (1992), who examined teacher willingness to participatee§earch was
conducted during a time when building level decision-making councils were loemgd under
a new contract between the district and the teachers’ association to expandgadigation
in school-level activities outside of the classroom. The district’s estghing staff of 200 was
surveyed in the middle of the school year during faculty meetings. The suodeycpd a 60%
return rate. The study explored teacher willingness to participate inathegiaking in the areas
of personnel, curriculum, instruction, and general administration through the folltming
antecedent variables: (1) principal-teacher relationship, (2) normsnaihgeworking
relationships among teachers, (3) teachers’ perceived capacity to coritridatgsions, and (4)
teachers’ sense of responsibility and accountability toward students.

Using a 4-point Likert-scale, Smylie presented standardized and unstandiardize
regression coefficients to account for variance in response. He found tierseaere most
willing to participate in curricular/instructional decisions (3.16 mean). Neststaff
development decisions (3.00 mean), then was general administrative decisions @hh&nce
personnel decisions (2.26 mean). Using an alpha level of .05, Smylie found fivecatitist
significant relationships between the antecedent variables and willsngmparticipate. The
variable having the greatest influence was the principal-teacheomelaip. The findings
suggest that the success of new school decision-making structures iy difleethced by

teachers perceiving open, collaborative, supportive, and facilitative relapengitih principals.
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One study conducted by Piper (1974) sought to compare decision-making by individuals
as to those made by a group. A sample of 82 graduate students in education wen&itask
deciding individually and then in groups of 3-5 persons the order of importance for items
necessary for survival in space. Piper sought to explore the degree ofnesmsaxtanswers
from individuals compared to group and if a person who made decisions after soliciting
information and consulting colleagues would be more correct than if the decisiensade by
acting alone. Using a 15 item instrument developed by psychologists and valdateghta
NASA scoring model, Piper found that group decisions were more correct thaomeosde
by someone acting alone, sometimes by as much as 32 points. Decisions madadualadi
using information and advice from others were more correct than decisiondynddesame
individual acting alone regardless of if the individual had the knowledge to make tloe best
worst decision of any member of the group.

Piper’s study set up a participative group where participants scored otldeligzins
alone and then in groups; a control group consisting of seven members was estabtsted t
the items alone and repeat the process alone while others were randomlydassigoaps.
Data was analysis using a pretest-posttest model to find average eres: Storrelated sample
t-values were computed and checked for significance through the two-tailetigesbability.

Piper’s research might suggest the reasons why site-based deciking amal
collaborative leadership has become standard in the educational environmeatidnsof his
study were that only half of the participants had educational administrapenence
(elementary school) and the instrument was not related to an area in which winagal
decisions as a function of their job. The study did not directly address the valogepf g

individual decision making compared to group decision-making in the school. Although
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knowledge attainment was a practical consideration for the study, an examinationtbEhow
participants achieved the new knowledge was not operationalized through the nogiokol
contrast, the adult learning theory has the flexibility to compare individuesioleenakers to
group decision outcomes by tracking the identification of the dilemma and the kKigewle
attainment pieces of the process.

In a longitudinal study of twelve high schools in eleven states, Weiss (1993) found that
increased teacher participation helped school decision groups have more contitod ove
decision making process. Conducting 193 structured interviews over 17 months, the researche
found that schools with higher participation did not increase the attention given tatstude
concerns or the amount of innovation shown by teachers. Increased participaticulidich re
increased professionalism, increased morale, and a stronger commitment & Snanfthe
schools in the sample used a traditional administrator-driven decision structucghd@hlbalf
implemented broader structures to allow increased teacher participatiomsioretaking. As
with the research conducted by Taylor and Bogotch (1994), Weiss did not seek toragetleemi
collaborative structures as part of a broader micro, meso, and macro envirtimahaigo

requires participation and negotiation.

Summary.

The research in the area of collaborative decision making in schools providéd imigig
the perceived level of involvement of teachers, increased knowledge about thegroupin
structures that frequently appear in schools, and the way schools operationalize ¢pups w
traditional hierarchical decision-making streams still exist.

The literature is limited in a number of areas. The examination of collatogabup

members that serve across multiple decision groups within a school is stertieeriture does
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not sufficiently treat individuals as autonomous decision makers who bring their owangoisy
and capacity to a group setting. The literature acknowledged the dynanactiotes between
decision makers and environmental influences in the area of organizational comimunicat
scholarship (Giroux, 1993; Mumby, 1996; Tompkins, 1993). Yet empirical studies do not
address that individuals enter a group and remain individual players without being adbsum
under group norms that works as a monolithic body to make decisions. Negotiatiamsiachic
reconceptualiztion is more the norm in these studies due to the conceptual framewarks whi
limited in scope by design. (Goodson, 1994, Jephcote & Davies, 2004; Kooiman, 1993). The
methodologies most chosen in the research, namely case study and surveynpfiedsine
decision making process by not including all of the environmental (the micro, avesmacro)
influences on decision makers, even when distinctions were drawn between thatdiffere
influences (Analoui & Karami, 2003; Lam & Punch, 2001; Mulford et al., 2001; Tam, 1994).

Mezirow argued through his theory of transformational learning that aqinoel worker
must be empowered to “think as an autonomous agent in a collaborative contexheather t
uncritically act on received ideas and judgments of others” (1997). Involvemeaeiving and
giving formal and informal feedback in the “context of important professionalshgms” is
important to developing a focus on “shared practices and goals” (Wahlstrom & RO0B, p.
461). A school culture that fosters widespread leadership is a school open to widespneagl le
(Barth, 2001).

The ultimate goal of collaborative decision making in a school as presented in the
literature is to increase student achievement. Research to date, howeestesligat
involvement in collaborative decision making may have little impact on studentrparfoe

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999; Marks & Louis, 1997; Smylie, Conley, & Marks, 2002; Wahlstrom
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& Louis, 2008). The implication here is that non-traditional ways of examiningoco#itive
decision making would serve to gain understanding about the impact of individuals within

groups, how they develop capacity, and how they negotiate the environment.

Negotiation of Environmental Context for Decision Making
Micro, meso and macro environment.

The environment in which decisions are made also creates the knowledge upon which
the decisions are made. In this respect, the environment is a key part of trenewuaising
process. Differentiation between the micro and meso and macro factorsive r@lae
distinction is not always clear in existing literature. Hall (1987) erathtask environment and
social environment as a way to divide the meso and macro levels, but the distinction is not
absolute. Hall's focus was social competence and creating change irsstlabchn be
transferred to other settings. Understanding the point of view of all of those Wiaal@plk the
innovation and those who are impacted by it was a primary concern over identifying
environmental boundaries within which the stakeholders were situated. Bolman and Deal
(1984) defined the meso and macro as the external environment and included everything
outside the boundaries of the schoolhouse, even though the boundaries are change in response
to organizational needs. Their focus was on how and in what ways organizations respond to a
need to improve. Membership in a particular internal or external part of the enviraament
nebulous and fluid depending on the desired goal. Zack (1998) defined an organization’s
environment as “things it must pay attention to, come to understand, react to, or &itempt
influence” (p.2). These include stakeholders, technologies, governmentalesganci social

and economic institutions (1998).
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In the context of environment, global network organizations in the postindustrial
information society that exists today cannot be overlooked. At the macro-levagjeMnd
Fulk (1995) described global organizations as having flexible, emergent networksuthiztr c
traditional hierarchies. They also develop sophisticated links to dynamic, eharegivorks of
other organizations, and they have technology that supports emergent and flexible
communication systems.

Wiseman and Shuter (1994) studied multinational organizations to examine the
communication among group members of different cultures. They highlighted the
misunderstandings that arise through communication events involving linguisticetaéor.
Methods to foster improved communication and relationships within multi-cultural graips ar
identified and addressed. Learning theory, which suggests self reflenti@cavely
challenging underlying assumptions could serve as a tool to address the caoespdéxit
deriving meaning and identifying alternatives when problem solving.

Mumbey (1996) viewed the environment in terms of organizational boundaries, which
he considered permeable and in flux. There exists no clear division between tigaserad
society. Likewise, there existed no distinction between society and thiegsougds that form
within organizations. Putnam and Stohl (1990) classhimtk fide groupss having stable but
permeable boundaries which are “created by and interdependent with imncediate (p.

256). They identified criteria that defines small groups. One criteria is thatettmers
communicate inside and outside the group. The permeable boundaries are fadihbaigia t

the fluxuations in group membership, the relationships among members, the coynaithvit
other groups, and the overlapping and competing roles associated with group membership.

Another criteria is the interdependence with external influences that oftenhdadhe
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authority to perform certain tasks, temporal control over situational decisiongmakid

resource dependency. A third criteria is for the stable but permeable boutnlhass

unstable and ambiguous borders. Groups construct a unified social construct tiguigrsti
themselves from other boundaries, but “at another level, groups continually clealegeer,

and negotiate borders to alter identities and embedded contest (Putnam and Stohl, 1990, p.
291).

Galanes (2003) used the theoretical foundation posited by Putnam and Stohl (1990) to
examine group leadership in bona fide groups. Twenty-three group leaders who were
considered effective were interviewed about their beliefs in what wastempa leading
groups. She found that group leaders take the role seriously and incorporaterselfing
structures into their practices to improve their effectiveness. Five treemerged from the in-
depth interviews: (a) it was critical to establish the purpose related to Wmalgrgoroject; (b)
team building and positive group culture was an important function of leadership; @diee |
was responsible for monitoring key aspects of the team'’s interactichg(Bader also
managed the group’s task completion and kept the group focused; (e) communication and
behavior characteristics of the leader were also important.

Using “thick description,” Tompkins (1993) examined the Marshall Space FlggiteC
during 25 years that spanned the Apollo program to current dilemmas of spacd Hgbase
study zeroed in on the functioning of one organization, rather than generalizing about the
nature of all organizational communication. Tompkins (1993) focused on the center'syecover
since the Space Shuttle Challenger disaster. He interviewed managersenhekat the
center to provide an assessment of the response the organization took in thehadtetimeat

disaster through first-person narrative. The findings provided insight into thedatgd to
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understanding how organizational structure changes, how organizations react,tb@ns
organizations respond to different leadership styles, and how organizations engage in
revitalizing after failing (1993).

Researchers sought to delineate between the micro, meso and macro réams of
educational environment (Analoui & Karami, 2003; Lam & Punch, 2001; Tam, 1994). In
general, the differences between the environmental realms were irofatmesdegree of
control over policy and practice, and the level of constraints placed on decision-midiang
micro was described as the instructional, structural, human, political, and cwdtioasfwithin
the school that directly impacted student learning (Tam, 1994), The meso and to some degree
the macro was described as that which dispenses the information and resouraesifa pr
uses to alter or maintain the micro operations (Ball, 1994; Jephcote & Davies, 2004).

The globalization movement has reshaped the educational environment to the degree
that traditionally accepted decision-making models may not serve the neldyoaiaic
inhabited by public schools. Critical social theory accounts for the globafizateducation
and acknowledges that power plays a major role in configuring schooling asoégzauial
reproduction. Change is forged through negotiation, compromise and struggle (Apple, 1996;
Giroux, 1983; Freire, 1970). Change is achieved through school members struggling against
bureaucratic and authoritarian behavior and attempting to implement substatnbivality
through communicative dialogue (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Freire, 1970). The micro
environment is a dynamic structure which exerts its own influence either in coojuweth or
in opposition to external demands. Theoretically, school-level decision makers look to bot
micro (figure 2) and meso and macro (figure 3) environmental influences forwhpuat

responding to a dilemma requiring action using a collaborative decision-makoespr(Lam
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& Punch, 2001).

Strategic
Plan
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Decision-
making in
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Budget Prof. Dev.

Figure 3 Micro-level factors influencing school decision making
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Figure 4 Meso and Macrdevel factors influencing school decis-making

Micro environment.
Structure.

In the micro part of the educational environmeratditionally the schol principal serve:
as the operational manager and instructional le&tandarc-based reform has caused the |
of the principal to be redefined from the role cdmager to instructional leader. With
emphasis on measurable gains in student acaperformance, school administrators h.
come to rely on teachéeaders as partners in achieving school successh€es are becomir
recognized as stretdvel bureaucrats, a term Lipsky (1980) usedescribehose who actuall

implement policy and thus wield political powerpkky argued that stre-level bureaucrats i
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the public sector often suffer from limited resources, subservience to supetheothe street-
level workers cannot select, and a constant negotiation of terms within tightausstr order
to appear to reach performance targets (1980). Recent studies have found thatvstreet-le
bureaucrats actually make policy choices rather than just implemesiotsodf recognized
officials (Mackey, 2008; Maynard-Moody & Musheno, 2003).

Although many public schools retain a hierarchical structure with the printithed #op,
assistant principals next, and then department chairs/lead teachers, snudidsachers at the
bottom of school-wide decisions, actual power distribution, social interaction, anadecisi
making resulting in policy formation is more complicated, especially in tesastrategic
planning, professional development, assessment, parent activities, and stae@y.cRers have
identified areas at the school level for which instructional leaders should detrategiss to
increase student achievement under school reform. One area that has the pmtanitisricing
school success and healthy school culturesisadiegic planto address student achievement
(Glatthorn, 2000; Reeves, 2002; Smith & Piele, 1997). Another areapsafessional
developmenthat enables teachers to present the curriculum and develop skills for addiessing
needs of children (Larson & Rader, 2006; Reeves, 2002)agsessmerf student mastery
through formative and alternative measures and school accountabilitynassesgsough
summative measures, such as end-of-course testing is another (U.S. DeparEdentatbdn,
2008). A fourth area is thgarent activitieghat schools use to foster engagement between
parents and children about schoolwork (Cotton & Wikelund, 2001; Goodlad, 2002), and the
distribution of resources is another (Glatthorn, 2000; Reeves, 2002). In addition, theafmpac

the people in the school, namely 8taffingof administrators and teachers to attend to students’
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needs must be considered (Mulford et al., 200&)en considering the micro environment, it is

helpful to identify those who fulfill roles and interact within the schools.

Personnel and students.

The school site employs the services of many individuals including secretaries
custodians, cafeteria staff, and social service sector workers who maifitas of a school to
name a few. For the purpose of this study, the students, teachers, and adminé$tsatas|s
who fulfill various roles in the daily operation of the school is the focus. Each has thégbote
to influence at micro-level environmental policies and practi&dministrators and teachers
are the school members who serve as decision makers that impact the schaalifriciuail
classrooms procedures to school-wide policy implementation.

School principals and assistant principals function in the overall administratios of t
school within highly complex roles. School-wide decisions require their approvalippdrs
Administrators may be responsible for scheduling classes, coordinatisgdrtation,
custodial, and other support services. They may handle student discipline andcsétiety. In
addition, assistant principals implement the principal’s instructional vision thiteagher
supervision and data analysis. Administrators, especially the principakldraccountable for
the financial, safety, and academic health of the school (Angel, Reitzug, &2Ue8).

Content/Grade-level teacher leaders often serve as the liaison bete/etassroom
and the administration. Decisions across lateral and vertical lines willlikedg reflect their
input. They fulfill instructional roles often associated with principals andtassiprincipals in
the current educational environment. Teacher leaders oversee daily operaticasoarzer
management for departments or grade levels. They are perceived as instrigetamra in

their departments and may be responsible for developing and coordinating camitula
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evaluating instruction. Additionally, teacher leaders serve the functioraogers, influencing
policy through regular contact with the administration and serve as intamedetween
administration and the department to bridge two distinct but related bodies in the school
(Zaleznik, 1998).

School teachers help students delve deeply into the subjects introduced through
elementary school. In the current environment, teachers do not work autonomously. Often
coordination of instructional strategies across grade-level and up thgoadghlevels is
necessary to ensure adequate results on state and federal assessaat@ispadicipation on
standing decision teams is increasingly desired. Teachers aresinghg&volved in decision-
making about curriculum, textbooks, teaching methods, budget, and personnel (Mulford et al.,
2001). Student needs, along with curricula content, drive the school instructional program.
School leaders must consider grade-level mastery, language proficiezragyl learning
disabilities, discipline issues, and socio-economic circumstances whelukopestudents and
delivering content.

Yanitski (1998) explored the perceptions of stakeholders in site-based decigiog-ma
(SBDM) with regard to the roles they played in the decision making process.kY aalected
one elementary, one junior high, and one senior high school in an Alberta, Canadaadistrict
multiple sites for the qualitative study. A sample frame of 12 participantgdiedtia principal,
two teachers, and the school council (site-based team) chairperson from eac>sathowhs
derived from semi-structured interviews, which were taped and transcribefindings were
that SBDM seemed to be a collaborative process among the various stakeholdersf e
factors that impacted the process were the sharing of information, powiudish, policy

constraints, political intervention, and concerns over the future roles of school-basesc
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Yanitski also found that legitimate stakeholders had a daily interactionheitschool to
improve student performance. The primary stakeholders considered legtbrtiageschool
community were identified as students, staff, parents, and councils. The qobltpenness,
sensitivity, and work ethic emerged as factors that make the decision maldagsonoore
effective and direct.

Yanitski’'s study was valuable in defining the micro environment and examheng t
extent that each stakeholder defined and was defined by his/her role. This studgdhnasight
into how SBDM operated within the school community. The meso and macro parts of the
environment, however, were shown as a marginal factor, and it was taken for dranhtbd t
decisions made through SBDM held equal weight as other decision making entitiegudiis
unusual in the way the researcher explored, although in a limited way, the progessipéls
making sense of information. Aspects of Mezirow’s learning theory could adf#tional
insight into the development of sense making. The generalization of this stutiptissa the
United States might be a limitation to Yanitski’s study.

Beck and Murphy (1998) investigated one successful urban school during a year-long
case study to examine the intricacies of how site-based management (SBd&)l vEducators
viewed themselves as members of the community with which they interacted intsigppays.

All administrators, most teachers, and some parents willingly took respapsditthe culture

and educational experiences at school. SBM facilitated the ability of adrators, teachers,

and parents to gain access to information and have a role in providing input to shape dscisions
the school. They found that that SBM is not just a structural change; it is a cutamgec SBM

did not mean leaving local development on its own. To work, SBM must develop vibrant two-

way interaction among local, regional and national personnel. The study wasl loecause
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interaction among the environmental players in the creation of knowledge toefnatt was
not a focus in this study. The study was conducted before NCLB and would be wortlowhile
reproduce in the current educational environment. Also, the study was conducted at an

elementary school and might not be generalized to a secondary school setting.

Meso environment.

The meso part of the educational environment influencing school members consists of
the school, district, and parents among others factors such as the generahdgrand
business community. School community is defined as those who are not employed in or
enrolled in the school with which they have a vested interest. These individuataweagirect
authority over schools; they may have power to effect change; or they may haset indir
influence outside of formal power structures (community and business leaaetend to fill

these roles).

Parents.

Parents construct a community group that has influence on the school and, therefore,
create situations requiring decision making. Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (18@7gafed a
model of motivation that propels parent involvement and influence in the school. The model is
based on a two-belief system: role construction for involvement and a sense of/dtfica
helping the child succeed in school. The role construction concerns parental betlegyhat
share a responsibility for their child’s educational outcomes (1997). This bédieferfvelops
the belief that schools should give preference to the needs of the child of the involveaparent
well as to the views and perspectives of the parent (Lareau, 2003). Role cansisusticially

created. “It is created from parents’ experiences over time withidhugils and groups related
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to education (Hoover-Dempsey, Walker et al., 2005). Invitations of involvement from isthers
important motivation for parental involvement because invitations suggest that parenta
involvement is welcomed and expected by the school and its members (Hoover-Dempsey,
Walker et al., 2005). Bandura (1997) asserted that the sense of parental affieadyn§ a
child’s success stems from the belief that parents make involvement deaispanshy the
potential outcomes directly related to the level of involvement. Parents develombaha
goals based on their perceived capabilities to influence school member’s themjlatstions
(1997).

Although parental involvement is beneficial at all levels, parents are invdli\véeghar
rates in their children’s education at the preschool and primary grades thasestadhdary
level (Cotton & Wikelund, 2001). According to Cotton and Wikelund, the type of parental
involvement varies as students move through elementary, middle and high school. Some
barriers to effective parental interaction are school size and distant&éme, the
sophisticated curriculum, the increased number of teachers a student has, shatatiba and

independence as they age, and parental work responsibilities (2001).

School board-superintendent.

School district influence is exerted through the individual and collective actions
school boards and superintendents. Larson and Rader (2006) classified school boards and the
superintendent’s administration as functioning as a collective influertss the label of
district. Local school boards are the largest body of elected officidie idnited States, and
the schools they represent have educated 90% of the current workforce in A@eandanan
& Zimmerman, 2000). Smoley (1999) reported that superintendents and school boards believed

that their reciprocal relationships were the most contentious aspect gbbiseiThe complex
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nature of the district governance requires effective communication betweapattteand the
superintendent, but it goes beyond the exchange of information and becomes about the
relationship (Kowalski & Keedy, 2005). Castallo and Narale (2005) examineohkiealthy
relationship between the superintendent and the school board in the 4,700 student school
district in Warwick Valley, New York. The researchers analyzed thésaship and worked

with those involved to overcome the discord. The lack of open and honest sharing of concerns
was the primary cause of the contentious relationship.

School boards are primarily responsible for formulating the district'srnvisnd setting
high standards for student achievement and positive climate (Campbell 8eGi€&94).

Larson and Rader (2006) described the roles of the board as establishing an@ntipiem
policies and recommending changes, working with the community to develop a vision and
goals, ensuring professional development opportunities for all district eegsl@pnsistent

with district goals, overseeing the organization and management of disilycoperations,
recommending and allocating necessary resources including staff, andingrepaannual
budget that addresses district goals and meets the needs of all studentanKa661) argued
that the accountability movement has caused school boards to focus more time on student
performance than on oversight, budgets, and facilities (Fuhrman, 2001).

A study of one school district by Opfer and Denmark (2001) found that in the area of
school-based management, the school board members could define their roles and
responsibilities. The members were familiar with the school distoctjianizational hierarchy
and established protocol for addressing problems. In actuality, when a problemedat a
school, they knew the protocol was to contact the superintendent; however, they did not

because they justified that the problem would be handled faster if they addt sy .
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The members justified other decisions to marginalize the superintendent wheratteg 0
directly inform principals of potential problems or when they were attemptiagrtze parents
directly.

School boards have been criticized for micro-management, personal andlpolitica
interest, not gaining knowledge about issues, and using extremes in decision makiggoac
quickly or using delay tactics to maintain current policy (Danzberger, 1994)e$1ii€l99)
suggested that the reason school board members and the board as a wholezee isritici
because of the lack of preparation members have for membership. It requires timegob to
learn to fulfill their roles and develop relationships with the superintendent (1999).

A study from the United Kingdom is unique in defining micro, meso, and macro-level
actors in the field of education and exploring the roles they assume in polioyrdsand
curriculum formation. Jephcote and Davies (2004) examined the negotiation roleewedso-|
actors invoke in the policy formation process between policy makers and thé generament
(the macro) and school-based workers (the micro). “The meso level is mthsgad changing
group and identifying those who should ‘speak’ for it was not was not without diffiqlty”
550). The researchers ultimately selected 15 participants who represeantgeé afrsites
(organizations) and people. Jephcote and Davies (2004) chose economic curriculum as a
particular subject through which to examine the formation of curriculum. This washicde to
explore how school and subject curricula were defined and discern how definitions and
knowledge were constructed and distributed. The representatives were identgetbby (12
male/three female), first name, and job title. Three had the tifelw¢ation Managertwo were

Senior Representativigur wereDirectors, two wereSenior Figurefwo wereSenior Project

84



Officer,oneNational TVEI(Technical Vocational Education Initiativpvisor,and the last
participant wassenior HMI(Her Majesty’s Inspectorgpr Economics and Business Education.
A limit to the generalizability of the study would be matching these rolesrtesponding
personnel to roles in the United States.

Jephcote and Davies (2004) found that areas of conflict quickly developed. First, the
focus was on economics education as an independent subject, leading to croslsuctiremes
to be discarded or marginalized and reducing the exposure to the study of ec@uoss®ther
subjects. Second, no achievement targets, examinations, or standards to be readatefthecdre
The participants were concerned that non-statutory curriculum delivetg&deof the
mainstream curriculum would be dismissed. Third, only three participants hadcal odlie in
recontextualizing the economics filed. The others were working in pedagogittextualizing.

A further complication was that those members who fought to keep economic curriedum t
cross-curricular themes risked their careers if resources wesel@ated in support of National
Curriculum subjects, which the economic curriculum was not designed to be, and attigepri

The researchers also reported that the meso-level members were lgigleregree of influence

and control in the early stages of the project to promote economic understanding through a non-
National Curriculum. Over time, the state intervened to take control of ame dieé objectives

and, later, to set new priorities. “This raises questions about the balance béeveewdr and

control of the state to devise and implement policy and the extent to which at tiog meso,

and micro levels, policies can be recreated, or, in effect, subverted” (p. 560). Eventually
increased intervention by the central government at the macro level ands@ @@ those

involved in the official recontextualizing caused those meso-level membeigeengahe

85



pedagogic recontextualization to give up the struggle to maintain their anggiriiension
among meso-level members became irreconcilable (Jephcote & Davies, 2004).

Goodson (1994) argued that curriculum is constructed and negotiated at various levels
The process of curriculum policy formation is complex and characterized by cors@ramal
negotiation and renegotiation, which can cause contradictory and competing outcomes

(equivocality).

Macro environment.

The macro-level contains the state, federal, and global influencese&tatgion
agencies provide the balance between federal accountability and districhant s
implementation (Institute for Educational Leadership, 2001). States take theshedele for
broad-gauged change, yet offer narrow rules, regulations, and monitoringpd@iates,
within the past decade, have had to handle new financing alternatives, oversde federa
requirements, and transition to a reporting system for accountability. idatprstate and
local governance “had been almost totally focused on inputs rather than outputdy”byai
allocating resources based on per student formulas rather than creatings shistancorporate
bottom-up recommendations and by constructing policy for schools in the form of ssndat
(Usdan et al., 2001, p. 1).

In the current educational environment, states address the major educatiayal poli
challenges of improving teaching and learning, narrowing achievemes)tgaging systemic
reform, and promoting equity through finance (2001). In the spring of 2008, U.S. Secfetar
Education Spellings outlined proposed new regulations to strengthen and clarify NCLB f
states through the U.S. Department of Education web site (2008). According to Spaikng

proposal focused on improved accountability and transparency, uniform and disaggregated
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graduation rates, and improved parent notification for special education sendcgshaol
choice. States were required to report data from the Nation’s Report Cardvétlotigeir own
test data. The proposal outlined the criteria states must meet to include indstidiesit
progress into the state’s definition of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)ingpeallso proposed
the creation of a National Technical Advisory Council to ensure state stamadardssessment
are of the highest technical quality. Additionally, all states would use the faimula to
calculate on-time graduation rates and drop-out rates. The data would be made public so
educators and parents can compare the performance of every race and @évebofestudents.
Federal influence is manifested through a variety of avenues other thanghious
NCLB (2001), which drives the minimum accountability measures to which statestgar
districts, and schools respond. According to Cross (2004), the federal government theough t
Federal Communications Commission provided affordable internet access and eadespr
access to technology to almost all schools through the E-Rate fund. Early leaitratiges
especially in the area of reading education is fostered through the Hetlgo &jeam first
enacted under the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. Cross (2004) predicted that Head Start
will move from the Health and Human Services Agency to the Department of B itiatis
leading to new federal initiative concerning early learning. As of hdpex 2010, it is still
under the domain of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Administration.
Another still emerging area of federal influence is through high school reform.
President Obama proposed identifying high schools with at 60% or lower graduatiand-ate
deciding on investments to increase that number. He also proposed spending $100 million on
the College Pathways program to promote a college readiness culture intagls sc

(“President Obama Announces,” 2010). Almost all efforts have dealt with efemechools.
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The drop-out rates among Hispanics and African Americans are increagatighg the
attention of federal policymakers (Cross, 2004). Teacher education is anetnerflalrenced
through federal policy. Cross stated that a main part of the debate in Washington, D.C. is ove
the ratio of content knowledge courses to teacher preparation courses should be required in
formal preparation programs. Programs such as Teach for America and Troepslter§,
which bring people into to classroom through nontraditional routes, have received federal
support (2004). All of these initiatives and policies create changes that sihigdtimately
districts and schools may deal with as they are formulated into laws, polidesaamdates.

At the global level, U.S. participation in administering tests and repadsgts for
international assessments has increased since 1995. Increasingly, sttidemapee is
framed in global terms. In 1995 the Trends in International Mathematics amt&&wridy
(TIMSS) began measuring the math and science knowledge and skills alignédewit
curricula of 15 countries. Every four years findings are presented based orfah@aece of
fourth and eighth-graders. Three of the studies were initiated since 2000. TherFiargra
International Student Assessment (PISA) began in 2000, and is conducted everyaiwée ye
measure the ability of 15-year-olds in 30 countries to apply in-depth reading, matbiezice s
literacy to real world problems. The Progress in International Readieaty Study (PIRLS)
study began in 2001, and is conducted every five years and assesses the reagyngfliter
fourth-graders in 19 countries. The Program for the International Assessf Adult
Competencies (PIAAC) will initially collect data in 2011 for those age@3.61 23 countries
to measure the competencies believed to underlie personal and societa Suoceh
literacy, numeracy, and problem-solving in a technological environment. ThedP$aAly

will be conducted every 10 years (National Center for International t®isti2009).
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The three levels of the environment should be understood for the distinguishing
characteristics of each and for the ways information and decisionsrefetrad between and
among the micro, meso, and macro level. The micro level, for this study, was defitined
school members, children who attend classes and the adults who work in the building. The
meso level contains the district central offices, parents, and other commenityers. The
macro level encompasses the state, federal, and global structures amd@stlliecreasingly,
the meso level relies on the micro level to implement mandatory progranuslamarents in
school decision processes, and produce quantitative data that can be reported to stakeholders
and macro-level entities. Increasingly, micro-level performanadtseare reported from the
macro realm and framed in terms of rankings against global educatiomahsy3he most
successful collaborative team members are those who are mindful of thetioteamong the
three levels.

Successful collaborative decision makers in schools engage in decision makisg tha
more complex than following a process model. Although the current literaturettelnels
focused on the application of decision making procedbh@sthe decision making process is
followed with consideration given to the micro, meso, and macro environmental influences is
often non-existent or marginalized in the literature. Yet, the decision makinggs; as part of
a broader negotiation of the environmental context, is integral to understandindith®etea
collaborative decision making (Ball, 1994). The following studies consider deciskingna

within environmental constructs.

| nteraction among environment levels.

Smylie et al. (1996) presented a more dynamic look at the meso environment’s

interaction with the micro environment. Through a five-year study in one Midwestbool
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district, the researchers examined the outcomes of participative decisiowgriakiugh
implementation of decision making, instructional improvement, and student learnemgsaf
three intermediate organizational variables — teacher autonomy, accouyntabdiprofessional
learning.

The study was grounded in one specific contractual agreement between thefboar
education and the teachers’ union that expanded the ability for teachers to nisik@siat
their schools and at the district level. The contract allowed the creation lo¢tdéaad school
building councils that had authority to make decisions about school budget, work schedules,
instruction, and student and staff assignments. The councils were to work with the Isriiacipa
reach consensus through a process adopted by the district. Initially,ttlot piisvided training
and technical support to develop participative decision-making capacity. Thet distri
administration worked to sustain the collaboration among the principals and sethcbagh
monitoring and providing consultants.

The data were collected throughout the five year study. Surveys weretpdese
faculty meetings and by mail to the district’s entire teaching dtafhg the first, third, and fifth
years of the research. The return rate was 60% for 190 teachers thesafiyst9%o for 206
teachers the third year, and 82% for 211 teachers the fifth year. Individual ssdpmmise
mirrored the district-wide response except for three schools, which had respiessaf less
than 50%. Smylie et al. used a three-part data analysis procedure that founddngtandard
deviation, computed two-tailddests of significance, performed correlational analyses to test
relationships among variables, and analyzed observational data using constanatbeenpa
analysis. The outcome data were based on computing change scores gy aaddnath

achievement from the lllinois Goal Assessment Program (IGAP) from 1990 and 1994. The
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researchers accounted for the limitations of computing change scores for-diske data and
the fact that the aggregation of data produced a small sample size (seven sefoinés) using
product-moment correlation coefficients.

Consistent with distributed leadership theory (Harris, 2004; Riordan, @03)
researchers’ found significant increases were shown in teachersvedraecountability. Not
consistent with theory was the significant decline in teachers’ percepfiomividual
autonomy. The decline in perceived autonomy can be explained by collegial cantt@als
collective autonomy superseding individual concerns. Mostly nonsignificant chaages w
shown in perceptions of professional development opportunities. Theoretical appéicatiuld
expect opportunities to increase in a collective environment. Achievement inmpsbiéng,
enthusiasm and responsibility for learning, and development of leadership skillgilshowe
improvement despite some between-school differences. Specific math and eedd@avement
was mixed. Some schools showed significant improvement while others showed declines

Smylie et al. found teacher participation in decision making was an indafgiositive
achievement scores. The schools that fostered the least participation shevesgest scores;
the schools with the highest nature of participatory decision making showed thienprasted
scores. Although the research included district input into the scope of decisiargrirakn the
building councils, the study did not show any interaction with the district once trstotieci
situations were commenced. In general, when the accountability foraseciaking was
supported at the meso level and embraced at the micro level, improvement in measurabl
outcomes was shown. Individual autonomy, however, decreased.

Another research study that examined micro-level teacher partigiphoision making

with some meso-level influence was a 1994 study conducted by Taylor and Bogotch. They
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specifically examined the dimensions of teacher participation and student outn@nes
actively restructuring district of over 300,000 students in over 250 schools. The sanmgitec!
of 33 schools (28 elementary and 5 high schools) with diverse student populations. The
researchers used an established Bacharach, Bauer, and Shedd questionnairmadd @9%o
response rate.

Taylor and Bogotch (1994) found that four dimensions of participation in decision
making emerged using factor analysis. They were (1) associated techwahogyare matters
related to teachers and students but not concerned with direct classroantiars{grading,
discipline, teacher evaluations, for example); (2) traditional managemees ssch as
budgeting, hiring, and scheduling; (3) instructional materials such as isglenttbooks and
workbooks; and (4) core technology, which includes what to teach, how to teach, and course
assignment load. When student outcomes and teacher satisfaction were examurgck e
dimensions, the relationships were weak. Teacher participation did not leadifioasig
changes in student achievement. Although the study was conducted in a restrudtriatg di
teachers reported being less involved in decision making than they desired to beasTpastly
explained by the actions of a new superintendent who took back some decision making authority
and overruled previous micro-level decisions.

As with the Smylie et al. research (1996), the level at which accountabdagures
were placed influenced outcomes significantly. While teacher partmipatay promote
systemic change, it does not necessarily guarantee better student sutdoméy (1988)
would characterize the negative teachers’ experience as that of culforata@en, where
groups of competing interests are more typical in organizations than stéddeated structures.

The superintendent applied power that Mumby described as “both medium and outcome; it is
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both enabling and constraining” (p. 63). The study did not identify existing decistamstiand
groups or where decision making actually occurred and which individuals gave irtpad) lea
decisive action. Research suggests that decisions do not only happen at the atvwaréstel,
and multiple groups tend to exist throughout a school.

Marks and Nance (2007) grouped micro, meso, and macro influences under the category
of accountability contexts to investigate how the contexts of states, school, lnistratgs,
school site councils, parent associations and teachers affected the priadpi&y$o influence
managerial and instructional decisions in schools. Survey responses weareddtEm 8,524
principals at all grade levels. In this nonexperimental study, pringigge®nded to questions
about their influence and the influence of other policy-making agencies orodsaisincerning
instruction and management at the building level. The researchers found thabtirgatulity
contexts differentially affected principals’ influence based on thenegftestate and regional
control over schools. Teachers’ participation in decision making was positileglyd ¢o the
influence principals had over instruction and management domains. The more influence a
principal had, the more participation teachers had in decision making.

Although Marks and Nance presented a breadth of insight into the relationshiprbetwe
accountability sources and leader influence by surveying a largeesahegt did not show how
school leaders identified influences and negotiated conflict, as Mezirow (d9§d@sted. The
study did subsume micro, meso, and macro influences under the banner of accountability
contexts and provided a manageable focus. The important benefit of this study was the
description of the second set of hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), whiclhiateal the power
of each identified environmental policy actor as it impacted the perceivesr pbwecision-

making in the school. The quantitative study could have benefited from the ftgrabili
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gualitative approach offers to pursue the dynamic of school group decision-making tim@ugh t
growth of the decision makers. Marks and Nance described which contexts over Wwhalh sc
decision-groups can most exert influence; however, the contexts were situatidbmgnored

how groups made sense of the contexts through a decision making process. Many oéxitie® cont

examined derived from the pursuit of school reform.

Therelationship between data and the environment.

The relationship between state testing data and the bureaucratic levklsaifan was
examined by Smith and Larimer (2004). Using conflicting theories about thetithpac
bureaucracy has in shaping test data, the researchers asserted thahahigl@xists between
bureaucracy and school performance, but uncertainty lies in pinpointing the caceskait
produce the correlation. Their study sought to produce empirical data to addvessspre
theoretical suppositions about bureaucracy and school performance relationsimgsarl)
economies of scale approach, Smith and Larimer explored whether schools predsadd |
certain outputs as they produced more of other outputs. In this case they explored tvbether
levels of bureaucracies in addressing increased attendance and lower dedpsonbuld lead
to lower test scores. The researchers pooled data from 350 multiracialstéxa| districts with

a minimum student population of 1,000.

The findings suggested that the level of bureaucracy was negatively sesbodth
school test performance, yet there existed a positive statistidamslap between the
percentage of central office personnel and school administrators and stusletdrate and
drop-out rates. Top-heavy bureaucracies increased attendance, reduced deoy cedisiced
test scores according to Smith and Larimer. These seemingly parddatgzames were

explained by the level of ambiguity related to problem identification and rearead.
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Attendance and drop-out rates were able to be managed because simple recaydakeepin
historical data aided in student identification. Support personnel and support prograrhs, whic
central office administrators can fund, addressed attendance and drop-out issues

The study is unusual because it identified environmental influences and created
empirically-based data about the significance of external and intaatatd on student outputs
(attendance, drop-out, test scores). Overall, the study contended that cenatarditpresents an
incomplete view of the theoretical and empirical relationship between buaegiand school
performance. Existing studies do not account for the need for principals to produgéemulti
outputs from multiple environmental inputs. The model used by Smith and Larimer skahipae
potential problem with regard to valid methodology. Using pooled data can creatat@niof
base assumptions of regression. The researchers did employ alternaeasteohniques to
compensate. The study was limited by the exclusion of other environmental infllb=yoad
the school and the district. The interaction of the bureaucratic members wdassalst thus
limiting the view of how information was transferred between and among thegplaye

Davidson and Dell (2003) studied the implementation of the Accelerated School$ Projec
(ASP) initiative to foster the active involvement in school decision making oy é¥acher. A
case study method that also captured quantitative data was used to examimeahsebools
that were involved with ASP for three to eight years. The researchers fotiad tharease in
the teacher’s role in school decision making improved classroom instruction. therteased
more kinesthetic activities and demonstrated more innovation in instructionatg@sa&tudent
outcomes exceeded performance goals as outlined by the School AccouriRamboty Card.

Davidson and Dell's research supports the idea that a clear, focused engagémeant

environmental influence (in this case the ASP program) can positively itmgesthool
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decision making process. Yet unanswered was the question of how other environmental
influences were negotiated by the school decision group members and how deakson m
negotiated conflict.

A study conducted by the Southern Regional Education Board (1997) also examined the
implementation of a meso-level based program through a high school’s decigiog ma
structure. Working with a new high school that opened in 1992, the SREB helped develop a
decision making council through the High School’s That Work program. The purpose was to
increase the ability of teachers to be directly involved in the school’s decisiongipaiocess.

The researchers found that teacher involvement in decision making through théwasrarie
factor among others that led to increased student performance.

The SREB research demonstrated how powerful environmental influences can be on
school decision making. As with the Davidson and Dell study, the SREB study did not address
how the teachers used the input through a learning process to participate insibe dezking
process and how other micro, meso, and/or macro factors were negotiated tbebpedific
initiative to flourish.

DeBard and Kubrow (2002) surveyed 203 teachers, 33 support and administrative staff,
1,167 secondary students, and 884 elementary students in one school district in Ohio in response
to state policy that mandated standardized testing in order to determitermadypressure and
comparative test scores increased outcomes and lead to modified behaviors fremtiers of
a school. This quantitative study used an instrument created by the reseanchiecluded
transcribed data from 27 different focus groups. The 40-item survey alternaitece @oxl

negative questions to gauge perceptions of students at elementary and secoeldatgaehers
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at the elementary and secondary levels, administrators from each school irritte afist a
group of parents and community members.

The survey responses reflected that over 96% of teachers agreed thabtbssiqomal
environment had been impacted by the tests because the state imposed it ondh@®©distri
92% of teachers believed the mandated tests negatively affected commanapseas it
increased competition among schools. Ninety-four percent of teachers agrebd #tate
testing policy positively impacted the alignment of curriculum with proficemdowever, over
89% thought this led negatively to teaching to the test. Seventy-three percentro$tagiors
felt that proficiency testing directed from the district increased tessstevels in the
professional environment without leading to increased student performancenédtpiditical
pressure can mandate compliance, but the challenge of learning stitdmeke internal
commitment of those who would educate and those who would be educated” (Debard &
Kubrow, 2002, p. 389). Districts were encouraged to conduct their own research to examine the
purpose for assessments (2002). The study was strengthened by the sarbplensazdimited
in its focus on one environmental influence that was not contextualized in the greater
environment. A follow-up study to examine the effect of district performanssymes on
student achievement would be helpful.

Spillane (1999) examined the relationship between the implementation of standards and
local instructional decision making in nine school districts in Michigan. Througheastady
approach, he interviewed 165 state and local policy makers. Spillane found thatestdards
provided the impetus to create or revise school policy related to instruction. Helioemd t
obstacles that limited the policy maker’s effectiveness in making comeémtemiagogical

changes. The state documents were not effective in helping local policysmiakierstand
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reform goals; enriched descriptions of reform ideas were not enough to népineseform
ideas through policy creation; and the tensions among conflicting state poliayniests
undermined the efficacy of standards.

In terms of decision-making, the study identified a system that waadjtisting to the
disorientating dilemma associated with state standards policy. Throughramaton of state
curricular frameworks, alignment of state instructional policies, priofesisdevelopment, and
mechanisms that hold schools accountable, Spillane described “ambiguous and inconsistent
policy signals that lack authority facilitate local inattention and laalaking of policy to fit
with local agendas and interests” (p. 548). Standards-based reform, however, tmméfdre
coherent policy signals that hold schools accountable for student performance by grovidin
tangible incentives” (548).

Data-driven decision-making (DDDM) is an informational delivery systeegmat to
collaborative decision-making in the current environment. The use of data to driverdecis
making has permeated education at the federal institutional level. Bistnid states examine
data in order to provide exemplars to other schools as a learning model. Stateatdpatso
provide better information to policy-making bodies at the state level and ulyrasitbe federal
and national levels (Kohn, 2000). The main reason for the dependence is because of the impact
data has made. Schools analyze data from student assessments and studenbim$ysteans
to adjust curriculum and classroom practices.

Kohn (2000) argued that acceptable data is viewed as that which serves astigeantita
measures of outcomes. His concern was that standardized tests will becomg the onl
measurements of student achievement, thus producing micro views of student peddyasaac

on limited perspectives. Ideally, principals will link statistics withratiwes to create a data
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dialogue in efforts to engage the process of school improvement through data-drigsemedeci
making (Wellman & Lipton, 2004).

Since No Child Left Behind Act (2001), gleaming insight into the performance of
students whose characteristics are disaggregated to profile racehs@xtyetEnglish language
proficiency, and special educational needs, requires states, districts, and szlcoahpile a
great deal of information. As a result, the reliance on effective attatrand understanding
information and the transformation of information into usable knowledge for the school is
paramount to decision making.

Recognizing the push for schools to make data-driven decisions, Hoff (2006) utliged T
Editorial Projects in Education (EPE) Research Centerdohnology Counts 2006 $can the
50 states and the District of Columbia to determine what and how much statidtensadytic
tools teachers, administrators, and policymakers were given to transformtdatasful
instructional plans. The EPE is a non-profit organization that publisthesation Weeknd
Digital Directionsamong other journals and online periodicals related to education. The EPE’s
mission is to raise the level of understanding and awareness about Americdiveduncang
educators and the public. Hoff compiled survey results conducted by the Natioreal fGent
Educational Accountability (2003) in addition to the results of his survey.

The most often mentioned role for states, according to Hoff, was to provide more
systems that supported the capacity for school leaders to effectivelgtasefshother important
state role was to provide principals with technical assistance and tramihg use of analysis
tools.

Hoff (2006) reported that states held districts, through school leaders, acoatmtabl

utilize data from high-stakes tests and performance data to directly imgagttion and target
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student populations that were deemed in most need. The findings of the survey suggest tha
much progress has been made since the inception of the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), but
much is left to do to build systems that enable school leaders to reliably useglatketo
decision making. Hoff found that two-thirds of the states (34) provided schools wrtcinte
databases through which they can analyze data at the school level; onlg20hstatever, had
systems that allow comparisons to be made between and among schools with similar
characteristics. Fewer than half the states (24) provided principals ahtb&sed or centralized
databases that provided demographic information about students including thejpgiemticn
special education programs, programs for English-language learnerkearmhtticipation in
the free and reduced-price meals program. Twenty-eight states andttiat &fi€olumbia
provided access to a system providing current state-assessment resultg-Seven states
included information about student performance longitudinally. Forty-four stadetha District
of Columbia give principals the tools to download files from a statewide systemever, only
six states provided the tools for principals to upload school data into the state system.

Hoff (2006) found that the information systems do not adequately address the use of data
to make staffing choices, to choose staff development initiatives, or to @pfogtams to
impact selection and removal of programs and initiatives. With the investmenpincal data
collection services and devices, researchers question the political psgdaaszl on schools to
utilize those resources to render and justify choices. His study is comneefatabk breath of
the data and the triangulation of data through the use of multiple researchatrgagsiHoff’s
study, however, exemplifies the idea of data-driven decision making focusing on the
accumulation of data rather than synthesizing data and engaging in whaiwlealied

instrumental learning (environmental control) and communicative meayengr@ting
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understanding). There is no evidence of active knowledge construction from psreigaling
with meso or macro influences.
In a study linking data and learning in New York City schools, Brunnédr @095)
used a mix of qualitative and quantitative methodologies structured into three phases to
understand how the Grow Network, which organized raw test data and aligned it with New
York State standards, was used by district and school administrators to infosiordegking.
Phase 1 consisted of structured interviews with 47 central office admimisti@hase 2
utilized ethnographic research in 15 schools across New York City to conduct sertuirst]
and open-ended interviews with 45 principals, assistant principals, and teache¥s3 Phas
involved developing and administering surveys across the entire New York City gchobol
system: one for teachers and one for administrators. In the course oktrelea new
chancellor and deputy were appointed and the previous 32 school districts were restructur
into 10 regions. The new leadership changed the accountability resource frorowhe G
Reports to The Princeton Review, which provided teachers and administratorstvigsuds
based on three successive school-year administrations. The researchkttsataiéhough the
administrators and teachers still had access to the Grow Reports, they wertheinde
impression that the priority was to use The Princeton Review.

Meso-level influences radically changed the system used to colleaitanaret data, and
the ability and process principals needed to harness and understand the information was not
addressed. Mezirow would call this a disorientating dilemma, which would rietessi
engagement in the steps of the learning theory (figure 1) to develop competagdbeisiew
accountability system. This study provided insight into the rapid changeatssiosith public

education and the extent of external influence on school practice.
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Strifer and Schuman (2005) addressed the problem of school leaders in using the stores of
data already collected to analyze the effectiveness of instructiamabprs on improving
student achievement. “Traditional analytics can neither easily nonststally handle the
complexities of school data to address” the questions school leaders have abeuetaeht,
adequate yearly progress (AYP), and interventions that work” (pg. 281-282)dfiesa the
problem, they applied data-mining techniques, defined as a process beyondsstatidéntify
problems, gather and manipulate data, prediction modeling, and output display leading to
decision making. Using results from the Gates-MacGinitie test for coH@m&venth-graders in
New England from 1998-2003, Strifer and Schuman sought to determine the indicators that
served as the best predictors of reading comprehension success.

The process the researchers undertook aligned to Mezirow’s transforrhatioy with
the recognition that not all data was coded the same way, competence needed tlmpedjeve
and new perspectives needed to be formed. The score types addressed wereodiboedte
range test data, time variables, and teacher sequencing, thus requiring siiloistianti
transformation. Although different traditional tests could have been run to handnpéexity,
doing so would negate the “exploratory data analysis, in which there is not an a pobri se
hypotheses about how data variables are related” (pg. 285). After substitetingeut values
for missing data points, the researchers set up nodes to create streamshoduigiiaSPSS
Clementine computing system. Once independent and dependent variables igyeeel 234
independent variables emerged as important across the three cohorts. Eacletaimedt r
variables that seemed particularly important. Grade 4 was important ¢ohalits; however,
science in Grade 3 was particularly important for Cohort 2. District admaituss responded by

suggesting resources to support selected curriculum areas.
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Not only were decisions made from the district office, but those decision makers did not
have a role in the data analysis process. They were given an output derived fgbihg a hi
complex method of selecting and manipulating data. The study did not mention schophfwinci
having any role in the process of generating knowledge from data. The respgrisibddamain
knowledge, defined as those who have “thorough understanding of how the data are collected
and stored, and possess at least a general knowledge of the analytical me#sbelng used
to produce the information” (pg. 285), was in the hands of technology specialists outhile of t
school system.

The implication of this study was that schools produced vast stores of data, and data
analysis could yield insight into the effectiveness of school-based itstraigprograms. The
data were rendered inaccessible to the school leaders, who did not have the teqiaditgltoa
understand them and then use them. The adults in the school were challenged to develop skills
and gain knowledge to increase their effectiveness. Data mining is a powayftd vespond to
rational data in a sophisticated way; however, it requires specialized knowledfysamool

administrators do not possess.

Summary.

The literature provided considerable insight into the dynamic interaction gracisgof
the meso and, to a lesser degree, the macro influences in the educational enviNdeméeniv
studies included an examination of how school decision makers actively identifiiner de
environmental influences. The literature appeared to assume that influenkaswan constants
that impact schools in consistent ways with little interaction among therplaytside the micro

level. In particular, decision-groups were not studied under the consideration détive re
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power of meso and macro influences, nor were they shown negotiating or contgzsiisdly
reversing the flow of information outward from the school.

It is valuable, therefore, for a research study to examine multiple decisigosgn a
school. In reality, teachers and administrators often share information throtighl\zerd
horizontal teams. Using observations and interviews to explore how environmenthcet
are accessed, managed, and used or ignored across multiple data paths could shine where t
negotiation areas among the micro, meso, and macro levels occur and among wilears.it oc

Environmental influences, especially the non-micro ones, tend to be treated in the
literature as bearers of data or facilitators of relationships thsgmrproblems to the school for
the principal and/or site-based decision-making councils to respond to byiagtavaecision-
making process. When the micro, meso, and macro environments are a focus, such as with the
Southern Regional Education Board (1997) and the Davidson and Dell (2003) studies, they tend
to be isolated and separated from the whole of the educational environment. In addition, whe
micro-efforts among principals and teachers to foster shared leaderslapllabdrative
decision making existed, the efforts were increasingly complicated toizdisitiatives to
develop leadership and collaboration as well (Firestone & Martinez, 2007).

Mezirow defined 15 frames of references that are used to change fundamergaifvie
the world. It is not enough to simply “provide information through new delivery systems”
(Marsick, 1998, p. 125). Mezirow’s theory recognized the need to build capacity to sdetbe w
environment more contextually and critically. During decision making, individualg uncover
assumptions, values, and beliefs to see how their actions are guided by their vielgs io see
the points of view that shape a situation (1997). Collaborative decision making is more than

“adoption of techniques or styles of thinking.” It is situational staging tledid@ep organizing
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templates for experience” influencing what is taken in through the senses arndshow

interpreted (Marshall & Tucker, 1998, p. 125).

Summary.

The literature offered insight into the relationship between collaboragizisidn
making and teacher empowerment. Teachers, who perceived that they webeittoatio the
school decision making processes, were more willing to participate (Mdr&sis, 1997).
Literature suggested that teacher participation in collaborative sedtiegscontribute to
increased student achievement, but not enough studies exist that explore threshétakietween
teacher leadership and student performance (Conway & Calzi, 1996). In additiomvehere
situations where the more school leaders expressed encouragement and offered gpportunit
teachers to participate in decision making, the less teachers felt the peeticipate. The
research did not fully explore the dissemination of information and the creation of dgevas
it was used in developing the capacity and competency to effectively engage inslmédec
making process at the school level.

For the most part, knowledge attainment was subsumed within the shared decision-
making process and not treated as a separate, integral part of the fdo&esst(@l., 1981). As
with the literature in the area of educational environment, studies about grouprdeging
treated the act of collecting information and employing it at the schodkeas than dynamic
process focused more on the process of gaining involvement from stakeholders amdecisi
making processes (Hall, 1987; Lam & punch, 2001). The necessary consider#ti@mature
of knowledge attainment, the complexity of environmental factor influemathe autonomy of

the individual members of the group should be considered (Mezirow, 2000).
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The interaction among theories of communication and power are important faudlyis s
as it relates to collaborative decision making and the individual’s role in neuptia¢
environment as a transformative event. Habermas (1984) emphasized planningas fome
democratic, wide-spread public participation. The reflective planner shqudateethe technical
experts and privileged bureaucrats to share information and encourage debatbaatter
exercise of power (Argyris & Schon, 1974; Lauria & Soll, 1996; Wilson, 1997). Not only is the
process of enacting policy important, the “discursive quality of the full pseses deliberation”
leading to policy is just as important (White, 1995, p. 12). Habermas prompted the policy maker
to foster political interaction rather than focus on the content of policy proposals. The
implication is that power is available to those who have access and control ofiiendec
making process. The school leaders may have been encouraged to be involved in decision
making but with no power to prompt the necessary discourse. Parents are stakehalteey
may only have influence when allowed access to school decision bodies. FlyiB@9y\Wwould
argue that power determines reality. Rationality is used as a strdiggent to shape that
reality and forge policy decisions. Mumby (1988) would characterize the wegatient
experience as that of cultural deformation. Multiple groups compete, but the moréubowes
impact decisions. It is import, therefore, that decision makers engage ireagtioat
encourages an exploration of power structures to understand what opportunitiesnteestic
oppressive barriers exist.

Studies tend to group all stakeholders in the educational pipeline together rather tha
distinguishing among micro, meso, and macro stakeholders. By default, litehatiucernsidered
the school decision-making authority through site-based leadership did not consroés tie

the decision makers to negotiate contested meaning as a way of ngttbatmicro, meso, and
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macro parts of the environment as Mezirow (1991) suggests. The result is thatattiy i)

studies concentrate on decisions guided by meso and macro influences while inigugjitte
multitude of decision makers within the school. Studies tend to take a Jungian position of
simplistic decision-making where an input caused a respondent to reactripuhia ia linear

fashion and render a decision. In contrast, Mezirow (1991) provided a model that can be used t
critique existing studies as well as inform current research in an effattlitess existing gaps in

literature.

Conclusion

Mezirow stated that as work becomes more abstract, understanding and manipulating
information rather than simply acquiring it is vital. “New forms of skill &ndwledge are
required” (1997, p. 8). Workers must be able to adapt to changing employment conditions, use
critical judgment, and flexibly engage in “effective collaborative denisnaking” (p. 8). He
added that there exists an “egregious assumption that acquisition of knowledgenoreatt of
competencies” automatically generate the understanding and skills neetiseiop the
learning needed to make effective decisions (p. 9). Becoming critrefliégtive about the
assumptions of ourselves and others is fundamental to effective collaborative psolliey
(Mezirow, 2000).

Decision-making as a process includes but does not subsume the criticed gobiup
members take to identify and define environmental influences. Nor does it subsumebpw gr
members seek out, make meaning from, and use information to create new knowledgargec
to implement the changes decisions invoke. Environmental influence, decision making, and
knowledge attainment are not assumed to be known and constant factors, whose influence is

predictable or equally balanced or equally out of balance. For these reasadiicaad
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decision making model may not offer the flexibility to filter the environmeantalts as forces
and influences in school-based decision making.

In general, schools develop goals as a response to a variety of influenceseEffec
schools recognize the instructional necessities required to increase sitldemément. With
student success as a primary goal, schools strive to promote effective mtgtaeir students
and remain compliant with higher mandates. Constant awareness and learning anofith@ar
adults in the school is required to recognize the many influences and biasessthan ¢he
educational environment and develop the capacity to implement effectiveisgateg

Adult learning theory is concerned with reflective practice that eipates the
individual by allowing the thinker to recognize pseudo-communication, bias, and maaipulat
in the environment. For this study, adult learning theory served as the decigiog madel to
analyze how individuals make sense of goals and information from the environml@ntduals
are autonomous thinkers who transfer information and knowledge across multiple groups
through multitudes of traditional roles. Groups are part of the environment, and Groupthink
(Janis, 1972) is prevalent in schools. This does not, however, de-value the role the individual has
in working to achieve a common goal. Individuals operate as part of a muledayeganization
to make sense, understand, and negotiate the influences that impact decision making.

Mezirow’s Transformation Adult Learning Theory, as a decision makiadel, provides
the structure to situate individual school leaders as thinkers and learners.|8atlexd are
decision makers, who are sometimes bounded by environmental influences including group
think. Even faced with directives, individuals can use reflective practice @irsast
emancipatory state when they recognize assumptions and biases that shayaiomfoln a

reflective state, individuals can be committed to a common goal while maintaiteggty to
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their own values and beliefs. Group think is not an inherently negative organikgtiahty.
Adult learning theory is a vehicle that allows the individual to understand his/pensesto
group thinking about understanding his/her own thinking.

In Chapter 3, the hermeneutic phenomenological methodology is discussed as the
approach to explore individual decision making in collaborative groups. Mezirow’s Adult
Transformational Learning Theory is the foundation guiding the interview idigavhich
decision makers will reveal their experiences as learners, negotiatdeesion makers.
Combining the text rich descriptions offered through phenomenology, the insight provided
through Mezirow’s learning theory, and a school site where decision makers functioah i
across multiple groups should provide additional contribution to the literature about sctebl-ba

decision making.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

Epistemology and Theoretical Perspective

The epistemological framework for this study is constructed around hermeneutic
phenomenology stemming from Martin Heidegg&&n und Zejtwhich views human existence
as a constant state of interpretation (Macann, 1993). The roots of phenomenology aeedbe tr
to the mid-1890s as descriptive phenomenology, designed to prevent the studyfobtogic
being absorbed by empirical psychology (Macann, 1993). Hermeneutic phenomenolodgs
issues developed during the first three to six decades of theeR€ury beginning with Husserl's
Logische Untersuchungem 1900, which reflected interest in language, perception, and re-
presentation (expectation, imagination, and memory) and sought to describe havjeietsl
can be made known. Realistic phenomenology, which flourished during the 1920s, emphasized
the search for universal essences of human actions and motives (Macann, 1993). @enstituti
phenomenology focused on the phenomenological method, which questioned the acceptance of
conscious life as existing in the world to secure an intersubjective foundatitwe feotld. The
other tradition that helps comprise hermeneutic phenomenology is existential ey,
which analyzes human beings as a means of understanding the nature of eftiselecger,
1927) Hermeneutic phenomenology added an emphasis on the method of interpretation. At the
core of phenomenology is the concept of intentionality, which is the notion that eacloasns
act is directed at an object. Therefore, actions have meaning and can be eu€&wkblowski,
2000). Hence, hermeneutic phenomenology is a descriptive (phenomenological) methodology
that is attentive to how things appear. It contains structures to let thinggsfeptt@emselves. It
is an interpretive (hermeneutic) methodology because it claims thaatieane such things us

uninterpreted phenomena. The implied contradiction may be resolved if one acknewhedge
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the (phenomenological) "facts" of lived experience are always alreadgingfully
(hermeneutically) experienced. Moreover, even the "facts" of lived erperieeed to be
captured in language and this is inevitably an interpretive process.

The theoretical perspective which informs and shapes this research is derved f
Mezirow’s transformational learning theory. Mezirow (1991) agreed tlwagida making is
distorted by any learning resulting from past experiences. Mezirow steggesing critical
reflection, which values synthesis over forethought. In the complex, multipldnetd&es driven
environment in schools today, Mezirow’s theory involved the analysis of psycho-cultural
processes of decision making as it is transformed through reflection and rdismoalrse
(1995). Becoming critically aware of how we engage influencing forcesithae come to
constrain the way we perceive, understand, and feel about our world,” and “refargtiase
assumptions to permit a more inclusive, discriminating, permeable, and iMegetspective”
leads to making decisions and acting on the new understanding (Mezirow, 1981, p.11). He saw
knowledge as a process that was “understood as a continuous effort to negotiatedcontest
meanings” (2000, p.3). The theory starts with the notion of contested meaning and suggests
phases to render understanding such as gaining awareness of context, orderimg, meani
engaging in discourse, critically reflecting, and using reflective judgtodake action (2000).
This way of making meaning is consistent with hermeneutic phenomenology in thatdpatle r
individual participants to identify the lived experience and articulate tip&riexce in a
meaningful way.

Coupled with Mezirow’s process-driven pursuit of understanding as a pathdamdeci
making, this study categorizes four ways knowledge is contextualizeguagon school

decision-groups to construct understanding from. Knowledge-based viewsireckigowledge
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as multidimensional. Polanyi (1966) categorized knowledge in terms of expliattigr
individual or collective, and contextual or common. The tacit, collective, and contextual
knowledge is difficult to create and transfer (Barney, 1991).

In terms of knowledge, the organizational environment exhibits the attribute
complexity, uncertainty, ambiguity, and equivocality (Zack, 1998). Complexityaiga humber
of parts that interact in a nonsimple way (1998). This is not to suggest that camydd¢ions are
unpredictable or vague; variables may exist that are too large to easisprand have many
factors intertwined in performance. Uncertainty is defined as the lack of lendagmation or
the lack of predictability to perform a task (Galbraith, 1973). Situations carhiee eitmpletely
determined, defined with known probabilities (risk), defined but containing unknown
probabilities (traditional uncertainty), or undefined, which is complete uncegrtdimts does not
suggest a lack of understanding; it suggests a lack of knowledge about currentor futur
situations or preferences. Ambiguity is the inability to understand events or emeeedaf them
(Zack, 1998). Ambiguity can be surface, having interpretive knowledge but not beirnig abée
it or use it incorrectly; or it can be deep, which is a complete lack of the dbilitterpret
events. This collapse of decision making involves people suddenly feeling that theswarld i
longer a rational, orderly system (Zack, 1998). Resolving surface ambigghy mraquire only a
small addition of factual knowledge; deep ambiguity requires more than mofaéhcy;
usually cycles of interpretation, explanation, and socialization.

Equivocality is the positioning of multiple meanings for the same event, which
individually are unambiguous; however, together they differ and may createt(dick,
1998). Equivocality also describes situations where agreement exists on tescrifgria, but

disagreement exists on boundaries or application to specific situations (Za&k, 199
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Equivocality requires cycles of interpretation, discussion, and negotiation te ardafinition of
reality (Mintzberg, Raisinghani and Theoret, 1976). Overly restrictiveemig® policies, rules,

or procedures imposed on interpretation may disguise the contradiction, confusion, dydivers
of views inherent in a situation (March, 1977). Hermeneutic phenomenology has tiya@bili
interpret complexity, uncertainty, ambiguity, and equivocality because pftéstial to generate
“new understandings of complex multidimensional human phenomena (Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007).
Hermeneutics adds the interpretive element to explicate meaning ticgppats may have

difficulty articulating or even understanding as experiences emerge.

Identifying Phenomenology as a Method

Unlike quantitative approaches, qualitative measures report words insteadb&raum
(Creswell, 1998). This study did not begin with preconceived hypotheses about the results.
Instead, the flexibility to pursue the participants’ experiences in an opeallaasd for the
description of the process and the phenomena of people finding meaning in their egpenehc
the world in which they live (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992; Moustakes, 1990). According to Mezirow
(1997), assertions may be established through quantitative methods. To examimaitige lea
transformative process that leads to decision making, however, adults neédatbyareflect
about the “assumptions underlying intentions, values, beliefs, and feelings” (p. 6).
Phenomenology, as a methodology, allowed for the systematic examinationai$ aspe
experience that might be taken for granted (Pollio et al., 1997). To explore howmegcwip
members described their experiences of engaging the educational emvitomaking meaning
from information, and guiding individual and collaborative decision-making pragesse
phenomenology offered the advantage of explaining the nature and essence of eventdyin a hig

descriptive manner (Creswell, 1998; Moustakas, 1990). This study was mostly cdneghne
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describing decision group members conceptualizations of the world they inhatuit ytdheir

point of view rather than study the objective nature of reality (Creswell, T24B;Gall, &

Borg, 2003; Tuten, 2006). Phenomenology is used by researchers to understand the essence of
shared experience (Fitzgerald, 2006). Husserl (1900/2001) described the purpose of
phenomenology as the study of human occurrence without questioning why occurrences happen.
The study of how occurrences are experienced as a way of understandingctheest of
consciousness that shape how people formulate meaning from experiencesténttoaiof

phenomenological methods (Smith, 2003)

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore how individual decision-makers make meaning
through their membership in collaborative groups in a school given the influence aflthe m
layered educational environment (micro, meso, and macro). Following theptgsuthat
collaborative decision-making is the predominant model in schools, this studgedtt
increase the understanding of how the varied environmental factors exert inthmesaigool
decision-groupnembersand to provide an examination of the school as a complex organization
of decision-makers requiring the negotiation among factors to capture, arehidilize
knowledge.

Decision making is an essential school function that must satisfy organaateeds,
and, thus, how decisions are made is a worthwhile consideration. This study intendezbs®incr
the awareness of how the varied environmental factors exert influence on a sclsmhdec
group and to provide an examination of the school as a complex organization of decision-makers

requiring the negotiation among factors.
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Research Questions

The following research questions guided this study on school collaborative decakimgm
1. How do environmental influences (the people, policies, programs, and procedures)
impact the factors individuals consider in a collaborative decision-making@r
la. Which micro, meso, and macro inputs does a collaborative decision-making group
member (school-based teacher and administrative leaders) rely upon during the
decision-making process?
1b. How does a collaborative decision-making group member make sense of §opbzadi

and utilize micro, meso, and macro aspects of the educational environment?

Participants

This study was conducted in one school in one school district. The research was approved
by the district’s research review board and The George Washington Univehsgtytutional
Review Board (IRB). Every elementary, middle, and high school had an equal chanicg of be
part of the sample set. The population frame was all comprehensive schools fromaone urb
school district in the Mid-Atlantic region of the U.S. The sample was chosed bas
recommendations from central office administrators and principal willsgrigased on district
approval, phone calls and e-mail messages were sent to four principals askueg feoluntary
participation. The first response to the e-mail was from the principaé aictiool that became
the research site. Next, contact was made with the principal who respondethitiedhaquiry
to answer any questions the principal might have and discuss the feasilmbtydoicting the
study. She was willing to open the school to me and felt confident that most, if nothaif, of
staff would be willing to participate. The participants were divided into twagg: one group

consisted of those who would be observed in team meetings; the other group consisted of those
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who would be observed in team meeting and interviewed individually. To participae a$ p
the first group, each team member had to agree to be recorded with a digital auder réco
total, 35 teachers were invited to participate. Two members of the vestcalftom the pilot
study declined, which prohibited me from recording the team meeting and vnatieg. All
other team members volunteered for the study. The latter group consisted afdipalpr
assistant principal, the communication skills specialist, the instructikiialspecialist, a special
education teacher, and a classroom teacher. When viewed across team mpnthersix
participants who were interviewed fulfilled 11 roles as on at least threeashtfteams. All six
accepted the invitation to participate in this research study.

The chosen school had a history of national award-winning student results. Another
compelling factor was that some teachers were assuming new leadershigcanrding to the
principal, which is ideal for a study whose theoretical foundation questions thesadalt a
individual learner within group settings. The previous year, the principal decdbadnge the
dynamic of the lead group by replacing some of the group leaders. Theyivesraug
opportunity to remain in the building in a different capacity or seek a voluntaryaravigh the
principal’s assistance. The principal made it clear that a student-ckfgeus through a specific
tiered intervention program would dominate school culture and personnel confidentiality wa
paramount. With this articulated, each teacher was asked for their buy-in.

Group and individual participant consent, access, and availability were the main
considerations in site selection. The nature of the research made obseumgteraction
irrelevant if members had to be excused from the group for purposes of this studtiitioma
the natural dynamic of the group would have been altered if members could not garticipa

because of this research study.
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Three collaborative groups were chosen to be studied: a lead team cdraptise
principal, assistant principal, instructional specialists, special educaiohdrs, and one
classroom teacher; a vertical team comprised of teachers reprgdemtiergarten through fifth-
grade teams; and the third-grade team. The three groups collectively had ovenla€ sn&ix
staff members who served as members on teams and were leaders on at teast areze
chosen to interview. Two administrators, one vertical team leader (also @ &am), one
social studies vertical team leader (also on thgrade and Lead Teams), one special education
teacher, one instructional specialist (also on the English vertical teangserfed each job
position found throughout all three teams studied. A more complete break-down of tkesm ma
up and personnel assignments within each team is given in Chapter 4.

A main consideration for all three groups and a direct influence on meetindgagand
decision making was the district and state assessments and testingesdbaclulof the core
area leaders (English, math, social studies, and science) had asseserderdtom
responsibilities. English was responsible for nine assessments, matlspassiile for five,
social studies was responsible for four, and science was responsible for éssnes#s. The
organizational chart shows the Lead Team, the vertical teams, and théegeddeams that
were included in the study (Figure 5).

The patrticipants in a phenomenological study need to meet only a few cliteziamust
have lived the experience being studied, in this case having actively pseticipaollaborative
decision making in a school. Mintzberg (1975) described six coordination mechanismk throug
which individuals in a group participate: (a) informal communication between people togduc
independent work; (b) one individual takes responsibility for supervising the work of;dfitle

the work process becomes standardized; (d) the output is standardized, but individuaheetions
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not prescribed (e) skills and knowledge are standardized so each worker knows wpattoex
others; (f) norms are standardized to establish common values and beliefs.tiCigapts must
also be able to describe the experience in an in-depth interview (CrestwellMd@#2akas,

1994; Pollio et al., 1997; van Manen, 1990). Polkinghorne (1989) recommended six to twelve
participants be included in the study to gain the diversity and redundancy neededr® tbapt
experience adequately, essentially, to meet the point of saturation.

The proposal for this study described the intention to examine three groups of five to
eight participants from each of three decision groups in one school. The three groafedoper
vertically from the administration/school leadership through content teamade lgvel teams
while simultaneously expanding horizontally to include all teachers in thairmiilThe
administrative/school leadership team was called &a& TeamThe Lead Team comprised the
principal, assistant principal, a classroom teacher, two special educatberteand four
content area instructional specialists. The team was responsible fay setiool-wide goals and
formulating the agenda for vertical team meetings. éwtical Teamsvere comprised of K%
grade teachers, who represent a content area (English, math, science, antld@sal s
Elementary teachers teach all content areas to their students, thus theeéeafosmed out of
logistical necessity and teacher interest. All teachers serve ertiad¥ Team, which meet to
discuss content-based strategies and instructional adjustments needed.ieachdetam
objectives. Each Vertical Team member carried the information anddgnmowledge to the
Grade-Level Team3he K-5 grade levels met to articulate the shared goals learned during
Vertical Team meetings as passed down from the Lead Team. Each memBeadéd evel
Team presented the content information from the Vertical Team with the dvieggoal of

gathering resources and implementing instructional strategieslyliredo the classrooms.
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Lead Team: Three times per semester
Collect, oraanize. analyze ttore area assessme

Vertical Team: Align assessments with the standards and
collect and analyze data for the grade-level teams

Science: Not observed Math : Not observed W
Social Studies : Pilot Commnication Skills: Three times per
Assessments: Monthly (grades 2-5), THS semester
(grade 1), Quarterly (grades 3-5), SOL (gré ~ Assessments: NPS Literacy (grades K-2),
3&5) Monthly Reading (grades 1-5), Monthly

Writing (grades 1-5), THS (grade 2), STAR
(grades 1-5), PALS (grades K-3), Quarterly
I (grades 3&5), SOL (grades 3&5), AR

Grade 3

Figure 5 Research site organizational chart with observation dates and assesgnieatn

Research Procedures

In this phenomenological study concerning school decision-making and envirahment
influences, members of three collaborative groups consisting of adminisaatbtsachers from
a school were observed in action and interviewed in their school. Observation and semi-
structured interviews were performed. The observations and interviewswasoe ecorded.

Each participant was interviewed once a month for four months. For the first imtervie

participants were asked the interview protocol for each team they servedraue, H the
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classroom teacher served on all three teams, she was interviewedrikeeduring the first
contact. The number of interviews per participant, therefore, ranged froenrkee/iews to nine
interviews during a four month period. The research process included the follaaying: (
identifying the research topic and securing agreement to participatestuthye (b) collecting
data, which included the bracketing interview and reflective memos conducteel tegéarcher
before each contact with the participants, (c) the analysis of collectecddt@l) the final
reporting of the findings in this document (chapters 4 and 5). Transcripts of the group
observations and individual interviews were given to the participants for cominantetld be

directed to the researcher. All comments were captured in a reflectme.me

The Research Topic

This investigation is aimed at understanding decision makers’ awareness of
environmental influences that are considered when making collaborativeodsci§ioming to
understand the essence of experience implies coming to understand the patticilaal
connections that form the experience” (Fitzgerald, 2006). In this researcl, khexan that
decisions are made at the school level, yet, the structure of the decision mxakingnee in the
context of environmental influences utilizing environmental artifacts was notrkridve topic
for this research focused on the individuals as autonomous learners who functioned within a

collaborative decision group or among two or more collaborative decision groups.

Research Rigor

Phenomenological research “must adhere to the tenets of its form to be taketySerious
(Fitzgerald, 2006, p. 61). The conceptual bases must be followed, samples must Hg careful

selected, and data must be interpreted openly after being collected thraodjisiesd strategies.
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One overall goal of interpretive research is to produce a credible outcordiil@yedescribes
the faithfulness or trustworthiness of the description to the phenomena (Koch &gttaryin
1998). Rigor and credibility are linked tightly in qualitative research. Craglitiill only be
established if the process is rigorous. Ensuring “systematic methods obliatéion and
analysis, transparency in documenting these methods” and operating withimetiseofehe
research approach fosters research quality through rigor (Ajjawg84;1R007, p. 631). Rigor is
enhanced in interpretive research through using strategies such as protmrtgetiveith the
participants, multiple methods of collecting data, and voice recordings. (LincGlub&, 2000).

To adhere to these research suggestions, data were collected over a four month period
with a minimum of three group observations and at least two interview sessionaatith e
individual participant. The researcher established rapport with eachpaartito gain their trust.
Participants were comfortable discussing their views and learningexges, which increased
the depth of the data and added to the rigor of the research.

The richness of the data was increased through the collection of multiplesotidata.
Observations, repeat interviews, field notes, and team documents were dateetduce the
bias in the data. Multiple decision-making teams were studied to offer diffgeespectives on

the phenomenon of individual decision-making as part of collaborative groups.

Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted in August and September of 2009 at the proposed research
site (an urban elementary school). In August, a two hour organizational measirigla with
the Lead Team. The principal, assistant principal, the Instructionas Skiécialist, the math, the
English/communications, the social studies, and the science vertical teawédeagsesent.

Special education representatives were not available because of atdistiicg schedule
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conflict. Although all members signed the information/consent form, the princkead dhat the
meeting not be audio recorded because significant personnel information was going to be
discussed. All but the science team lead was in a new role this school year ashehtiatfy
breaches were a problem during the 2008-09 school year. The principal emplintidetat
driven decision-making was the norm and that the school was 100% focused on studesd.progre
She provided the forms that would be used throughout the school to capture data and
standardized data collection. She explained what was not achieved last sahaleyproblems
with getting vertical team information to grade-level teams, and howdhade would be a
focus because of dropping scores on monthly assessments. The principal explathed tha
school uses a tiered level of academic intervention. Tier | is a whole schooldpgdrban low
performing students are selected for Tier Il. Tier Ill is resergethfensive academic recovery.
Tiers Il and 1l are designed as temporary interventions utilizinglflexgrouping. The Lead
Team meeting was scheduled for 9:30 AM on the first Friday of each morttbugh the
organizing meeting was not recorded, the principal arranged to be intervieftexdha
participants were selected, each one of them also agreed to be interviewedstindepiabout
the initial meeting.

During the second week of the 2009-10 school year, an observation was scheduled with
the social studies vertical team in accordance with the group protocol outlirtagfetudy. The
vertical team consists of classroom teachers from kindergarten thréthgirdide. Every teacher
in the school is assigned to one content area vertical team. Their responsiblitpilect,
deliver, and explain information to their grade-level teammates when trety The vertical
team meets bi-monthly and the grade-level meets weekly. The social sterdies team is lead

by a 3rd-grade classroom teacher, who also serves as a member of tHeglealed Lead
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Team (to be discussed later in this chapter). Consent to record and study the tedtavwad

from all but two members who could not be contacted during the summer. After thalvertic
meeting began, the two members entered the room and decided not to participasdottd 0
minutes, the recorder was shut off and although the observation was allowed to contimde, rec
keeping was discontinued. Another vertical team was solicited for theclestady.

Before the meeting officially began, the team leader introduced me acatetia few
minutes for me to briefly explain my research, inform them of the confidep@ald that |
would be recording the meeting as described in the Information/Consent actitbellsigned
Information/Consent forms. At that time, all team members who were presehelratbhsent
forms signed.

During the first 10 minutes that were captured as data for this study, rinéetader
reminded the team of a CIA (Central Intelligence Administrationgback site. The team
leader said, “I sent this link to you guys, and | don’t know if any of you have actyedhed it.”
The site allows users to select a country and see its flag. One team rsaidlibat she was not
sure when the e-mail was sent from the leader because she had not beenligetengpails.
The team lead said she would send it again and advised the team member to GoGye.CIA
The leader then transitioned to managerial tasks. She handed out folders to eaehwigna
roster of the social studies’ vertical team membership and a calendar & éwexaldition, she
made available grade-appropriate activities, such as biographies of notab&efpeapper
grades and coloring book activities for the lower grades, which were compitbd by
Instructional Skills Specialist.

The leader then summarized how the team will handle the Famous American Wax

Museum in November. She said it should be “like last year, where we have ttiansjtao that
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students are not “standing there for like two hours.” The leader then announced phiicipal

wanted the team to “go over” the school accountability plan “I guess she gotthatisbe has

to have that sooner than she thought.” The leader handed out a summary of student results on the
state Virginia Studies test and asked the team members to circle asras‘you think our

school probably needs to work on.”

At this moment of the meeting, two veteran teachers entered the room.d he lea
explained to them the research | was doing and gave me the opportunity to ask for. 8woike
declined to participate, and | ended the audio and written recording of thegnéspent a few
additional minutes organizing the handouts | received and exited the room. The so@al studi
team leader is a member of the Lead Team andtigga8le team, and she is a participant in the
research study; therefore, | decided to fold the individual interview with &ne leader into the
research study knowing that | could use information gleaned from the pilot studyg thei
semi-structured interviewed.

To avoid a situation where participants opt out of the study after data collection ha
begun, it was learned from the pilot study to identify the leaders who would be wethaad
observed and ask them to gauge the receptiveness of their team membethbeésearcher
met with them. The pilot study informed the research protocol in three adddreaal as the
participants, the schedule, and the interview protocol changed and evolved ditst the

interview series.
Data Collection

Scheduling.

The names of the three group leaders were attained by attending an dayaalizat

meeting in September of the 2009-10 school year. Contact was made with eacatarol
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develop a schedule to meet with the group members to explain the study and sokait.cons
Then group observations and individual interviews were scheduled. The observations were
conducted during the regular school day. The interviews were conducted after school.

The schedule of group observations and individual interviews, including the pilot study, is

reflected in Table 1.
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Table 1: Day and month of data collection using group observation and individual interviews.

||

Lead Team Vertical Team (CS) Grade Team
Group Individual Group Individual Group Individug
Aug. 2009 | Principal: Sept. 2009 | ISS: Oct. 2009 S.grade
(Pilot) Sept. 2009 (Pilot —Social | Oct. 2009 teacher:

(Pilot) Studies) Nov. 2009 Oct. 2009
Oct. 2009 Feb. 2010 Dec. 2009
Nov. 2009 May 2010 Feb. 2010
Feb. 2010 May 2010
May 2010
Oct. 2009 | Asst. Principal:| October 2009| CSS: Nov. 2009 SPED:
Oct. 2009 Oct. 2009 Oct. 2009
Feb. 2010 Nov. 2009 Nov. 2009
May 2010 Feb. 2010 Feb. 2010
May 2010 May 2010
Nov. 2009 | ISS: Nov. 2009 % _grade Dec. 2009
Sept. 2009 Teacher:
(Pilot) Oct. 2009
Oct. 2009 Dec. 2009
Nov. 2009 Feb. 2010
Feb. 2010 May 2010
May 2010
Dec. 2009 | CSS: Dec. 2009 SPED:
Oct. 2009 Oct. 2009
Nov. 2009 Nov. 2009
Feb. 2010 Feb. 2010
May 2010 May 2010
May 2010 | ¥-grade May 2010 May 2010
Teacher:
Oct. 2009
Dec. 2009
Feb. 2010
May 2010
SPED:
Oct. 2009
Nov. 2009
Feb. 2010
May 2010

Note: The following abbreviations are usedTiable 1 ISS = Instructional Skills Specialist;
CSS=communication Skills Specialist; SPED= Special Education Teacher
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The bracketing interview.

Prior to observing group interaction and interviewing participants a bracleti&mgiew
was done. Bracketing, called “epoche” by Husserl, is the suspension of all judgieunt what
is real until a more certain basis emerges from the research (Qrd€08} Stewart &
Mickunas, 1990). Phenomenologists tend to agree that it is impossible to completedy brac
Without bracketing and reduction, however, personal bias can easily influencedinding

For this study, bracketing consisted of conducting a self-interview to expose my
preconceived notion about decision-making and environmental influences. The inteagew w
recorded using the same digital recorder and the same protocol establighedstady
participants. The recording was transcribed, and the bracketing data wagsanaiymy the same
procedure used for participant data. Having self-awareness and knowledgéhefribe that
emerged and were identified is protection against the researcher wjlwittiposing beliefs
about collaboration, decision making, or environmental influences while interviewang t
participants. Pollio et al. (1997) described the purpose of bracketing as a procaks to m
researchers more aware of their presuppositions about the studied phenomenon and to become
sensitized to any influence on the participants and on the interpretation of thewata.

Bracketing is not intended to make the researcher an objective reporter (1997).

Reflective memo.

In addition to the bracketing interview conducted before the observations acgpatti
interviews, | conducted a self-reflective memo after each contact withipants in the group
and individual settings. The memo contained descriptions of the protocol for arrdreging t

school contact, descriptions of the setting, and any relevant comments or exsemrédaied to
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decision making and group participation. | also described how | thought the obsermdtion a
interviews went, as well as provided a summary of what happened beforengefemotes or

recordings.

The phenomenological interview.

Pollio et al. (1997) described the interview as the most powerful procedure forrgptaini
thick and systematic descriptions of an experience. It is used as a oegathéring the
narratives of lived experiences. The interview also is the vehicle by wicchvarsational
relationship about the meaning of an experience with the participant is develojoed é8d
Higgs, 2007). According to van Manen (1990), phenomenology involves the description of an
experience before it is conceptualized, categorized, and reflected uptowst gédrticipants to
share their stories in their own words.

Within phenomenological research is phenomenological reduction. Reduction is also
used in data analysis to help isolate themes into meaning units. Fitzgerald (Za0®ede
reduction as a phase where attention shifts from the objective existeventsf i@ the
experienced world to a focus on an incident “as it exists in the consciousness ofitiEapa
experiencing the event in the reflective act of describing the incident” (p. 44)

Semi-structured interviews were conducted for this study because tvigepthe
benefit of both structured and unstructured interviews. The semi-structuneeintallows
participants the freedom to narrate their experiences without being tied dewecific answers
(Morse & Field, 1995). Unlike with unstructured interviews, the semi-stredtunterview
allows answers to be compared across interviews through some standaahg{dstiichiello
et al., 1999). An initial question framed as a request to tell about a recent colabdeatsion

the participant was involved in began the probe. Structured questions and tailored follow-up
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guestions individualized the interview process as a way to elicit moréedetiaid elaborate
descriptions. The participant was allowed to elaborate until both the interviesvérea
interviewee agreed that understanding was achieved and that the eogem@sncommunicated
as clearly as possible (Fitzgerald, 2006; Pollio et al., 2003). The interview prstaoduded in
Appendix C. Follow-up questions not found in the original protocol are highlighted in the
interview transcripts.

All interviews were recorded using a digital audio-recording deviceintaesiews
ended when the structured questions were answered and the participant was comigishehat
adequately described the individual and group decision-making experience.eriewgr
summarized an understanding of the responses in an attempt to clarify mismadegstar add
elaboration to enrich the descriptions. After the interview, participants wked & provide
demographic data including age, education level, and years in the classroom. Only the
investigator knew the identities of the participants. The report of findings lise participants
by their job titles. Participants were reassured of the procedures tat prategn subjects.

The participants became less conscious of the recorder and more candid with their
responses usually during the first interview. These were school leadersidvladesahat they
were used to being asked questions from many people outside of the school as athesult of
school’s success. Two of the participants jokingly called the interview theirapy sessions” as
a familiarity developed between the participants and me. All of the pariisippecame less
formal as the interview became less of a question and answer session and more of a
conversation.

The schedule for the observation and interviews became routine. The Leadiviagsn a

met on the first Friday of each month; the selected Vertical Team metxhev/ednesday, and
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the 3rd-Grade Team met twice during the month, usually the week after tiaNVEeam and

one or two weeks later before the next Lead Team meeting. As the resdanaseable to

choose observing the groups either to capture meetings closely followingathd éam

meeting, these were more data analysis sessions, or meetings thagdlatar in the month that

focused on assessing the implementation of strategies.

The interview protocol changed immediately after the first series ofiewes. During

the research study, the interview questions evolved into a few prompts that seaved as

springboard to connect previous reflections from both the researcher and the pastioipant

current experiences. Following is the original interview protocol, which Wasged after the

first series of interviews:

1.

2.

8.

9.

Would you tell me about a time you made a decision as part of a group.

Would you describe the process the group used to make that decision.

What do you consider effective group decision making?

Would you describe what you consider in general to be your decision making authority a
part of that group.

When you make a decision as part of a group what goes through your mind? What factors
do you consider?

What factors constrain your decision making?

How does the group treat input from outside of the school? What form does that input
come in?

How do you treat input from outside of the school? What form does that input come in?

Describe the importance of selection of members of the group?

10.How does the group handle conflict?
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11.How do you handle conflict within the group?

12.1s there anything you would like to add about group decision making or your role in it?
The subsequent series of interviews relied on a review of the expenemncbsmerged from
the first interview, and follow up questions stemmed from the information theipantis
divulged. Questions 1, 2, 5, and 8 from the original protocol did serve as springboard questions
for three of the six participants during subsequent interviews. Overall, the seomunghtfourth

interviews were participant-specific.

Group observation.

The phenomenological interview is the direct method of collecting expatierdterial.
Observation, also called close observation, is a more indirect method which willzs=l uti
through this study to capture the experience of a collaborative group during tiiel@cision
making. The data collected from group observations impacted the interviewvigipg a
common experience between the researcher and the participant from whichvintervie
conversations could naturally evolve. This investigation used observation withacipptdn
from the researcher. Intensive note-taking and audio recording was used to dafature

Through bracketing and reflective memo writing, the researcher must bg keeme
that observations yield different forms of experiential material tharotitained through
interviews (Fitzgerald, 2006; Pollio et al., 2003; van Manen, 2002). Caution must be taken not to
treat information gained from an interview as a rubric applied to the obseneed ds was
protected against by strictly following the data analysis protocol explainthe data analysis
section in this chapter. The key tenet of phenomenological research is that#nehesgoes
into the research setting with as little manipulation of the experieatbering as possible

(Moustakas, 1994).
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For this study, each of three decision-making groups was observed dunmmajlg
planned meetings. The Lead Team was scheduled for up to six hours per meeting, and the
vertical and grade-level teams were scheduled for approximately one houredh&éam met
the first Friday of each month, the vertical team met the second and fourth vezeh ahonth,
and the grade-level team met every week. The meetings for the thresepieanarily focused on
collecting and examining assessment data to decide on instructional sgradeigiplement in
the classroom. The Lead Team additionally worked on school-wide schedulingritiescind
programs and decided which data would be collected and how it would formally be organized
and reported from the grade-level to the vertical team and then to the Lead Thearertical
team, which had representation on the Lead Team additionally worked on curricigomeadt
through a specific content area and collected assessment data frondéikegeh
representatives on the team. The grade-level team, which had members assiggethe
content area vertical teams, additionally worked on reporting back from tileabverams and
incorporating strategies into the classroom. The audio recorder wad siaoteentering the
room. The documents that were referred to during the meeting were collecledpeaker was

identified by their job title. See Appendix D.

Data Analysis and Interpretation

The aim of hermeneutic phenomenological data analysis is to transform “fipedesnce
into a textual expression of its essence — in such a way that the effecteotttiseat once a
reflexive re-living and a reflective appropriation of something meanih@fah Manen, 1997, p.
36). The data analysis in this research was adapted from phenomenologicahamkhéc
principals from the literature about ways of interpreting data. There werstiges adapted

from clinical research conducted by Ajjawi and Higgs (2007) used in the anagesi§dble 2).
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Throughout the stages of the analysis, ongoing interpretation of the resets ehaex
conducted. Using the hermeneutic circle strategy of constantly seekingtandarg and
interpretation between the parts (the data) and the whole (the evolving andergtof the
phenomenon), the researcher’s pre-research assumptions, as documented throagketiregbr
interview, was contrasted and compared with the findings in the researchdetdk@e, 1996).
In this way, the researcher was able to address prejudice derived framulder personal
experience. Lincoln and Guba (2000) recommended constant checking of the ez&search
interpretations with the original text to maintain faithfulness to the gaahts’ narrative
constructs.

Table 2
Data Analysis Stages for this Research

Immersion e Organizing data into texts
e |terative reading of texts

e Preliminary interpretation of texts for coding

Understanding e Identifying participant constructs (first order)

e Coding of data

Abstraction e Identifying researcher constructs (second order)

e Grouping constructs into sub-themes

Theme development e Grouping sub-themes into themes
e Elaboration of themes

e Comparing themes across sub-discipline groups

lllumination of e Linking literature to the identified themes

phenomena e Reconstructing interpretations into stories

The immersion stage involved constructing texts for each participant framtenaew

transcript, observation transcripts, field notes, and document analysis. Thedextcatalogued
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under the three sub-discipline groups (lead, vertical, grade teams). Thehesegpeatedly
read the transcribed interviews and observations and repeatedly listenecetmtdag from
which the transcriptions were derived to become familiar with the textlsstisireferred to as
immersion in the data by van Manen (1997). The purpose is to get a sense of preliminary
interpretation to facilitate coding. The field notes written during the obgens and interactions
with the participants served to foster the recreation of the context in whicbrtimeunication
occurred.

The understanding stage was used mainly to identify first order constvhath,are
participants’ ideas expressed through their own words (Titchen & Mclrit983). First order
constructs were identified first for the participants in the observed Lead drehmere then
coded for the vertical and grade teams. During this process, the relevancdiféieonstructs
was questioned, and overlap/connections between and among constructs were iddmified. T
researcher’s understanding was checked by reflecting back to the partidpastsised during
previous interactions and observations and by asking probing questions during subsequent
interviews. This form of iterative participant checking contributed to titess and depth of
understanding about the participants’ experiences.

The abstraction stage was used for researcher-generated second ordestsonb
second order constructs arise from the researcher’s personal and thekametadatige about the
identified first order constructs. Separate computer files wereedréastore identified second
order constructs and related textual data subsumed under first order constues e label.
Interpretation of each interview transcript was used to develop a view of eacippatt data
as a whole. Using the same analysis technique, which builds from the immersethstagh

the understanding stage, a composite data-set for each of the three sulwgsoapesated to use
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to understand each participant’s data and to examine any similarities aroapg. gkt the
conclusion of this stage, all relevant text data was catalogued under Yaatelenstruct for
each sub-group and used to answer the research question and sub-questions.

Themes were formulated from the results of the first three stageseddredsorder
constructs were then grouped together under fewer, broader themes both across arewithin t
three subgroups. Themes and sub-themes were elaborated upon and clarifiedégiyepea
reading the data. This involved “continuously moving backwards and forwards between the
literature, the research texts and earlier analysis, moving from part®le fellowing a process
informed by the hermeneutic circle” (Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007, p. 625).

The final stage of illumination examined the literature and Mezirdvéeretical model
for links to the themes and sub-themes derived from the entire data-setbéinieen themes
was examined to foster further theoretical development. Themes and sub-tlemesed to
develop narratives to reconstruct the participants’ learning progressionsandsdkey findings
from the data.

To effectively follow a participant’'s engagement in collaborative datisaking
groups, hermeneutic phenomenology allowed appropriate delving into human actionsnisitent
and behaviors as experienced. The data collection and analysis techniquesratidwitiual
and group data to be catalogued and interpreted as meaningful constructs. The hermeneutic
phenomenological analysis process aligns well with Mezirow’s Adult Transtoynal Learning
Theory. They both recognize the individual as autonomous and as part of a group, and they both
recognize the individual as a learner who develops capacity over time evanawiidirow

decision-making process or during a specific response to a dilemma.
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Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations were addressed in the delivery, collection, analydireporting
of the participant’s responses. Signed consent forms were collected friomeaetcipant. All
statements made to the potential participants were factual and madelivdiscfasure. All
promises of confidentiality and anonymity, as best as can be assured through agpiodéogyn
methodology, were honored. Participants had the right to refuse to begin or continue rgspondin
to the questions or being observed at any time. No minors participated in the stuedgreheo
parent/guardian consent was warranted. Participants were allowed to ogbasécipate if they
believed they were identifiable even without the use of names or addressesniGenstaders
about maintaining confidentiality were provided to the group members.

Any decision team that did not have 100% member participation was excluded from the
study. In that instance, another team was recruited and went through teetarasting
process. The researcher did not articulate which teams were hoped to bedolseiriteree
teams granted consent. School administration did not know which teams other than the Lead
Team were solicited for the study. All members of the teams were requinedéd their voice
recorded if they spoke in a group setting. Members selected for interviee/segeired to be
voice recorded. The possible effect connected to this is that some participantgmdansient
forms, may withhold comments during recorded team meetings. This could mesult i
diminished understanding of team goals and strategies. It may also prevenbarrfrem
articulating a concern.

The Information/Consent Form (Appendix B) was a tool to protect human subgents fr
physical or psychological harm. The form was used to explain the studypeetberirole and

responsibilities of the researcher, describe the protection afforded tatibgpats, and obtain
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consent through participant signatures. With the exception of two potentialgzartsiall team
members offered to sign the consent forms during the study overview presefitatésn.
complete teams signed the form allowing the investigation to proceed.

The protection of human subjects was ensured through the IRB process. All data
collected were stored in a locked file cabinet with any identifying infoomatored in a
separate file and separate drawer in the cabinet. All participant-idbtgiflata and information
related to the research study will be destroyed at the completion of thenegis for earning a

doctoral degree.

Conclusion

The epistemological framework for this study was constructed around herioeneut
phenomenology stemming from Martin Heidegg&é&n und ZeitThe hermeneutic approach
was informed by van Manen (1997) and Ajjawi and Higgs (2007). The theoretical pespec
which informs and shapes this research was derived from Mezirow’s traasiforat learning
theory. This study was conducted using three decision group members at a school ivoane sc
district. The purpose was to explore collaborative decision making as it istédfmcthe
influence from the educational environment. Observation and semi-structured insameesv
performed. Documents were collected and field notes were written. The dluseraand
interviews were audio recorded and notes were taken simultaneously. Data avesysis
informed by Titchin and Mclntyre’s (1993) thematic analysis model.

Hermeneutic phenomenology was the appropriate methodology to examine individual
participation in collaborative decision-making groups. The participant'sitepjourney was
investigated through interpretation of their lived experiences.

The next chapter reports the findings of the study.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Overview

Chapter IV presents the results of data analysis with the purpose of anstvering t

following research questions:
1. How do environmental influences (the people, policies, programs, and procedures)
impact the factors individuals consider in a collaborative decision-making@r
la. Which micro, meso, and macro inputs does a collaborative decision-making group
member (school-based teacher and administrative leaders) rely upon during the
decision-making process?
1b. How does a collaborative decision-making group member make sense oiqopkza)
and utilize micro, meso, and macro aspects of the educational environment?

The primary research question addressed the reciprocal nature of information as
transmitted through the micro, meso, and macro levels of the educational environment. The
guestions subsumed under the primary question address identifying specific enniedbnme
influences (1a) and how individuals respond to those influences and incorporate them into
decision making (1b).

In accordance with the research plan for data analysis, recordingenganized and
transcribed, texts were repeatedly read, and data were coded under broad openocddeoi
gain immersion into the texts. Then, to gain understanding, the data were coded to inductively
annotate participant constructs as they emerged from the texts. Nexpwigtireory was
applied to the texts along deductive lines. Specifically drawn out from the ticabostiing
(etic) are the complexity, uncertainty, ambiguity and equivocality of kraye@ttainment. |

then combined the open codes into sub-themes, which were then grouped into four magr theme
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In accordance with the data analysis plan, | organized the transctipt®&/o binders.

One binder was for team observations, which was further organized by the pilotesoldy
vertical, and grade-level observations. The other binder contained the transcebgdvirst with
the six participants organized by job title. Each binder had a code book at the fraetsthrdied
the levels of coding (open, emic, and etic) (Ajjawi & Higgs, 2007; Creswell, 1998).

The data were collected through three methods: group observations, individual
interviews, and document review. The group observations and documents were used to help
understand the interview data. Six school leaders and three collaborative gnoypised the
sample. A group protocol (Appendix D) and an interview protocol (Appendix C) weresdpl
for this study. Both protocols had a first contact and subsequent contact set of g2:cEder
interview protocol was semi-structured and was utilized in its entiretyfontie first round of
interviews. Consistent with phenomenological research methods, the intervidigrgre®re
adapted to explore in depth the ideas each participant generated in both initial and stibseque
interviews.

Chapter IV was organized from the components of the research questions anddgresente
through storymaps. A storymap organizes “the learner’s recounting” okethgagement with
the micro, meso, and macro levels under a rubric of identified factors and theoteadRul,

2002). The mapping component of a storymap “gives a shape to individual stories and allows
for a more penetrating analysis in relation to the objectives of the chs@aichmond, 2002).

According to the research procedures described in Chapter 3, the researabed émg
two reflective exercises to check researcher bias during the aralysess. Bracketing
interviews were conducted prior to every observation and interview. Questions frprotiheol

were considered as a response to my work day. If | encountered situationsicetit s
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assessments or engaged collaborative teams for example, | would wiiteasyand feelings
about what | experienced knowing | would most likely encounter those topics during
observations and interviews. After each contact with the teams and parsicipardte a
reflective memo (often in my car before | left the site). The memos took on thefar free
write | used to unleash my thoughts, feelings, interpretations, judgments, aratigmedabout
what | saw and heard. Before each data coding and analysis sessiohé raalicable
bracketing and reflective memos pertaining to the team or person | wgziagal was
particularly attuned to my interactions with micro, meso, and macro levelno#aeas
articulated my own biases.

The micro level of the educational environment is defined for this study lspitients
and staff who are a daily part of the school’s operation. It also includestitheescand
programs conducted as part of the functioning of the school.

The meso-level for this study is defined as the parent, community, and schwdl dis
resources that have influence and interaction with the school. The meso-ldied erdy impact
the school daily through interaction or through implementation of policies and procdulures
the meso-level representatives do not occupy space in the school on a daily basis.

The macro-level indicators for this study include state, federal, and dgalbads which
directly or indirectly influence policies, procedures, and laws enforcen alistrict level and,
ultimately, through the schools. In general, at the school, the macro fattorsvefe
manifested through discussions of state and national tests and through discussiosseai@iut

education, where federal law was often a consideration.
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Figure 6 Micro, Meso and Macr-level factors influencing school decisiomaking

Group Observations

The group observations served this study by pragi@ context to observe individt
team members in action. Thbservations enabled the researcher to constracifepand
meaningful interview questions to explore the pmeaoon of individual decision making wi

depth.

The Lead Team

The first meeting | attended was the organizatiomedting for the Lead Teain August

2009 The principal asked that | not record that meehiacause she wanted to discuss sen:
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personnel matters and have a frank discussion with the team about confidemtiahty the
team members in response to some breaches in confidentiality the previousiagaae that
lead to the team becoming “dysfunctional.” The Lead Team for the 2009-2010 schduhgea
10 members, four of which were either new to the Lead Team or in a new roleaftenttipal
made personnel changes. | used this meeting as an opportunity to gain an introduction to the
Lead Team members and explain my research and collect Information/Cramsentl
scheduled with the team to attend four meetings on the first Friday of each mdh#hrdoonths
of October, November, December 2009, and May 2010. The next meeting | attended was the
first “official” meeting of the school year in October 2009. By May’s obgermathe cycle of
assessment and intervention was near completion for the school-year. Teachers and
administrators were reflective about the school year as they made pléms &justments to be
worked on during the summer and implemented during the next school year.

Table 3 documents the attendance of each member of the Lead Team at the monthly
meetings. An X indicates the member was present. An asterisk inditat@sember was new to
the team or position during the 2009-10 school year. The positions in bold type are of those who

were selected for semi-structured interviews after each meeting.

I\?tzlr?dince of members of the Lead Team members at monthly meetings

Position August | October | November | December| May
2009 2009 2009 2009 2010

Principal X X X X X

Assistant Principal X X X

Communication Skills X X X X X

Specialist(CSS)*
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Instructional Skills Specialist | X X X X X

(ISS)*

Math Vertical Team Lead* X X X X X

Science Vertical Team Lead X X X X X

Social Studies Vertical Team | X X X X X
Lead*

Special Education Teacher (1)| X X X X X

Special Education Teacher (2) X X X X X

English as a Second Language X
Teacher (ESL)

The Vertical Team

The school site for this research study had four content vertical teamsetea
comprised of members from each grade level (K-5). The Communication Védea met
every second and fourth week of the month, after the Lead Team met. A membereddhe L
Team (the CSS) served as the leader for the vertical team. Her sote assist in conveying
and implementing the decisions from the Lead Team.

For this study, the Communication Vertical Team (CVT) for Englishllagg arts was
observed four times: September 2009, October 2009, November 2009, and May 2009. The team
met every two weeks following the Lead Team meeting. Every CVT meetiowéd a similar
format: (1) the previous monthly test results by grade level were presentpdss” rates
compared to set performance goals. The test results were used to feargthstand
weaknesses; (2) specific effective instructional strategies wienredfas suggestions to improve
performance in weak areas; (3) general concerns, questions, or needffoatitariwere

addressed before closing the meeting.
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The 3rd-Grade Team

Each of the kindergarten through fifth-grade levels has a team which rldiviee plan
lessons, ensure pacing, discuss student results, and address concerns or ispuasai@ne
action of the team was to have the members relate information from theirtinespedical
team meetings twice a month. For this research study'%gea8le team was selected because
student results on the Virginia Standards of Learning tests were thesivatitee school and
district level for -graders. The'$grade team was comprised of a team leader and three
members. The Social Studies Vertical Team leader, who is also a mentetLeat Team
served as a member of th&-grade Team. The team met weekly.

After students took monthly assessments on Scantron score sheets, thedeam lea
scored them electronically through a computer program called D2SC. Thauwaration Skills
Specialist (CSS) and the Instructional Skills Specialist (ISS) seddbe scores and compiled
them into reports for the grade teams. During the grade-level meetingatheltig deeper into
the results beyond pass/fail percentages. The data were reportechiey teatskill set
categories. All monthly assessments were created by the CSS, wheeddsists to simulate the
Virginia Standards of Learning test (SOL) in format and content. Each monskelysasent tests
student knowledge in the following skill areas:

Main idea

Facts and details
Understanding sequence
Cause and effect
Context clues

Word meaning

Inference

Fact and opinion

. Author’s purpose

10. Multiple meaning

11. Figurative language
12. Summarizing

©CoNokrwNE
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13.Word study (word endings such as “s” and “es”)

Individual Interviews

Six members of the Lead Team were selected to participate in saotustd interviews.
As school leaders, they have connections with teams that represent albfesatisol
organization from the administrative school-wide level through the graderbpresentation to
the grade-level implementation of programs and initiatives. With the eanegitthe principal
and assistant principal, the other participants served as leaders or menviegisalfand/or
grade-level teams. Together, they served in a total of eleven team rolesthatchool site.
Table 4 shows the demographic information for each of the interview participants. The
participants are identified by their positions/roles throughout the reportdafids.

Table 4
Interview participant demographic information.

Participant Teams Age Range| Yearsin Years at
Education Current School
Principal Lead 55+ 30 14
Assistant principal Lead 55+ 30 2
Communications e Lead 25-35 6 1
Skills specialist
(CSS) e English
Vertical
Instructional Skills e Lead 25-35 6 6
Specialist (ISS)
e Assists all
vertical
and grade
teams
Regular Education e Lead 46-55 10 5
Teacher
e Social
Studies
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Vertical
e 39Grade
Special Education e Lead 25-35 5 4
Teacher (SPED)
e 1% Grade
e 5"Grade

Each participant was interviewed four times with the exception of theaadgpsincipal,
who was interviewed three times because of schedule conflicts during thetimddaf
interviews. The interview protocol (Appendix C) was followed during the first contigh each
participant. Subsequent interview questions were informed by the individual resfronsése
participants from the first interview and became specialized and unique to thiersge of the
participants.

The individual data presented in this chapter were organized by the par@pdnt
examined through the three environmental levels (micro, meso, and macro) undeiafattors

themes that emerged from the research.

Themes

The themes from the data comprise the rubric with which groups and individuals were
examined through the environmental levels. The themes were derived frorfesmargent
ideas) and etic (applied ideas from theory) coding. The themes which emergatié emic
coding were principal power, resource allocation, student performance, gaadfdaowing,
which is how information is attained and understood. Principal power referred totineerel
influence the principal had to allocate resources within a school relativeitdltiemce from

other micro, meso, and macro leaders. Resource allocation referred to thegrayngrwere
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selected, time was used, people were selected and used, and the logistiagifignm@sources
For this study, resources also included community members and parents. Studenbpegor
referred to how school staff interpreted student performance and provided intervention t
promote increased student achievement

The theoretical foundation for this study was Mezirow'’s theory of adultitegarA main
component of Mazirow’s theory was how individual learners gather and manage knowledge
from a variety of sources. A part of gathering and making sense of infomudten involves
experiencing ambiguity, complexity, certainty, and equivocality throughmaancation. These
four ways of knowing were applied to the data through etic coding during the codingspancke
collectively function as an additional theme for data analysis. The ways ofrighaddressed
the types of information group members received from the micro, meso, aralpadsrof the
environment and how they made sense of information through knowledge-processing.

Ambiguityis when an individual or group lacks the ability to understand or interpret some
action or information (Machlup, 1980; Weick, 1968pmplexity $ when many situational
elements and relationships exist in a way that they cannot be coordinated orrednside
simultaneously. Complex situations are not necessarily vague or unpredictabie. Juch as
coordinating staff development, or problems, such as improving the implementation of an
instructional strategy, or the school organization itself, may be clearhedednd predictable,
but the procedural intricacy or the variety of relationships involved in the decisitoodeege
to easily process (Campbell, 1988; Zack, 1998icertaintyis defined by a lack of information
about the task, goal, or situation and some lack of confidence in the consequences when the
predictability of other activities upon which a task is dependent does not existajGalb873;

Zack, 1998). In schools, uncertainty is usually present through the distribution of inéorma
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among stakeholders, emerging policies, and evolving technologies as part oictss mf
preparing for future situations (Zack, 199Byuivocalityexists when multiple meanings or
interpretations exist for the same thing (Machlup, 1980; Weick, 1969, Zack, 1998). As staff
members in schools or school districts attempt to share best practices, theécathdcide on the
best approach to implement the practices may be hampered by the multipletatiensa@bout
how something should be done. These four areas were integral to knowledge atttnnment
decision-making group members (Zack, 1998).

The four themes of principal power, resource allocation, student performance, and way
of knowing were discerned from the data for the potential of each to guide theistabn in-
depth examination of how individuals engage the micro, meso, and macro environment levels to

make sense of information, develop knowledge, and make decisions.

Group Storymaps

The group observations conducted for this study served primarily to inform the individual
interviews, which followed each group observation. The phenomenon of individual decision
making was explored through the group observations, in addition to individual interviews. The
group observations allowed the researcher to collect documents, watch interactibns
reference participant group experiences during the individual interviewsdt® & rich data pool

about individual decision making.

Storymap: Lead Team

The Lead Team is comprised of the principal, assistant principal and irstal¢cgacher
leaders who collect school-wide data for all grade levels. With ttepéirn of the assistant

principal, the principal selected and invited the other members to be a part aithd ke
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meetings were scheduled for the first Friday of each month for the entire delyodhe Lead

Team meetings are arranged and presided over by the principal, who setntteayl pace.
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Table 5

Lead Team

Principal Power

Resource Allocation

Student Performance

Ways of Knowing

Micro
Level

Meso
Level

Macro
Level

e principal sets
agenda

e principal dictates
data format and
content

e principal made
final decision after
input from others

o “fought” against
“canned” programs
from district

developed Response to
Intervention model
coordinate teachers to
provide student support
schedule data collection
and meetings

schedule and appoint
leaders for activities and
programs

attempt to involve parent
in intervention
implemented district
mandated programs
manage district testing

time constraints on
students support becaust
of state testing schedule

e individual students
discussed
e created weekly and

monthly assessments

e place students in
support groups

e relied on district
guarterly test to
determine student
support

e monitor instruction for

state tests

¢ manage national tests
use state and national

tests to determine
student support
services

disparity of individual
student scores across
multiple tests assessing the
same content

managing school programs
scheduling multiple small
group intervention

multiple possibilities for
student performance
across assessments

manage district pacing of
instruction for quarterly
tests

predicting district program
changes or new initiatives
processing

changes the state made to
the state (SOL) tests
understand special
education IEP for state
tests (SOLs)
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Micro Level: The principal was the dominant voice in the lead team meetings. This does

not suggest the other members did not frequently talk, but they primarily served ageconve
information for the principal to make recommendations or give directives about follow-up
actions. With limited exception the entire meeting was devoted to combinghhtwighonthly
and quarterly scores for each student. The results from the weekly tests eteby atassroom
teachers as a predictor of student success on monthly common formative astsesgmzh
were created by the school-based instructional specialists. One of theendawas made
about students depending on their scores. Each student was either kept at théepetsdnt
intervention because of satisfactory or unsatisfactory performance, reérinoneintervention
support because of satisfactory performance, or placed in intervention support loécause
unsatisfactory performance. Decisions concerning overage and special@udsttatents were
also discussed. The science and math teacher specialists, the Communicidsi@p&tialist
(CSS), the Instructional Skills Specialist (ISS), the Special Educé8PED) teacher, and the
Regular Education Teacher (RET) (social studies) were responsilpieefanting student
performance data for their content areas. They answered probing questiotisdrprincipal
and were the last to provide input about their students before the principal made ecisiahd

about intervention support.

The principal provided an interpretation as well and often made assertions beyond the

empirical data, such as when discussing an individual student:

| did want to move him, yes. He’s two years behind. If | sent him out of this building tw
years behind, the odds are that he will drop out of school. The research is solid on it. My
disappointment is | can’t even put him up on probation [promote him to the next grade
with the understanding that she could move him back down based on his performance]. |
just don’t think he is ready.
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The Lead Team oversaw a student intervention program the principal brought to the
school from a training she attended. The student support was arranged accohding to t
Response to Intervention (RTI) model that utilizes three levels of tierpdisuphe 2009-2010
school year was the first year of fully integrating the RTI modeltimoschool. The primary
level was general classroom instruction for all. The secondary levelsseédrthe needs of most
“at-risk” students in the general classroom through differentiatedigtistin. The tertiary level
was where individualized intervention was provided to failing students. The prindghéhaa
during the 2009-2010 school year “we‘re having growing pains with what we are dothg,
we’ve made a lot of changes this year because of the fact that we've comuptbtely into
RTL” In previous years they were “doing our own model, which had so many elem®&iKs$, of
but this tier three was more informally done before.”

The Lead Teawas the group within the school which directed the use of personnel and
set priorities that guided the way staff members used their time duringhtha day. Although,
the principal served as the primary decision maker, this was the one area Wwaerseshbers
of the lead team were vocal about concerns about time allocation, in partictear,. toé
concerns were articulated as questions. For example, the CommunicationSisdalidist
(CSS) asked if there was a central place where the tier three s&eamrae to get information”
because “I know [one teacher] is based in the literacy room, but | never see hes.iShiechad
a little spot, and | was putting her data there, but | think it's still there.’pfineipal directed
her to have “her report to you on Monday mornings. That way if there are argeshan
adjustments, any new materials that you thought of that you want thenulaaltitco work with,

especially in math” they could be ready.
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The lead team members expressed the complexity of managing school primgrams
incorporate school-generated initiatives and to comply with district mandategopic was
scheduling the classroom and multiple small-group instruction for a sizable nohshedents
receiving tiered intervention. The roster for the pull-out programs fehtudéferent rotation of
students each month, which made scheduling a frequent consideration. The principal was
committed to the RTI as well as literacy groups students participated imddmenience
associated with pulling students and working to keep them on pace with the classroom
instruction was the price the team decided to pay for providing support. Although it was the
principal’'s decision, the other team members agreed the small groups wesanefmsigher
student achievement. All of the team members expressed concern about sl aegsiving
parents in assisting their children with the reading initiatives. The suteegsollectively
expressed would come from the work at the school.

The lead team compiled at least three different sets of assessracgot atéeémpt to
eliminate uncertainly when determining if a student required tiered intesmesutpport through
RTI. Occasionally, a dilemma arose when scores on multiple assessimanés] an
unexplainable gap, or when the team members were deciding on intervention and not enough
data existed. One conversation between the principal and the ISS about a studertcaddress
multiple concerns. The principal said the student required tier 3 support “becauserégiase
40 and 47.” She asked the ISS if “you have a different score for her?” The ISBeshatisa
score of 60, but “I may have put it in wrong.” The other concern came after reviemimgaat
of the student’s cumulative testing history. The principal said the following:

Look at that printout. She has one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, nine missing

scores. When they're missing that many, it's just across the board. iitstgdie a
challenge to figure out what to hit.
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The implication was for the ISS to figure out “what to hit.” Not a lot of meetmg tvas
devoted to answering all of the questions and concerns that sprouted from data analysis.

The lead team meetings were fertile ground to observe the concept of atjtyivbbe
team members often worked through the multiple possibilities concerning sthgent may
have performed well one month and poorly the next and whether the data represented arpatter
a fluke. The team members also debated the best, the realistic or pstciegiies to address
classroom concerns, the professional development of teachers, and the impiemehta
programs and activities.

The teachers and specialists on the Lead Team were most vocal and opinitwvesited w
decisions concerning how they would spend their time or whether they would have tpdevel
and lead the implementation of initiatives were discussed. When decisionsdditectvay
they could allocate their time or required them to marshal resources aptktmadditional
tasks, the teacher leaders sought clarification.

Meso Level: The student scores from common formative assessments (CFA) and scores
from district quarterly tests were used by the lead team to make decisoutsrestructional
interventions for low-performing students. While providing support, the teacher leaddcs ha
collect quarterly test data. The principal said, “Of course, the months you hatexlgudata, we
have to bump [monthly tests] forward because we have to be on the district schedule for
quarterlies.”

The RTI program was the only school-wide program developed by micro-legtetdea
The principal was opposed to “canned” programs, and though most meso-directed programs
from the district did not deliver the impact that her school-based program cbelgrificipal

made a comment in December and in May about how the district offered “too many pre-
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packaged” programs that she was going to resist implementing if she cowdd.dtear the
“fight” to resist these programs was the principal’s. When district septatives questioned
teacher leaders about district programs, the principal intervened. Thipgrserved as the
point of contact to represent teacher-leaders such as the ISS and CSS wiieta aonf
misunderstanding occurred with district personnel.

The lead team members determined eligibility for tiered interventiemcesrby using
two cut scores. The school monthly tests had a cut score of 70%, while the idistri¢ied
students scoring below 60% as being in need of support. The principal reminded the team
members of this and said, “Remember 60 is the cut score the district uses. \&feth@ok0%
cut score here at [the school]. The district looks at 60, and the truth is that’s tdlgyasi with
the SOL test.”

Ambiguity was evident during micro as well as meso environmental engagehemt
the team members struggled to understand why particular students showed a widg dispa
scores among school, district, and state assessments. The timing of tésss;tbigonal pace of
the class to cover the curriculum, the wording of questions, the student’s pergoaidithe
teacher’s ability were considered when a student routinely failed monstdyligt passed the
quarterlies, especially if there existed a 5 to 10 point difference.

The complexity of managing school-based programs was compounded by the distric
essentially dictating the pacing of classroom instruction for the entic®kd his was discussed
by the principal and the Communication Skills Specialist (CSS). Gradesdhataquired to be

submitted to the district would only be accomplished if a rigid pacing schedulaha®d to.
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In addition to facing the uncertainties about student performance at the enelrdhe
lead team members talked often about predicting district programmatigeshar new
initiatives that may emerge.

Macro Level: The Lead Team members used macro-level assessments to help determine
students’ eligibility for tier 2 and tier 3 intervention. Along with the monthly quarrterly data,
SOL scores for each student factored into decisions about student placemeditifomad
academic support. Data from state tests, classroom assessments,@mal pposvledge were
used to present an academic profile for each student used to decide on the typeenition to
provide if any was needed.

The Lead Tearmtegrated micro, meso, and macro-level data into every observed
meeting. They seemed to fluidly discuss the school’s monthly, the districedjeartand the
state standards tests as one set of triangulated data for each stucksibr@dly, the lead team
members evaluated the formative monthly and quarterly results from a tedmleeexamining
the 2009 state Standards of Learning (SOL) test results for her studenpsintipal was
concerned with the pattern one teacher had of producing low results for ayddjtre
monthly and quarterly tests, yet produced strong SOL results: “Let'sgushat by SOL time
last year, her kids did well. But earlier in the year she struggled, and sesieteche
struggling with the same things and may need some more help.” The SOL testsegto
guide decisions about where to focus instruction. The principal was concerned almgut fall
science and social studies scores at the fourth grade. She questioned tfanatrtice usage
was unbalanced across content areas because of the demands to produce high Sdlistest re
The question went unanswered as many of the questions the principal asked did. Most

guestioning for the principal was a form of think aloud, which prompted the other members to
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write down what she thought. Occasionally, the question arose again later in timg @ier a
pattern developed and the principal decided it was time to pursue an answer.

The team members faced uncertainty with the periodic changes thenatég to the SOL
tests. During one conversation, the RET and the principal discussed how “we were doing so
poorly on the social studies SOLs,” before focusing on vocabulary as a “poateggt’ After
the vocabulary initiative, “those grades popped up.” The concern for the currentyeduoahs
the uncertainty with the changinfj‘-grade SOLs. The ISS, RET, and principal wondered if the
vocabulary strategy would be enough and if the study guides the team liked, egbbgrat
specialist from the district, were still relevant. The principal dicktte ISS and the RET to
coordinate a revision of the guides. The SPED teacher expressed concern avabteall
testing accommodations for students with Individualized Education Plans (IEPS).

[The principal] often feels the same frustration. There are times tlzecesflict, and it

happens that the department of education does not state what [the district mahdates]

will escalate to the point where [the principal] will get involved with the@emwho'’s in
charge with special education for [the district] and they will have a disruand clarify
things that need to be clarified.

A constant source of equivocality for the principal, as member of the lead teamjtiva
the district and the programs and assessments it mandated. When discussing national
assessments the district approved and disapproved she said the following:

| like the STAR [national test], and | think as we saw from the RTI site viheyé&re

analyzing all the tests for universal assessments, they arettaifJ AR very high even

though the district has abandoned it and put in these other ones that are not getting such
high ratings. It does not matter because we don't get to make that decision.
Summary

The principal was the dominant voice during the lead team meetings. The ethbera

primarily served as conveyers of information for the principal to make reeowhations or give
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directives about follow-up actions. With limited exceptions, the meetingsdesed to
combing through the monthly and quarterly scores for each student. The student sooths fr
school common formative assessments (CFA) and scores from district guageriwere used
by the lead team to make decisions about instructional interventions for low-paga@tedents
through a Response to Intervention (RTI) initiative. The complexity of managhoglsbased
programs was compounded by the district essentially dictating the paciagsroom
instruction for the entire school. The Lead Taatagrated micro, meso, and macro-level data
into every observed meeting. They seemed to fluidly discuss the school’s monthigtiice

guarterlies, and the state standards tests as one set of triangulated elata Student.

Storymap: Vertical Team

The Vertical Team consisted of a team leader, the CSS, and one membeoraach fr
grades kindergarten througli §rade. The members represented their respective grade levels.
They were responsible for relaying information to the grade team mearzeitsinging
guestions or concerns to the vertical team from the grade teams. In addition,eshezadiion

teachers would circulate among the teams.

158



Table 6

Vertical Team

Principal Power

Resource Allocation

Student Performance

Ways of Knowing

Micro
Level

Meso
Level

Macro
Level

implement
programs as
directed by
principal

principal priorities
are team'’s
priorities

schedule time for
specialists and
teachers to meet
implement
professional
development
assign tasks for
members to take to
grade teams

manage E-Portfolio in
accordance with
district

additional time and
teachers to work with
students in spring for
state test

focus on overall
grade level pass
rates

recommend
strategies for each
grade level

delivers information
from lead team

collected district
quarterly test results
discussed quality of
district quarterly test
questions

oversaw instruction
for state tests
manage national
tests

completing tasks and
paperwork

gap between what team
taught and how the
students were receiving
the information

interpret lead team
directives and how
actions done at each
grade level.

confusion about coding
students receiving
district services
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Micro Level: The Vertical Team leader would begin each meeting by facilitating the
presentation of results by grade level. Overall, the Communications V@ima meetings
follow a predictable pattern to maximize time management and efficaleg mour before the
regular school day begins. It was a priority for agenda items to be covered,ahddHe be
addressed before students arrive for the @hg. Vertical Team implemented and managed
programs as directed by the principal as the micro-level leader. The tefandéan referred to
“what [the principal] wants.”

In October 2009, the results were “kinda stale.” Unlike in the lead team mebh&ng
vertical team meeting members did not frequently discuss individual studetgadinsverall
pass rates on school and district tests were mentioned and followed by discaissigns
proposed and recommended strategies to increase student performance on the ngxtestonthl
The content questions changed with each test, but the skills required for the Staterest
constantly tested through the content.

The team leader was the CSS, who also served on the lead team. She drtioulate
teachers were a valuable resource and had responsibility for supporting one ambthe
adjusting classroom practices based on data analysis. She solicited sngdestprofessional

development, made recommendations to the Lead Team, and facilitated professional

development when appropriate. The October 2009 meeting was held near the end of the quarter

when district reading tests were to be administered. The team leadiethmdollowing
statement at the end of the meeting:
Make sure you support your team. Please don't call in [absent] on the day thavgou ha
extra kids in your room. That will end up blowing it for people. Make sure everyone’s

supported and we don’t have a lot of subs in the building that week. And I'm not
pointing, you know. Also, make sure that you are using your [reading] data bpeaiise
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of it was data you’re supposed to be using in your classroom to restructureaaingr
groups

The vertical team members were observed discussing the different uagmstst
performance data could be interpreted. They were also observed working through how
implement best practices. The process usually worked in the following mannenearteer had
an idea and started to instruct how to implement it. During the instruction, anotherrmembe
interrupted for further information or clarification. The instructor adjustegtégentation of
information and continued, accepting interruptions to ensure clarity. Other teabensemno
were familiar with the information would also add to the dialogue in an attemgsitt with
understanding. The team leader summarized all of the input and described the@adtibos,
which signaled the end of discussion about that topic. The team leader assgaed ta
implement through grade-level teams and supported scheduling time forisfetaineet or
observe teachers.

The vertical team had the most members and frequently negotiated the iatempt
lead team directives and how actions were to be implemented at each gehdere discussion
focused on the use of basil readers at each grade level’-ghade teacher wondered if her
approach to using the texts and documenting the use was consistent with theierpeaxdttie
principal:

5" | have a question, are we required that they have to be in basil every group?

CSS I don't think so, no, because if they're not in the fifth grade basil and you are doing

supplemental texts beneath that, that’s fine.

5": Because | sent her a long email of what | was doing and it was too detailed. She

wanted it cut and dry. I’'m using basils as supplemental for content; I'm not uswveyy

day. So | gave her all the things | was doing.

CSS | would just use the level of text you're using. If you're usifigydade text for

your low group, | would just putdgrade text. Just be very general.

5" That's what | did. | mean I just put ‘belo grade.’

CSS Right. Because | think what she’s really concerned about is tracking to orake s
they are progressing. That they're moving and they're not in the Idhgradie for the
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rest of fifth, you know what | mean? | think she just wants to make sure they'regnovin
along. So there should be three sheets, one for each group.

Meso Level:Discussions about the quarterly assessments focused on the quality of the
guestions and the test formatting. When the team was observed discussing the sohatily
tests and the district tests, the team members were critical of thet dissessments. No
criticism of the quality of the monthly assessments was observed, except tiwrgies
concerning the length of passages and questions. One exchange betweernctdelN¢an
leader (the CSS) and &-grade teacher addressed an issue with the district quarterly test and the
selection of students for the school-based RTI program. A teacher had given hitsstusle
guarterly test. One student was placed into a tier 3 slot as a result. The telgcthe 1SS that it
was a bad test. The student was getting tier 2 intervention, was performinghaalheashould
be removed from the tier 3 list. The student was removed.

The district mandated the use of a student writing management computer pcatieam
e-portfolio. Students had opportunities to score higher grades on essays aites each
month. The vertical team leader managed the progress of students for the teasisted \&ith
organizing the documentation. The ePortfolio was not discussed as often as the monthly and
guarterly assessments or classroom strategies, which were discusseubjority of the vertical
team meetings. It should be noted here that the E-portfolio is an English-basednprbige
school had three other vertical content teams, which may or may not incorporate aticer dis
based programs. During the lead team observations, the E-portfolio was the oghjz&isle
district-based program discussed

The Vertical Team was insulated from having to make decisions about akipaat
managing meso-level resources. The lead team, guided by the principal, decideckadnicces

from outside of the school would impact the school when the team members had a choice. When
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the district mandated utilization of a resource, the lead team decided how it wolltieréé fo
the vertical team.

The vertical team members, through the team meetings, addressed planning and
coordination of school-wide activities and assessments. With representatigastagrade-level
in the school, the vertical team was important for ensuring the complexitiesnhigth
implementing the actions of the school were resolved.

The vertical team members worked through uncertainty primarily through the
dissemination of a calendar created by the team leader of events aarapabi@nal gesture and
through discussions of best practices to achieve desired classroom goals. (sstotigiided
by the team leader displayed confusion about how to bridge the gap between what thasteam w
teaching and how the students were receiving the information.

We put work on sequencing, predicting, and main idea. With sequencing, something that

works well are the sticky strips they can actually pull off; it's hands on.quliestions on

the [district quarterly] weren’t only predicting questions but also makingeinée
guestions.

Macro Level: The Vertical Teanwas observed discussing SOL test data in three of the
four meetings. The members were not observed discussing any other statenat testts. The
team members relied primarily on utilizing school and district assessnagidt they mentioned
the SOL test when discussing local assessments and alignment to thesttaféhe discussion
seemed to be based on specific skills students would need for the SOL teststtithé Naam
members referred to the SOL blueprint of objectives students were expectast¢o nefore
taking the test in the spring. All of the members expressed a concern about studariagna

the use of reference resources. The 4th-grade teacher expressed thegatloa

| know that they can’t use the dictionary on the SOL [test], but | feel likeaiteayt
learning words necessarily. This goes to writing, because tee&lds don’t know how
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to use a dictionary, so they're not learning words; they're not learning how tahspall
The bad spellers don’t know how to look up words that they don’t know how to spell.
That’s a big problem for us in fourth grade. Could Mr. P do a lesson on something with
the dictionary using guide words, because if they don’t know how to spell, then they
don’t know how to look it up, then they will never learn the word.
The team leader proposed she coordinate with “Mr. P.” to provide resources tosteache
schedule model lesson presentation with the individual teachers. The teamdeadded the
team of the additional time the instructional specialists and other RTI supmwhperwould
devote to selected students in the spring preceding the SOL testing.
Summary
The Vertical Team leader facilitated the presentation of student schodisémet results
by grade level during each meeting. The vertical team had the most ,seantdrequently
negotiated the interpretation of lead team directives and how actions were todraemigld at
each grade level. Discussions about the quarterly assessments focused oityradf thel
guestions and the test formatting. Through the team meetings, the verticah¢eavers
addressed planning and coordination of school-wide activities and assessmentanThe tea

members relied primarily on utilizing school and district assessmentdhi@nthentioned the

SOL test data when they discussed how local assessments aligned to tieststate

Storymap: 3rd Grade Team

The 3rd-Grade team comprised of four members. One teacher taught communication
(English), one taught math, one taught science, and one taught social studies. &dtelsybj

taught corresponded with the vertical team they were members of.
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Table 7

3 Grade Team

implement
programs as
directed by
principal

principal priorities
are team'’s
priorities

assign tasks for data
collection and strategy
creation for members
conflict between
intervention groups and
missed classroom time
common planning
concerns

administer district
guarterly tests

work directly with
parents

minimize homework’s
impact on grades if
parents do not ensure
students work at home

focus on specific
strategies for
specific test
guestion types
pacing of
curriculum
classroom practice
emphasis

test question
concerns given to
vertical team
member

did not use meeting
time to discuss
district tests
focused on school-
created tests

use state test
guidelines for lessor
planning

administer state anc
national tests

advantage to have
member on lead team
with access to
information and
leaders

question alignment of
school monthly tests to
the SOLs.

possible techniques to
implement common
planning

guestion formatting
and questions on
district tests

Need better way to
teach geography based
on state results
question alignment of
school monthly tests to
the SOLs
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Micro Level: The 3-grade team members usually held short, focused meetings and
systematically reviewed student performance data, upcoming events, aifid bpstpractices
to be used by other team members. The team members were almost singuiady fan
providing feedback about the school monthly tests, because the members believed they could
affect change to the monthly tests. They felt any changes to the quarterlgre$tetier handled
at the vertical and lead team levels.
The team reviewed the social studies’ monthly test student pass rate. Tlagteachon
the areas of strengths and weaknesses. The team member who also servedazhTtharhesaid
the following:
The strength of the students was they were able to use [pre-labelsdltthéeamap, and
they highlighted the key words and identified the important vocabulary words. So if they
did well, mainly [it was with] the vocabulary, and they knew how to use label [to put on a
map].
Then the team leader, who wasagade teacher and vertical team member, went “over some
strategies that our grade level would like to see to help us reach our goaddi&kbe would
use her role as leader of the social studies vertical team to get “somstsunggend we will get
some look-fors for next month’s data.” The team leader provided the basic stfacthe
meetings, but the team member, who was also a member of the Lead Team and fthe Socia
Studies Vertical Team leader was most vocal. She had the information the telah toedirect
their instructional focus. She brought in information from the Lead Team anddé&zbethe
one the other members trusted to guide the team in the direction the principal wanted. Her

suggestions were rarely questioned, and her proposals were always accepiettheluneetings

observed.
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The RTI program was mentioned during the October 2009 meeting. One team member
discussed her frustration with trying to ensure the students she recommantied 3
intervention were getting “pulled” for help. In May 2010, the discussion was moeetred!.
The team members agreed that the RTI was valuable for keeping students degladet
they had concerns with the timeliness of identifying students and the limited nunatvailable
slots for students to participate as RTI is designed as a one-on-one inberatiltie Tier 3
level.

The 3-Grade Teanmeetings did not foster many observable discussions about micro-
level programs. A majority of the meeting times were focused on reviep@uifis test
guestions to determine if they were valid and how well they assessecdcalpasgkill. The team
members discussed in detail student test taking habits and strategies they woaolddjgst
their classroom instruction.

The 3-Grade Teanmembers weréocused was on pacing of lessons to both cover the
curriculum and stay aligned with each other. The idea of common planning vemsbrithe
team leader in October 2009. In May, common planning as a regular, organized factthigy
team members had not taken hold because individual planning and member time consmitment
to school-based activities and programs took precedence. There was ao®woliie way the
team members agreed to divide tasks and be responsible for developing stoategjiesting
information. One member had a concern about relying on another member for lesson plans and
having that member not deliver. The member who also sits on the Lead Teamvsaild ionly
work if they set rigid deadlines for each member to deliver lesson plans to thd teataam
member, who is also a Lead Team member and Social Studies Verticalebekam Expressed

her concern with common planning when she said, “I'm not against it, | just feélKkikel of
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locks me in, and | don't like being restricted.” She added, “I feel like | carflekible. We're
going to all get to the same end point.” Without her commitment to implement common
planning, the planning initiative was put on hold.

The 3-grade team also discussed the logistics of having students pulled for tiered
intervention. The concerns were about the instruction the students were missenguiioil the
room and how certain students could not be pulled together because of the disparity in content
mastery among students. The team member, who also sits on the Lead Tearheasddsitt
studies’ vertical team lead, mentioned one example of this.

We need to work it out. But right now [the tiered intervention teacher] is coming from
1:00 to 1:30, and then she’s coming back from 2:00 to 2:30 to get Vicky. [She has] her
back by 2:30, so she doesn’t miss any social studies. She can't pull her with Jagmine a
Jose because she’s just not on their same level.

Having a team member who led a vertical team and served on the Lead ireazed
the impact of ambiguity on the team. She served on all three levels of teduinstingtbuilding,
which provided the team with the advantage of avoiding noticeable ambiguity. Tio#yc#apa
understand information or interpret an action was worked out by the team menaberitogdt
to the grade level. She had direct and constant access to the principal and the otheareantent
vertical team leaders, and she controlled the agenda for the social studies teamn meeting
to address issues there as well.

Meso Level: The 3°-Grade Teamwas insulated from having to make decisions about
allocating and managing meso-level resources. The Lead Team, gyitteddsincipal, decided
which resources from outside of the school would impact the school when the team members h
a choice. When the district mandated utilization of a resource, the Leadd&eatad how it

would be filtered to the vertical and, ultimately, the grade-level team.
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The 3°-Grade Teanand the other grade-level teams had the responsibility of scrutinizing
the school monthly assessment questions. Concerns the team had about the specijofvordin
guestions were given to the grade-level team member who represented that ceatentthe
vertical team. The$grade team leader said the following about micro level tests:

If there was a question that a lot of your kids had difficulty with the wagstwworded,

you can voice your concern to the vertical team, and they might decide to do d@lway wi

that question, or reword that question, or put a better graphic on the question so the kids

won't have that much difficulty answering the question.

In contrast, the'3grade team members treated the district quarterly tests as iblenuta
and out of the sphere of their influence. The district quarterly tests were mdrtidhe context
of student results. The monthly tests were seen as assessments tlaat tinetebers could
shape as the school year progressed.

Macro Level: The 3*-Grade Team membedid not often mentioned the SOL test or
national test data. SOL tests were mentioned only when discussing schedulegsipnaf
development, or using them as a tool to guide the implementation of monthly testsarfihe te
members acknowledged the need for a professional development activity thédbwoister the
capacity of the teachers to teach geography. Improving scores on the gg@gsgagsment
became a goal for the schookscountability PlanThe team member, who was also the social
studies vertical team leader and a member of the lead team said, “[Thpgbfweanted a
professional development activity, because our weak strand for SOL tesgsalasias
geography, and so we need something. Geography [is our goal] faccountability Plarf

The other area where SOLs were mentioned in'thgrade team meetings was with
formatting monthly tests. The team leader said the following:

We try to have our monthly assessments aligned to how the SOLs look. The teachers

don’'t know what the SOLs will look like, and because the Communication Skills
Specialist knows what the test looks like, she’ll know how to word a question so it won't
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be a child’s first time seeing that type of question. Students will have edpsstmpts or

chances seeing that type of question.

The 3%-grade team leader expressed uncertainty when speaking about the alignment of
the monthly tests to the SOLs. The grade-level teams made a commdrnkasely scrutinizing
the monthly tests for reliable and valid questions and providing feedback to the CSSI&8] the
who were the point teachers for test construction. The team members reledCGBS in
particular to understand how to design monthly tests to mimic quarterly tests anatalyt,
align to the SOLs. The team leader said, “She’ll know how to word a question so it won't be a
child’s first time seeing that type of question.”

Overall, the 8-grade team focused on classroom practice and discussed what seemed to
work and not work. Scheduling of events was a priority and experimentation with tiostalic

strategies was the main work of the team.

Comparison/Contrast Across Groups

Although each of the teams examined through this research study had its own areas of
responsibility and influence, the Lead Team, The Communication Vertical, Eeal the S-
grade Team members displayed overlapping characteristic when it@aetérng priorities,
gathering and relying on information, and making decisions. In contrast, eachlisplayed
unique characteristics defined by the immediate concerns of the members specifie
responsibilities of the team as a whole.

Principal power was recognized by the three levels of teams and expressgti the
agendas set for meetings. It is also manifested through the teans iwhodereferred to the
directives and wishes of the principal. Principal power seemed to be used a® ddoas the

each team on student performance. The intense focus on numerical data andl perssifdages
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left little room for discussion about the personal or familial obstacles #natontribute to
diminished student results. The teacher leaders acknowledged the amount of rdispomesibi
principal had and used that to justify her power. All three teams operated under tipaksinc
articulated priorities to implement RTI, base decisions on measurable data, anthilggoup
and one-on-one instruction to increase student test performance. Within the LeadhEea
principal set the agenda and made final decisions, even if the final decision wasnarizem
acceptable options presented by the teacher leaders and allow the tealdrerde the team to
choose one as a decision. Within the Vertical Team, the team leader, as meimbéreafit
Team, was knowledgeable of the principal’'s wishes and mandates and did nobstréyefr
overall vision. Occasionally, the logistical details were slightly medjfand the team leader had
the freedom to do that, but she would notify the principal of any changes. Withifl-grad
Team, one member (not the leader) was a member of the Lead Team and |leaddroal a ver
team. She was trusted by her teammates, including the team leader, to &elpfamiliar with

the wishes and mandates of the principal much like the CSS.

The other keyheme evident across the three teams was time allocation, usually
expressed in terms of constraint and limitatidaring one Lead Team meeting timely data
collection and striking a “balance” among classroom instruction, resonregghysical
education time, and RTI work was discussed. The principal mentioned the need to datalyze
“faster for it to be meaningful.” She was concerned about how long it took to collacisal to
identify students needing instructional intervention. The Lead Team was keptckhityahe
principal to cover the data collected monthly, which was presented in three-inch bonaesrsh
grade level. The Vertical Team meetings were held during the hour lsefayel officially

started. A priority was to have a decisive agenda and tightly stick to it so thenembers
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received the information needed to effectively participate in the we@l@yéﬂe Level
meetings. Each Vertical Team in the school had to make time for, at leasts#raidation of
the decisions from the Lead Team meeting to prevent an uneven distribution of knowledge
across the faculty. The 3rd Grade-Level team meetings were held weehly tthér middle of
the school day. It was essential that the meetings were not impeded upon bgtaiber s

functions or issues that developed during the morning hours before the meeting time.

Within the themes which emerged from the data, some contrast was evidsstther
three groups. The Lead Team meetings were held during an entire schoob#g the
opportunity to explore emerging issues and work through various inputs before adig@ide
was made possible. Ironically, even though the Lead Team members knew thgaphadithe
final and deciding word, it was the most collegial team dynamic olkefbhe team members
freely shared opinions, made arguments, and corrected the principal when misiekesae.
There was a lot of laughing and the members socialized during the lunch break, agich w
ordered in by the principal. The team members knew they had influence anesyereted (as
derived from subsequent individual interviews). They did also know not to push their opinions or
requests too far. The pitch and inflection of the principal’s voice changed whemasheaaly to
end discussion and render a final decision. It became higher and quicker. The othersmembe
accepted this and quickly moved to the next topic.

The Vertical Team was more formalized, mainly because of time aoristrThe team
leader’s (CSS) agenda served as a type of checklist to be covered. Theneewas t
clarification questions and a minimal amount of debate. The leader, however, comeaunicat
with most of the members formally and informally before the meetings andtkieemain

concerns and areas for clarification, thus saving meeting time waititigole ideas to emerge.
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The 3%-grade team had a formal leader, who was knowledgeable and prepared, but the
team had a de facto leader in the form of the member who served on the Lead TeanTRET)
leader articulated the agenda items. In response, the de facto |éteidiofipossible strategies
to use to creatively cover the curriculum. She also provided updates from thenbederacal
Teams and addressed any testing concerns, per her interaction with #mel ISSS. The team
meetings were less structured than the Vertical meetings but were Heldthé same 45
minute to one hour time frame.

Although the team observations provided insight into how information was gathered and
shared and how the decision making process was manifest in the school, the individual
interviews were the primary data collection method to allow participantgptore and explain

how they negotiated the educational environment as they made decisions.

Storymap: Principal

The principal was in her ¥4year as principal of the research site school during the 2009-
2010 school year. She is currently serving under the fifth superintendant of teer Eare
school has garnered multiple state and national awards. She is highly respe&ed by h
supervisors and considered an effective manager and instructional leader througtistriche
Prior to selecting the research site, other building principals and da&trianhistrators were
asked to name elementary principals they considered highly effectivaahterwas consistently
mentioned. All of the interviews with the principal occurred in her office. Withuple of rare
exceptions, our interviews were uninterrupted. The principal was a dynamic, invedwed |
who questioned the factors that impacted her school through the use of data, classroom
instruction, and district policies and mandates. She made it a priority to undehstqredple,

information, and situations she encountered. She revamped the Lead Team and appointed new
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leaders to the vertical teams during the 2009-10 school year in response to evidemoerof

team members undermining the confidentiality and integrity associdtedandid

conversations about personnel. She believed the actions of certain school leaders cantisose te
conflicted with her values and worked to demonstrate dysfunction and disagreementlaenon
leaders. She researched the programs she approved to the point where she wdsthe bui
expert for all school-wide initiatives. The principal tightly controlledisiea making and

problem solving for school-wide initiatives during the 2009-10 school year partly tseeve

negative trends in the performance of the staff.

174



Table 8
Principal

Resource Allocation

Student Performance

Micro
Level

Meso
Level

Macro
Level

Principal Power

The force behind
creating in-house
monthly tests
Mandates type of
data collection and
format

Used school
success to prevent
unwanted district
programs

Got district data
specialist to get
guarterly test
results quicker

Pays teachers to
provide additional
student support
Assigns staff based on
her understanding of
student needs
Implemented Respons
to Intervention (RTI)

Enlists military
members to help
mentor students
Demands parents fulfill
legal responsibility for
educating their children

Used universal data to
determine student
support

Allocate Title | funding

Final decision on
assigning students to
support groups

Data driven: relies on
results from monthly,
guarterly, and previou:
SOL test data

Judges the quality of
district quarterly test:
uses the “good data”
and questions the
weak test data

Required universal
data (national tests)
compared to monthly
data

Ways of Knowing

Relied on specialists
to help interpret
classroom events
Some team members
have greater
expertise

Collected
performance data
constantly

Formal and informal
interaction with
faculty frequently

Concerned about
lack of
communication from
district

Negotiates her
interpretation of
policies

Responds to state
and federal polices
after filtered through
meso level
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Micro Level: The principal required quantitative data formatted by content, teacher, and
grade level. To contribute to the body of measurable student assessment datacified peiied
on the creation of monthly tests, which build upon weekly classroom assessmeniisahtbac
core content areas (English, math, science, social studies) to produce trendteamsl gfa
student performance used to guide the implementation of intervention strategides&fitzed
the genesis of the school-based tests in the following way:

It has gone through a process. When we first started doing them, they weby dome

grade level teams. We had Saturdays that teachers came in and were p&kdoto w

grading assessments. But it's pretty time consuming, and it's hard to kespmatitye and

the rigor in the assessments. Over time we have gotten more spgeiridhst building,

so that now we have a reading specialist, a math specialist, and a scieaazeres

teacher. They've been through some training on writing assessments, anddheajeal

time to look at the released items from the state tests to make sure #ratpagterning
our CFAs [Common Formative Assessments] on the exact model of the state test.

Through the Lead Team, the principal analyzed data triangulated through school-
generated monthly test data, district quarterly test data, and SQlatast he results were used
to determine which students were selected for additional remediation through ploasec®
Intervention (RTI) program at the school. After input from teacher-leashelsnstructional
specialists, the principal made the final decision about which students made ‘tHier“cut
additional support.

The principal put value on spending money from her budget on professional
development. She recognized faculty members had varying degrees ofsexgedtiexperience.
She said, “You can't tell teachers to do things then not train them how to do it. At this school

when we get new teachers in, the whole first quarter, all my specialistsrapehdnore time

with the teachers coaching then they do with students.” She also uses the various pull-
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programs in the school (i.e. literacy and RTI) to assign teachers based onrtiaistlated
strengths to assist students. In addition, she worked with the Lead Team to daeelsghail
programs and paid teachers to work with students in their deficient areas.

When considering ambiguity, the principal devised structures within the school to allow
her and her teams to understand and interpret information. She worked to elimingtatgrwi
the greatest degree possible. She relied on others to help her understandithiaritee school.
She often asked what the specialists were seeing in the classroom. Tipalpcortinuously
interacted with teachers informally and formally throughout the day to moraisrobm
practices and to collect anecdotal data to supplement the measurable datadshparlduring
the Lead Team meetings. The principal understood her role and the ultimateibeyons
inherent with her position:

| always want to make sure that whatever we are doing focuses on studergraehie

and what | believe gets us there. Because | have a vision and everyon® fheeiddine

with my vision because | am, in the end, the leader of the building.

Meso Level:One impetus for her spearheading the creation of in-house monthly tests
was her desire to have student test data immediately. She said, “The glistridés that data
guarterly, but that's too late for us. We were ready to start our RTI interveasioners the first
week of October, and we did not have district data at that time.”

The principal expressed a desire to have district-level data, as ldngassgood data
and it was timely to meet the needs of the school. At times, she was criticalelfabgity and
validity of the tests from the district. She said certain tests, such amatheguarterlies, were out
of alignment with the curriculum pacing guides. They would test content thatovasheduled
to be taught yet, according to her. She liked the English quarterly test anteteber push to

have it administered and scored as early as possible. She even enlistedtdrecass the
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district data specialist to get scores to her immediately afteesbewere administered in the
school.

The principal was highly critical of district programs that are “pusloedSchools. Even
when discussing “sorting” students for RTI, she expressed dissatisfadiothe/math quarterly
test. She said, “We sorted our kids based on the quarterly math test. That's bedllyest
because there’s so much on it that we haven't taught yet.”

The principal had conflict with district staff over buying “prepackagedyyams:

For some reason, LCD is in to buying package programs. So this yeat tavere

implement all the package programs they have bought, my first grade would be

expected to implement new this year programs called “Making MeariBejyig a

Writer,” and “Breakthrough to Literacy” from the English Departmentd Another

program called “Destinations in Math” from the math Department. All of these

prepackaged programs are over and above the adopted textbooks and programs
currently in place. That's four new initiatives in First Grade.

She opted to only implement the “Making Meaning” program, and would “probably”
implement the “Breakthrough to Literacy” program. Instead she took thdiugtta decide on a
program that fit her vision for what she wanted to see in classrooms. She said:

We have our focus this year. Our big initiative this year is for therotassKagan

Cooperative Learning. | paid, and | had the trainers out and we were alll tiraite

entirety. Any new initiative | do, my staff is trained. And they weraémsiduring

preservice week. And we are monitoring for the implementation of that. And that’s our
big initiative, along with the push of RTI.

When asked how she successfully decided to opt out of implementing programs
mandated from the district level, she said the following:

I've been pretty protected by my high scores. The fact that | had a litderdnoy

scores hurts me here. And I've had executive directors give me a tiitiecbbuffer, not

just me, other high performing schools. The focus should be in the low performing

schools. If you've got schools that are consistently scoring about 90%, therowlay w
you go in and start [new programs].
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She was excited to have state SOL money to help fund intervention activitiagimts
in addition to the RTI. She started an after-school program. The after-school prsteatihg
for her because the students most needing to work with were not being made to attend by
parents.

The principal was critical of the lack of district representatives to utashel$he
programs they invested in and implications for schools, and she was dismayed by the uneven
communication from the district. She said, “They think they know best. If they baughhis
program, if they love the program, they may never have taught developmental tmadimey
love the program.” She expressed concern that district personnel did not comenwiticéihose
in other offices and displayed fragmented, narrow thinking when deciding what thesschool
should. In the past, there was more of a focus on bringing into the school resouragspand s
Within the past few school years, more of her energy was spent working to &geginms she
did not agree with out of the school and mitigate the impact of those initiatives ethfatat
school-wide implementation from the district or state.

Her uncertainly was usually expressed in terms of the unknown qualities and
organizational fit of people. She recognized the professional development modekiatglae
school attracts teachers, and it develops teachers, who are subsequently saught aft
instructional specialist and administrative positions in other schools. Hezroomas the district
bringing in staff that may not adhere to her vision or have the capacity to megbdiceagons
of the systems in place.

She also mentioned how she used leverage she had attained by being a successful school
to deflect mandates she considered counterproductive to her vision.

We look at what we are doing, and we try and see how we can integrate what centra
office is asking us to do. If it seems like it might be detrimental to ourgmrgghen | try
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and go up the channels to see if | can have some exceptions based on the fact that we
have a consistent record of high achievement. It's a challenge.

In addition to the interaction with district representatives, the principdesido enlist
the assistance of parents to fulfill their obligations to participate in¢hi&dren’s educations by
encouraging attendance at meetings and bringing students to remediaimmssasside the
regular school day. She also used the prolific military community to serve asdntbmentors
to students during the school day.

Macro Level: The principal insisted on a school-wide adoption of the Response to
Intervention (RTI) program. She described how it emerged and the major tetietpodgram
she incorporated into the school:

Response to intervention, which of course the U.S. Department of Ed. has asked the

states, directed the states to work on it. Every state department hgsutgti on every

state department’s web site, you can find it; there’s a section on RTI. Addloool],

we’ve been trying, starting last year, to [incorporate] it into our scho@ w&r/e at an

advantage because our school was already organized around a data driven decision

making model. We already had functioning data teams who had already been using

student data to inform their instructional planning and guide them in making the design o

intervention programs to work with low achievement students.

The principal credited the implementation of RTI for boosting the perfornaney
low-level students. She said the use of national tests (as universal datagtiorodgh macro-
level tests) was essential for “us to make sure we’re really puttingdasp@nd making us more
thoughtful.” Her perception of how national tests could be used in the school evolved. She
decided to use results of tests such as PALS an STAR to guide the developmesd of tie
intervention at the lower grade levels. She required national test data tallveithsschool-

generated monthly test data and quarterly test data to determine therarnelevels of

students.
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We really look at it through a different lens to help us even more closely ydstotfents

in need of extra assistance in kindergarten and 1st beyond tier 2, so that we laateally

1% grade students who have the services of a tier 3 teacher now. We have tier 2 in

kindergarten, which is really considered the breakthrough for the readingmpriea

started it this last year, and, for the first time, we only had maybe 3 swdemt did not
make the benchmark for PALS in the spring.

The principal also said she was lucky to have Title 1, federal funding for setitoks
significant population of students receiving free or reduced price lunch. Theyzechool year
she received Title 1 money and added after school support for students for twovdeks a
Without the Title 1 money, she would not hold after school programs. According to thieadrinc
she would not gamble with her general budget funding on parents not holding their children
accountable for attending. In general, she worked to understand macro level pslibegs\aere
filtered through the district to the school. She expressed the need to understandrtake origi
policies to determine how the district interpreted them to accommodatetarakteristics and
personnel.

Summary

The principal understood her role and the ultimate responsibility inherent with her
position. During meetings and during the interviews she described feelingtelymesponsible
for decisions acted upon at the classroom as well as building level. She said shéhsounglt
from the assistant principal and the teacher leaders in the building, and she uskxirttaion
they provided to make the final decisions when they impacted school-wide procedusésyor
The principal expressed a desire to have district-level data, as longassgbod data and it was
timely to meet the needs of the school. She credited the implementation of Response to

Intervention (RTI), a three tiered support program, for boosting the perforratwmery low-

level students. She said the use of national tests (as universal data provided thovagbvah
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tests) was essential for “making us more thoughtful.” During her tenurbashearned which
“battles to fight” within the school and with the district. She used the current saadioy
restructure the grade, vertical, and Lead Teams by inserting newsl¢adesintain control of

processes she believed became dysfunctional during the previous school year.

Storymap: Assistant Principal (AP)

The assistant principal was in h&kylear as an administrator. The 2009-2010 was her
second year at the research school. The elementary school that servedsesathe site had
one assistant principal. The assistant principal was the one member of thaheadte

sporadically attended the Friday meetings.
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Table 9
Assistant Principal

Principal Power

Resource Allocation

Student Performance

Ways of Knowing

Micro
Level

Meso
Level

Macr

Level

Deferred to
principal as
school
visionary
Principal as
final decision
maker in lead
team meetings

Principal
intervened
when conflicts
were not
handled at
school level

Allowed staff
to operate in
assigned roles
Saw self as
the primary
“manager” of
programs
Coordinated
summer
school

Constant
parent
contact,
especially for
SPED

Wants more
parent support
Relied on
parents

Managed
implementatio
n of universal
test

Relied on
feedback from
classroom
teachers and
specialists

Used district
test to create
student
“profile” to
monitor
progress

Managed
implementation
of universal test

Relied on principal to make sense
of information

Looked to those with

“expertise”

Gathered all the documentation she
could

If not all information was available
relied on “good enough” data

Prioritize information from the
district

Worked closely with district for
SPED guidance

Difficulty interpreting federal
guidelines
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Micro Level: The assistant principal was not able to regularly attend the Lead Team
meetings, because both administrators could not commit to spending the entire schothelay i
meetings. The principal made it a priority of hers to lead the Lead Team. Sistawtsprincipal
had to serve in the capacity of school leader during those monthly meetings. $tantssi
principal was the one the office staff and teachers would bring issues to oederaohéeting
Fridays. When she was able to attend the meetings, she would usually not be abl®to stay
more than 15 minutes at a time. By the February interview, the assistarpgrbezame even
less available to attend the Lead Team meetings, and viewed her role asn#ng manger of
programs in addition to instructional leader.

She was the administrator overseeing special education, and the topic a@f speci
education dominated our discussions. Although the principal was involved to a degreehéd was t
one area where the assistant principal acted most independently and was relied upon to be
subject matter expert. When she discussed special education, she used a \ehodeodpt to
frame the data collection process. For her, with special education, teatisersations seemed
more important than with the regular education students, where quantitativeidath g
decisions about intervention support. The assistant principal said the following:

When we are looking at the true performance [of students], a lot of times sdmee of t

members of the team had the opportunity to work with the child. So their feedback from

what they have observed also is considered in our decision making along with the data.

We look at prior things that we have put in place for the child to see if we have provided

every opportunity possible for that child to meet some form of success. If not,éhen w

look at it even closer to see if maybe we need to take a different approach. We think

about the different ways we could assist. We see that we have exhaustedrathshe

then we come together and consider maybe taking an even closer look by bringing the
child before the child study team [to consider eligibility for special echrcaervices].
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In the spring, her attention turned to the task of coordinating the upcoming summer
school program and managing the variety of tasks required to “close out theSjeawas
tasked with being the summer school principal a month later than she was colefweita and
was working to coordinate teachers and students from four other schools who would use her
building as a summer school hub. She talked of logistics and practicality:
I've been working on the summer school program scheduling, and this year fostthe fir
time, the school will be housing 5 schools including [ours], Trying to schedule and
adding on more teachers then we ever had [is difficult], because now we have lidteache
as opposed to four. It's just the logistics of it. We have pre-k through 5 [this sunmner], s
we need to know where the pre-k class is going to be. Most of the schools are not two
stories [like ours], so we are having to make sure that we house students irdtparthi
of the building. We didn’t want to put our kids upstairs. We want to keep them down,
because there is less chance of accidents.
To accomplish the job of multi-school coordination for the summer, the assistant principa
frequently contacted administrators from the other schools to work out details. She

communicated with district representatives for clarification of guidsland for validation for

her plans as they evolved.

The assistant principal did not express concern for managing ambiguity. She had the
principal above her to assist her with making sense of information by usingdhecessat the
principal’s disposal. The principal had the final decision making authority fochomkand

extended that to the Lead Team meetings.

The assistant principal expressed her belief of handling of complexitwimgha
“someone with expertise that is well versed enough to be a representatigatiiocontent area.
The subject matter experts served the role of being able to make decisions thia¢dene

entire school, according to her. She valued the lead team'’s role within the schoobdkdein

185



organizational body that had people who “look at the school as a whole, not just one part of the
pie, but the whole pie.”

Overall, she seemed to engage the decision making process inductively through the
details. She accomplished goals by figuring out what needed to “get done.” When all
information was not available, she relied on documentation she considered “good enough.”

Meso Level:During the 2009-2010 school year, her role as the administrator in charge of
special education for the school became unusually demanding. She was the pcesehtative
for a due process hearing, which resulted from parents of a transfer studeimgatt@ischool
of being legally negligent in the administration of services. The difficattgording to the
assistant principal, was that the federal guidelines “had so many gasy @ree or two words
could have been interpreted two different ways.” In addition, the federal gugitiatethe
district provided “may not be as current as they could be.” She had to decide what
documentation she would choose to “make our case.” Her concern was deciding when she had
“enough” information. Eventually, she created a packet of documents and suitgcessf
represented the school as it was cleared of any wrongdoing.

The assistant principal mentioned her contact with parents more than any other
participant interviewed for this study. She described not having as much parental asgher
wants, especially when the school offered additional support after school.

We have to receive authorization from the parent. If the parent wishes not tipaisitic

which so often happens, [we cannot work with the student]. If we know that the program

will benefit the child, and it is decided as one of the interventions we would like to put in
place for the child, the parent has the option to opt the child not to participate. This is
what [impedes the school] being able to offer what we need to offer to the students.

She expressed satisfaction with her relationship with the parents of dod'sstudents.

She said she was surprised how cooperative parents were in negotiating bengfcraes for
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the student and the school. She said, “I've been very, very lucky in having parents who wer
very knowledgeable and had a great understanding of procedures.” She addecethadrthar
“couple of behavior situations this year that really have required a lot nfiatt@nd a lot of
monitoring.” The parents in those cases were supportive of her decisions, actmfuing

Those parents worked “with me to make sure that we could sort of get the behavior under
control.” The assistant principal utilized anecdotal evidence along witkictltest data to create
a student “profile” to assist her with monitoring student progress.

In May, the upcoming summer school seemed to occupy her more than other tasks. She
seemed to be more anxiety about managing that program than with any other tagkaon ghe
discussed. There were new elements to put in place that had not been done before. Blost of th
guidance and directives for the summer program came from the district.

This is the first time the district has put it in place. Because of the iel{ictidget cuts

in staff and program], we’re trying to utilize one facility, and our kids would not be

provided transportation, but the other schools have all their students report tohbelir sc

and there will be one bus assigned to each school, and they will be transported over to us.

To help mange ambiguity she had instructional leaders and the specialaducati
teachers under her to help her gain clarity by gathering information frammetbeective district
office representatives, and prioritize information constantly flowing imfilee district. The
assistant principal did explain how sometimes, and with some district offise¥had to call for
more clarity because of the way something was written. | wasn’'t qué€ dushe could not
successfully negotiate understanding or compromise with the district, Eteaelthe principal
to intervene.

Macro Level: The assistant principal discussed managing the implementation of nation

tests as one macro-level responsibility. Special education remainedrhanpidcus, however.

She mentioned referring to federal guidelines for special educationdsgneing the U.S.
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Department of Education’s web site. She mainly relied on the district ter*fihe guidelines
and mandated procedures to the school leaders. She acknowledged the schoofftéistrict
required stricter compliance deadlines or additional documentation beyond tta feder
requirements; therefore, it “was best” to follow district rules.

In the assistant principal’s role, especially as the special educagervsor, uncertainty
was unavoidable. There was difficulty interpreting federal guidelinesciefigavhen competing
interpretations existed at the state and district levels. She handled it bytaimdiesthe need to
gather all of the documentation that can reasonably attained and having toatishevhad. Her
decisions came from the documentation she had, which, if not optimal, would have to be “good
enough.” In one specific and complicated case which combines micro, meso, and macro
environmental factors, the assistant principal had to take the leadership h@aecision
making process, when it went beyond the authority of the special education.teache

Based on the information provided by the parent, according to the information provided

by the classroom teacher, and according to the guidelines | had to sttt ilke |

took a stronger approach in looking at it from a different standpoint. According to

the federal guidelines, it was a very gray area in which the child wouldyqunaifever,

according to the other documentation from the classroom teacher, and also the

information that had been brought in by the parent, | made a decision. | use my own rules
of common sense [when handling uncertainty].
Summary

The assistant principal was not able to regularly attend the Lead Tedimgsdeecause
both administrators could not commit to spending the entire school day in the meetingasShe
the administrator overseeing special education, and the topic of special @udcatinated our
discussions. She mainly relied on the district to “filter” the special eduncgtiidelines from the

macro level. She acknowledged the school district often required stricter anogptieadlines or

additional documentation beyond the federal requirements; therefore, it “wasdeiow
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district rules. The assistant principal mentioned her contact with parentshaorany other
participant interviewed for this study, and she expressed being pleased wélatioaships she
developed with parents during the school year. Overall, she seemed to engageitre decis
making process inductively through the details. She accomplished goals nydfigutr what

needed to “get done.”

Storymap: Communication Skills Specialist (CSS)

The Communication Skills Specialist (CSS) was a teacher was newgositien and
the school during the 2009-2010 school year. She was if"ha¥ss as a teacher. In the position,
she served as the primary support teacher for all English and language arts.itidrerpgsired
her to have a reading certification. An administration certification waseqatred. We met in
her office, which was connected to the gym and required walking through the rclaitgriay
when we met. We usually met during the last half hour of the day and continuedtaftdr sc

Our interviews were often interrupted by staff members needing helaassis
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Table 10

Communication Skills Specialist (CSS)
Resource Student Performance
Allocation

Principal Power

Ways of Knowing

Micro e Principal e Scheduled e Wrote monthly e Realized need to
Level relied on her monthly tests for English “raise awareness” of
to monitor tests for e Scored tests and vertical team needs
classes and English collected data for across grade levels
suggest lead team e Had to learn job and
professional e Provided RTI do job at same time
development across grade
levels
Meso e Principal Primary e Resource for e Felt district did not
Level intervened on manager for teachers to help solicit feedback: one
behalf of ePortfolio increase student way flow
CSS when program skill master on
conflict with Used quarterly tests
district district
developed electronic
data
collection
program
(D2SC)
Macro e Principal Priorities e Use SOL test e Wait on SOL test
Level made daily aligned to data to make data to make
remediation state tests instructional adjustments
of weak (SOLs), adjustments
students especially during summer
priority in the
before SOL Spring
testing
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Micro level: As part of her role as the communication (English) vertical team leader, the
CSS devised the monthly tests for English, which vertical team members stdneithiat their
respective grade levels. She scored tests and collected the data for thenre&@heealso
worked closely with the ISS to provide RTI support for students across grade levvaléirgt-
year CSS and new to the building, she described having to learn her job and do her job

simultaneously.

The CSS further described her job as having multiple roles in the area of ustizdent
assessment data. Based on individual classroom teacher data from the amahtiugrterly
reports, one role was to work with teachers to identify growth areas and prafelespnal
development for them in the classroom by modeling lessons. Integral to ident&goiger need
was building relationships of respect and trust with teachers who would ask fesistairace In
addition, she used classroom observations and student test performance data to a&aotuersh t
with ideas for improving classroom instruction. She seemed inclusive and opedbiacieand
suggestions from those she offered to help or was directed by the principal to help.

Another role she assumed was to create data by scoring monthly assessment
entering them into D2SC. She was responsible for packaging and distributingatipaaadts to
the teachers. She collected and reviewed the data from D2SC, and she leecheds for the
lead team meetings. The CSS mentioned managing time constraints in & obtdsting and
adapting to the schedules of others. She described a concern that was brought tatibaraitte
the vertical team meeting the week before our interview:

They've been talking about is the amount of time in instruction that’s been lost due to

monthly assessment and weekly assessment. If students are recsityunggion on the
days they are having monthlies that are a quarter of a month where iostrsidtist. We
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agreed on some guidelines, and it turned out that the weeklies that the teachars give
preparation for the monthlies are also encumbering a lot of what should be ioiséduct
time. As a result, we decided that the weekly test that they are givilgubject areas
needs to be no more than 5 questions, and, for the content areas, they should encumber no
more than 15 minutes of time. For reading, it could take up to half an hour.
A different type of time issue involved how long teachers perceived students lveul
able to sit” for testing. The CSS learned teachers were dismantling sntasts to chunk the
exposure students had with reading passages. How the tests she created werateusinpul
classroom use became a concern. She had to diref'tpeade teacher to not pull apart the
monthly tests and give it to students one passage at a time. She had to work to coaviffte t
grade teachers that breaking the passages apart was hurting the tgstiigikynof students. The
teachers needed to help the students build stamina and give them the practice,asophey c
themselves. The teachers were trying to not overwhelm the students. The CG&fseased
because “we noticed if%yrade the kids don’t have endurance on the SOL tests. They do really
well on the first and second passages, and then off'thas3age, they get lazy and increase their
number of errors.
The CSS was concerned with minimizing ambiguity for her vertical teambars. She
made it a goal for the next school year to “raise the awareness” of ieaMelam members
about the needs of students in successive grades. She wanted each grade |&Velporbwhat
was done at the lower grade and have the lower grade teacher prepare studentsefdrgrade
by eliminate the need for re-teaching and “backtracking.”
She expressed the belief that it was important to frame her ideas and evdie tegrceis
of opinion with the principal in terms that seem to align with how the principal thought. At

times, she would compromise part of what she brought to the principal’s attention, austie w

rely on empirical evidence and justification to present a potentiallyaladiea. She said,
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“Otherwise you're going to be running against a brick wall. I've alamkd to frame things in
a way that it may appear to kind of jive more with what she thinks, but the underlyiggsthin
still what 1 want.” The CSS described how she used the Lead Team meetpagtdipate in the
collective information sharing, yet used that time to process her own thoughts. tering
meetings “you don't think of something until you’'ve processed it a little bit. Angid ha
processing time when the other [members] are talking about the other suliantsf sit and
think about my own” responsibilities and concerns.

Meso Level: The CSS worked to mitigate the impact of the district-based e-Portfolio
program. At the end of each quarter, the e-portfolio was updated by teachers wetdihg r
assessment data for each student. In conjunction with the compilation of &sgesstndents
took the District Spelling Assessment (DSA) The CSS was concerned titsAevhich was
designed as a benchmarking test, was entered into the e-Portfolio asgpgradé that counted
as much as 80% of a student’'s Reading grade. In this situation she engagextited
express her concerns. She explained the issue to the principal, who agreed ¢hgrdiging
scale was detrimental to many students’ grades. The principal appealdthtfrobthe CSS to
no avail. The ePortfolio program and grading weight remained intact in the school.

Even though the CSS was overall complimentary about the reading quartsrly tes
generated from the district, she noted there were some serious errorso3lsagieed with the
grading of the tests. She thought the tests were serving more as a benchmank studeat
progress rather than a test of current knowledge or skill, yet they weighesigrsficant
percentage of students’ grades. She said, “So whether or not we agree wghdhadeee with
how they are graded, we have to do that. Otherwise, the students are missindhpart of t

grade.”
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The CSS discussed the format of the district quarterly tests and her oeithdire
school and district alignment of curriculum and pacing of instruction in the @tassShe
described the quarterlies as containing “multiple passages with up to 40 or songuethe
reading test “is the one area where the quarterly probably is the mosttacc@he said the
vertical team members found that in some of the other content areas “eithecingrdueesn’t
match the districts, and that reflects in our scores, or there are questionedhahdon’t match
the district’s aligning.” She used the district’s electronic data calleslystem (D2SC) to collect
and mine data for use at the grade, vertical, and school levels.

The CSS expressed a belief that complexity is heightened from a lack of thoughtful
dialogue between school members and district offices. She stated probksmgitri
coordinating the implementation and monitoring of programs because the distmncit solicit
nor welcome input, according to her experience at district-level meeting

She found information from the district was often incomplete or unclear. As g sbsult
interpreted it the best she could, filled in the gaps with her own judgment, and relied on the
principal to give direction when a void existed in district procedures.

Macro Level: The CSS said she used the district quarterly tests as a benchmark leading
to the SOL test. The quarterly tests were supposed to show student growth aad serve
predictor of success on the state test. She described the quarterly &st.abh& “don’t get
harder. The passages aren’t any easier at the beginning of the year there titethe end.”

The CSS also acknowledged the tempo of her work day and her priorities vilgre par
dictated by the SOL tests as the year progressed. She said the followihgaikong with
students:

Working with students [is] definitely going to pick up as we get through the yecause
I'll start pulling some more intervention groups to get us ready for the .S&Diess [the
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principal] told me from the beginning that that will be my focus as we gpedé&#o the

school year and we identify those kids that need extra support.

A discussion for the lead team centered on adjusting curriculum becausertriaVi
Studies SOL test had changed.” The lead team decided to take the concern t@lkistusioes
vertical team. The team members were asked to examine the new Inag@nat the previous
tests to identify similar terms that needed to be taught td"thgr&ers in preparation for the
39grade SOL test.

The CSS discussed how each assessment leading up to the SOL testsigrerd ttes
mimic the testing format and standards the students would experience on thestSCEaeh
summer, she used the SOL test data to adjust the school monthly tests she creatjdstgde
terminology, formatting of question stems, the number of distracters, and ensuwskitizhe
tested throughout the year were those tested at the state level.

The point of the monthlies is so we can monitor that we are successful when it@aomes t

the SOL tests. That's why I've made a lot of changes to the monthliekéosma that

they kind of mimic what the SOL questions look like. We can help prepare the students

[to be ready] when they see these tests at the end of the year.

Summary

As part of her role as the communication (English) vertical team lehde€3S devised
the monthly tests for English, which vertical team members administetiegiratespective
grade levels. She expressed the belief that it was important to frame Isesindezven her
differences of opinion with the principal in terms that seem to align with how thepai
thought. The CSS expressed a belief that complexity is heightened from a lackpbitfillou
dialogue between school members and district offices. She stated probtenveithr

coordinating the implementation and monitoring of programs when the district didlicdtreor

welcome input. She said she used meso level assessments as a benchmark forsthdgnts a

195



prepare for the state SOL tests. The quarterly tests were supposed to shotgstwedé and
serve as a predictor of success on the state test. The CSS also acknowletgepialod her

work day and her priorities were partly dictated by the SOL tests asahprpgressed.

Storymap: Instructional Skills Specialist (ISS)

The ISS teacher worked out of an office connected to the gym and next to the CSS. She

was in her sixth year of teaching. Although an administrative cetidic was not required for

the position, she had a master’s degree in educational leadership and a schodratiomnis
endorsement on her state license. Two years were as a first-gielter tdaree were as a literacy
teacher, and this school year was as the ISS. As the ISS for 2009-2010 she wéenohthe

Lead Team and served in the role of testing chair. She attempted to schedtdestiteed all of

the vertical meetings and as many of the grade-level meetings @sgoHse ISS also served as

a mentor to the Social Studies Vertical Team and the Reading Verticall&aders, who were

new to those positions during the 2009-2010 school year.
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Instructional Skills Specialist (ISS)

No set
schedule.
The
principal’s
priorities
were hers

Principal
intervened
on behalf
of ISS
when
conflict
with
district
developed

Primary
contact for
collecting,
organizing,
packaging
school data
Choose and
provide
certain
professional
development
Primary
contact for
collecting,
organizing,
packaging
district data
Decide when
to ask for
district
support for
professional
development

Used school tes
data to
determine
student support
Develop small
group “pull out”
intervention
from classroom
observations

Used district
test data to
determine
student support

State tests data
used to make
instructional
adjustments

Tough making
decisions for pre-K
through %'

“Explored” for causes
of students
performing poorly on
part of quarterly test
Not “in the club” at
district meetings: felt
out of the loop

As new test chair
sought clarification

“a lot”
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Micro Level: The ISS relied on her constant interactions with students, teachers, and
administrators to gain the knowledge and capacity needed as a first-yestimsal specialist
and testing chairperson. She said she had no set schedule, and the principal ofteniket her da
priorities for her. Before team meetings and before (and often during) owmienter she talked
in person or on the phone with a wide spectrum of student and school personnel. The benefit for
her was she had a keen awareness about what was happening in classrooms frgartkimder
through %' grade. During the 2009-10 school year she became concerned when the kindergarten
teachers seemed to take an unusually long time to administer a 20 question tessticdras.
She said:
| didn’t know how they’re assessing kids down there in math. They said they've never
given them a test all year. | asked if we could maybe move to a math moitkhtizem
next year and see how that goes and then maybe we might decide from there to do
science and social studies. At least there’s a starting point to get thesmséd to it,
because when they get t grade the first month they have a 10 question test in every
subject that's multiple choice, and that has got to be overwhelming if you'vetakear
a test before.
The ISS negotiated with the teachers to give the kindergarten students tirersyios
the first three months. The tests would have five questions until May. For thedasbnths,
the students would take an eight question test. She would seamlessly shift frongwottki
adults across an entire grade level to addressing the needs of individualsstudent
The ISS used monthly test data to inform the plan she was creating for oneastypaent
of the RTI program. She described how she would approach working one-on-one witma stude
who was already receiving tier 3 support:
Those tier 3 kids, they’re getting a literacy group, they're gettingapgirom the
classroom teacher, and then they have that open block of time. You only have like 20
minutes to get your hands on this kid. [I pulled] off of D2SC [the district’'s computer-

based assessment database] item analysis for multiple tests to cantpsee her
performance over the past four months. She missed author’s purpose on evergsingle t
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so I'm going take the first three days and put passage after passage @ fremthave
her read them, and give me the author’s purpose. Then the next day we're goinggo may
do summary [which is] something she had trouble with. We will work on summary for a
week. It’s just [a way of] getting in quickly.
The ISS was concerned with scheduling time to administer and score the vetnmols s
and district tests, scheduling resource teachers to pull groups of studesidiogrand writing
support, and scheduling her part of the RTI program. She was concerned beaauaseup in
the lead team meeting that no one was available to work with the 16 students that Bbe and t
CSS eventually supported. She said she knew she was going to give up “a chunk of my persona
time and my planning time.” In the meeting it was suggested for the CSS to Worthevlowest
eight students, as it concerned English. The ISS said, “But then there welddsgight above
them that were still struggling, so it was logical that | would pull them.”
With school-wide testing, the ISS had to deal with staff members who haculifiesys
of approaching the duty of test proctor. Based on the years of experiencdf thaedsthased on
their interpretations of the role of a test proctor, and based on their work eth@&Streced
multiple variations in testing procedures, when, in fact, every test sitehnibuilding should
be homogeneous. She explained her recognition of the problem and the solution to the variations
she will implement in the following years in the following:
I think the training of the staff [is the key]. | have to make sure everyihwgtten
multiple times, remind them multiple times, and be aware of who is proctoraaglat
location. Some of the proctors we had were very, very strong. All of our vetedarpro
that had been here a long time were'frgBade. They know everything. All of the
proctors in 8 grade were new. That's where | feel a lot of problems occurred. Had we
split them up more [it would have been better]. We used the pre-K paras [teacher
assistants] in2grade, and | feel like they really don't really care.

Overall, she described her role as that of “ensuring that students ar¢dogihg” If the

principal and the assistant principal were not available, the ISS servedaasiniigebuilding
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administrator. She had an endorsement in school administration, which was notrpd¢oetisa
position to which she was assigned.

Meso Level:The ISS had to address the issue of the kindergarten students being
unskilled at test taking, because the district required kindergarten tetchdminister a 20
qguestion quarterly tests for which “the teacher reads the question and the kids”artssver
students then have performance tests that have to be done one-on-one, and then they have an
exemplar. She said the “the kids have never done and an exemplar. A writing exenmnpiaeir
roadmap. They'll have to do a writing exemplar every two or three weeks.”

The ISS discussed the difficulty she had with the district office wtadh it came to the
district releasing information and resources to the school in a timely s@acially when the
information was new or different. In this situation, she relied on the principatieiovéne and
utilize her contacts at the district level. The principal was able to work waiténaber of the
district assessment office to expedite quarterly test results to the.s&habé testing chair, she
was frustrated with having to administer the quarterly test when the fojosituation arose:

There’s all this stuff coming from different departments downtown. The left kattd i

talking to the right hand. These instruments that were given to us [for the lgpiarter

graphic organizers; we're testing a kid on a graphic organizer that we juatvgagk

before. We haven't been able to prepare them to read a story, and use that specific

graphic organizer. Some of our kids were confused about how to use the graphic
organizer. We had to train them how to fill out that particular one, and that came out as

80% of their grade.

Earlier in the school year, she took time to explore possible causes of individuatstude
performing poorly on quarterly tests. As she “dug deeper” into the quarteulisreshe noticed

certain students missed questions at the end of the test after performiog thel other parts of

the test. The lead team members agreed the tests should be divided into two parts.
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The ISS was in her first year as a school testing chair, and shesexpaesiety about
not understanding all of the testing protocol or the way district tests did or didgrotapacing
and curriculum guides. The district had multiple versions of the kindergarteri‘gndde
pacing guides available. In the third quarter of the school year, the ISS daddhers faced a
dilemma when they realized they planned at the beginning of the year with atedytaeing
guide. Before realizing the mistake, the ISS could not understand why the thiet gpang
assessment contained questions about material not taught until the fourth quarter.

The ISS, as a new school-wide specialist and new testing chair, spent rhestadfdol
year managing ambiguity, uncertainty, equivocality, and complexity aB orunore than any
other participant. As she worked to manage all of her responsibilities and developdgmvd
gain capacity as an ISS, her frustrations were made evident.

With Title 1, there’s a whole bunch of reports that | do. There’s a school-wide report

that's 50 some pages long. They give us plenty of notice, but | had turned it in, dnd | ha

made it look like ours from the year prior because that'’s all | had to gé dffloe

district representative] sent it back and said [most] of it is wrong. Shegaidshould

have known you can’t use this.” | feel like I'll be better prepared to do rdldtl to] next

year. We had our end of the year lunch last week, and she told us to make sure all of our

end-of-the-year reports are with me. | looked at the lady and said, ‘what dmedyefar

reports. No one has sent me any e-mails, nothing.’

The ISS tried to mitigate the uncertainty and took initiative to seek infama&he
attended each of the monthly test chair meetings held by the district. SHeosaideetings
were where she received most of the testing information. In addition to thegs€eétere were
a lot of making phone calls or sending e-mails for help or clarification.” Skeegponsible for
collecting, organizing, packing, and accounting for all testing required bydke aon macro
levels.

As the school’s instructional leader after the administrators, the $S$asked with

identifying professional development needs and requesting support for teashetisdrdistrict
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when she decided it was warranted. She was also an integral part of the LieadhEzait came
to analyzing student test data to determine the type of additional support needeatiditcbnal
support was needed at all. She examined the data for explanations when studentsgperforme
poorly on tests, usually the district quarterly tests.

Macro Level: The ISS attended test chair meetings at the district level which covered
local and state testing. The district views all local testing, school-bastsdand district tests, as
preparation for the state SOL tests. Emphasis was put on the length, the foyraatlithe
delivery of the tests to align to the SOLs.

The ISS also described feeling anxiety about the SOL testssisyadirtesting chair.
She said, “At the testing meeting, they kept terrifying us [by sayinggtsach as] if one of you
opens the first packet of tests, then you have 30 minutes to start testing @retyywh

According to the ISS, there existed “a lot” of conflict on the vertical $eduming the
previous school year partly driven by the pressures teachers felt to hawtutient perform
well on the SOL tests. The later in the school year it got, the more teactie&OL courses
fought against school-based initiatives. She said it was difficult managgagna which she did
during the previous year, and making a decision for pre-kindergarten thrBiggade teachers.

The pre-k teachers might say ‘well, we want to do this writing prognathmei

auditorium and we’re going to have two kids and their all going to make their own

books.’ The B-grade teachers are saying ‘we’re in the middle of getting ready folsSOL

we don’t have time to do that.” So there’s always going to be some discussion. But you
kind of just have to really talk it out and try to see things from each other’s perspect

One way the ISS managed the complexity of her position was to decide wdradre i
She said the following:

The week of testing, [we were] asked us to write an essay on the importance of

instructional coaches in the building because we had had professional development on
instructional development. The week of SOL [testing], she’s asking for an. €35
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course, that went right to my do later box, where it remains. I'm thinking of 8@_s
week, I'm not thinking write an essay for you.

Summary

The ISS relied on her constant interactions with students, teachers, andadtoisito
gain the knowledge and capacity needed as a first-year instructionallispecid testing
chairperson. The ISS, as a new school-wide specialist and new testing cinaimagteof the
school year managing ambiguity, uncertainty, equivocality, and compéexityuch or more
than any other participant. Overall, she described her role as that of “enbatistutients are
being taught.” If the principal and the assistant principal were not avaithbléSS served as the

acting building administrator.

Storymap: Regular Education Teacher (RET)

The regular education teacher (RET) was in her fifth year at the school chotana f
study. She spent her first year of teaching in another state. She was in the untoregfos
being a full-time classroom teacher, who led a vertical team, and wadyleassroom teacher
serving on the lead team. The RET was also voted by the school faculty &s tédhk year for
2009-2010. She was chosen by the principal to serve as the only classroom teacher @h the Lea
Team. The principal chose her because she had the respect of the facultytesfaleacher, a

passion for children and the profession, and the willingness to “speak her mind.”
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Table 12
Regular Education Teacher (RET)

Resource Allocation Student

Ways of Knowing

Principal Power

Performance
Micro e Principal e Hertime e Decided Questioned
Level gave her a management team would validity of
“voice” by was main implement monthly test
appointing concern monthly Carried
her to lead projects knowledge
team done at across three
e Principal home by teams
gives students
“freedom” e Concerned
to tweak with student
curriculum creativity
Meso e Worked e District e Vocal about Used district
Level closely directed district test data
with structure of quality and collection
principal to time usage formatting tools
change Goal to
district “bring back”
procedure information
from district
events
Macro e Accreditation e Designed
Level based on activity
English and specifically
math: no tier for SOL
3 RTI for success
science and

social studies
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Micro Level: As member of the faculty who represented teachers at the highest level
within the school, the RET was intense in her belief that she needed to gain as omctioh
and knowledge as she could manage. She was opinionated and had no reservations about making
decisions when she saw a void in decision making at any level. In one example, ticd onstr
capabilities of teachers were being questioned by the principal aftewregitest data. The
RET wanted it known in that particular case, the test, not the teachers, wagdhe iss
On this past month’s reading assessment, the students did horrible. But this istlthe four
year I've given this test, and my students have done horrible on it for fosrigesarow.
It's a reading assessment; the whole grade level has done horrible on édmimya
row. So | went to the person that’s in charge of our reading department.sTdiéerent
students, different teachers who have given this and they’'ve all bombed it. From my
point of view, this is not a teacher issue or a student issue. | reallkéetiis is a
testing issue. This test is incredibly too hard for these students. It'sweayheir head.
It's got too many inference questions. It’'s just too difficult for thiradgrs at this time
of the year. So they took our considerations from the third grade point-of-view, knowing
that | know the students. And next year it's going to be thrown out. They're not going t
use that test anymore
The RET described how she used a district-level data collection tool totprese
information to the social studies vertical team. She said, “We use the D2SC pragtahgta
data is made available right here in the school.” As the lead social studlesy t&fae received
each grade level's data. When she held the vertical team meeting shénenedlewing point
about using the district level data:
I've already discussed it within the lead data team. | already knowtkeweyyl already
know their percentages. The point of that meeting is not for me, because I've already
been over it. The point is for each grade level’s teacher to share thegtissteheir
weaknesses, and if anyone within the team has an idea to try to help them out with thei
weaknesses.

The RET often discussed her initiatives to expand classroom instruction and iaterpor

creativity into the lessons. “I decided that | wanted to incorporate sendingrhonikly projects
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for students to work on outside of the classroom. As a team, we all agreed thaiutalabev
something that would help build creativity and get the students working on skills cofttide
class.” Her intent was to help “expand their creativity and get them to thinde®wofsihe box.”
She was able to make the monthly projects a regular part of'tpemde. Her motivation for the
projects was partly from her feeling that “we don’t always have the, tbecause we’re on such
a structured schedule, and we don’t have time to do those creative activities.”

Time constraints were a constant concern of hers. One issue was getexgra help to
the tier three students. When she pulled students out to prepare for the monthhhsste‘t
missing what they have for this month.” She also did not like “to pull them out of a res&arce |
music, art, and P.E. “Using the data, she said that there exists a pattera gtatdé#nt is low in
math, that student is also low in reading. Students low in reading “get threggrgealips a day,
and hour and a half a day.” She wondered where “do you get the extra time” to support math
instruction. She wondered if “new teachers are aware that they need to ask fandhedsoarce
teachers get busy and don’t necessarily know to offer.”

The RET seemed fully aware of her impact as a resource to other tesmuthéey
vertical and grade-level teams. In the following, she reflected on the posh®hels in the
school and the implications of her lead team membership:

I'm not the team leader [for®grade], but a lot of times, because I'm leader on other

teams in the school, I'm thrown in a leadership position. A lot of times | probably ¢

share the position on our team just because of the other leadership roles Ipgay in t

school and the inputs that I'm able to bring. [I am involved in] the decisions that have

been made higher up and I relay those to the team and help us stay on track with what
the school’s goal or mission is.

The RET addressed complexity by prioritizing her roles, with the classrimational

role taking precedence. During the interviews, the management of tisne@ @zestant topic of
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conversation. According to her, complexity existed through time constraints, addeoul

mitigated by reasonable scheduling.

My dedication is in the classroom. | don’t think my role has changed therakl spe
because I'm the only one in that meeting that’s actually a full timerotassteacher and
knows exactly what we’re going through to try to stay on these monthly testing
schedules. We're on a very rigorous schedule and we only have so much time to get the
curriculum taught. The administration has set guidelines and deadlinesddaks t

these monthly assessments to get their data.

She was a vocal member of each team she led or served on, and team members on each
team listened to her, and agreed with her often, according to the group observations and the ow
admissions of the other participants through the interviews. She bridged thewegrbite
administration and the classroom, and she served as a voice for the classrbemntigac
concerns about administrative directives.

Meso Level: The RET had the advantage of working closely with the principal. When
the RET and her teams wanted to make adjustments to a district procedure or gusdeyesth
as the representative to negotiate change. In the following, the RET destrigeneral, how
she worked with the principals to adapt the district’'s curriculum guides.

According to [the district], we have a curriculum guide that we're suppodetiaw and

how it's supposed to be laid out. Our administration actually lets us get together as a

team. And of course we’re not going to veer too far off of that. But if we want &k twe

it, or if we feel as a grade level that this just isn’t going to work for uggiske us the

freedom to tweak it and make it work for us.

The RET expressed the need to sometimes not completely follow the disttelirges.

She said, “The success we have achieved at [the school] hasn’'t necessaifyocomlways

doing exactly what the district wants us to do.” She was critical of the qualhy olfigtrict tests

and the strict time management guidelines for curriculum pacing.
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Her unique positioning in the school gave her opportunities to minimize ambiguity by
acting as a conduit for information and serving as the connection others used toogaiatioh
and make meaning from information they might not usually have access to.

| feel an important role of mine is to bring back information to the school on what's
going on in the district level with social studies and history. | feel that's1tst

important role, but | do see myself shaping ideas as the year has prbgridissbe

knowledge | have gained having an active role in so many grade levels ndwtima

these leadership positions, | can see what goes on below it.

Macro Level: The RET mentioned one example when the use of student data was
transformed into an activity specifically designed to increase SOkscor

We do SOL boot camp. At SOL review time th&grade tries to review SOL

information and have students have fun with it. Students rotated to%@mhdb

teacher’s classroom to do a different activity on a different subject. Tdatgto be

successful. Thegrade scores “took a big jump that year, so [the activity] worked its

way to school wide.

The RET echoed the sentiments of the CSS, the ISS, and the SPED Teacher goncernin
the pressures put on school leaders in the spring as SOL testing time apprdaeistates the
pressures were greatest for the upper grades.

Especially in the upper grades. Kindergarten, they have their own set of teStgnade,

they do testing too, but it's not as much pressure as in the upper grades, because, as y

may hear her [the principal] say, she tracks our monthly data in camneleth the SOL

test. Of course, k, 1st, and 2nd, they don’t take the SOL test, so she starts putting that
pressure on. After the first of the year, she really starts hitting hate @motrelation
between the monthly success and the standards.

Summary

As member of the faculty who represented teachers at the highest |éweltiagt school,
the RET was certain in her belief that she needed to gain as much information aletigpcs

she could manage. She bridged the gap between the administration and the classrdam, and s

served as a voice for the classroom teacher with concerns about admvaidirattives. When
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the RET and her teams wanted to make adjustments to a district procedure or gusdeyesth

as the representative to negotiate change.

Storymap: Special Education Teacher (SPED)

The SPED teacher was in her fifth year at the elementary school ituthysdsiring the
2009-2010 school year. She had 10 years experience as an educator, and served at one other
school. She served on the Lead Team, the Science Vertical Team, and the fifdt gratie-
level teams. Her special education case load was comprised of studentsefifost through
fifth grade. She did not have an office; therefore, we found space in a copier rebev/leange

and in an office in the media center.
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Table 13
Special Education Teacher (SPED)

Resource Student

Ways of Knowing

Principal Power

Allocation Performance
Micro e Attention e Collected e “Dug deep”to ¢ Relied on
Level given to data from all identify specialists
areas grade levels student needs for content
principal strategies
identified ¢ Insightinto
as needing pacing
support across T
and %"
grades
gained from
being in
many
classes
Meso e Principal Brought in e Examined e Constant
Level intervened writers from data from the contact with
when community four core SPED
conflicts to assist content areas department
were not student to on district for
handled at edit writing tests information
school Sought ways and
level to work clarification
closely with
parents
Macro Administered
Level universal
tests
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Micro Level: As a collaborative teacher in the classroom, the SPED teacher primarily
worked with special education students. At the building level, through the lead teanggeer s
for intervention was broadened as she worked with the principal to identify studesitgnee
support and content areas needing alternative strategies implemented assheoach. In the
following, she described the variety of students for whom she helped plan assistanc

We are looking at each individual child who is struggling, students who are making

average to above average, and we're even tracking, with the gifted teachepai®se

advance scores for students who are exposed to the gifted classes. A goatesise inc
the pass advance rate, too, instead of just being proficient

She further explained the real value of assessment data for her wadiiitytsosallow
her to pinpoint specifically where a student needs help. She was one of the fewrsaimbelrs
who collected student assessment data from all grade levels. “The data, brokeéntdsub-
strands stemming from broad skills, allowed her to go beyond those skills and “go deep into
where they need specific support.”

The SPED Teacher’s explanation of the data collection process echoed the othe
participant’s. The monthly and quarterly data was collected. Each studmts & the school
was reviewed for deficiencies. The level of RTI support was decided for @ibisg below the
cut scores. She provided a unique perspective in the context of special education.

Special education students historically have been considered the tier 3 studeays.

only be tier 3 in reading or maybe only in math, depending on where the weakest area i

You almost want to say that there is another tier beyond tier 3, and we considered that.

Special education students typically get all three tiers of readingenten. They get

the regular ed teacher, the special education teacher and the litactogrt

automatically.

The SPED Teachelescribed her primary role amaking the playing field level and

even and being an advocate for the special needs students.” She relied on thematruct

211



specialists in the building to help her understand and implement strategiehtbdeatudents
in all of the content areas.

She valued the resources provided by the specialists and considered thestspeciali
resources as well. She said, | do rely on them for other strategies, fongesitategies, for
teaching activities, for their expertise.” She found she had questions about renalnrathe
curriculum could look as examples

The SPED Teacher managed complexity by asking questions of those steredns
subject matter experts within the school. She compared how she handled situations when
multiple tasks seemed to occur simultaneously now as opposed to when she was a novice
teacher. She said, “I have been there. You don’'t want to ask for help, because you want to make
sure everybody knows you know everything and you got it all under control.”

Meso Level: The SPED Teacher described a conflict she had in determining who should
serve as case managers for Section 504 plans in the school. Section 504 plansfaigepart
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and are used in school to provide classroom
accommodations to students based on identified medical need. She said she had been approached
innumerable times through the years to review Section 504 plans or servesasrenager for
Section 504 creation and monitoring. She said she will help in any way she can, but slde want
to be certain of the policy guiding which school personnel were part of the process.

| just wanted to make sure that special education teachers are not thecagersifor

Section 504. The LEA [Local Education Agency representative, usually an adatanjst

is the case manager and it usually falls on the classroom teacher tmémiple

Technically, I don’t have to review a Section504. And [the district] does not reqeire

to review a Section 504 either. If | was ever challenged that it wasspgnsibility, |
would be able to go back to that [district-level] person and say it's not my resgonsibil
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The SPED Teacher was concerned about the scores of her special educationatddent
suggested reaching out to community members to assist her in the clasartmfollowing,
she described the impetus for bringing local writers into the school.

My scores and | consider them my scores even though my name’s not on anytheng, wer

not as high as | had hoped. | suggested to the team that | could invite some locsl write

to speak to the fifth graders to get them excited about writing and pull them thromgh the
own revising process, because they’re having a hard time revising

She used similar outreach methods to bring other community members into school as
well. She mentioned military members, who volunteer to tutor. we have someymilita 7"-
grade private school students came t8-@&de class once a week to “help out with anything
that they can do: volunteer, work one-on-one with the kids, whatever we ask them to do.”

The SPED Teacher was in the routine of seeking clarification and undeangténodn
district office special education personnel concerning a certain gealpabcess for students.
She said, “I just didn’t feel comfortable” with what she was being told at the sevedl |

The SPED Teacher discussed the multiple times when the principal had to act on he
behalf and address the district head of special education to resolve a coniticher/isehool
disagreed with the district’s decision to not allow certain accommodationsters§a tests
based on the district’s interpretation of state guidelines.

Macro Level: In addition to assisting with the administration of the SOL tests, the
assessment she was most involved with was the Virginia Grade Levelalerassessment
(VGLA). The alternative assessment was for special education studemisexe deemed
eligible for exemption from taking the SOL tests and were given another opiilemionstrate

certain skills as a pathway to earning a modified diploma.

That comes up a lot, especially at the beginning of the year as to which stadghts
meet the criteria, [Special educators] have to determine if they think tigéy Inaive a
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better chance to show what they know using an alternate assessment fuaiteand

in which subjects.

The other challenge she had with helping her students complete the VGLA was
understanding the “constant” changes to the format and what assessment tools can 8beaise
said, “It's always a challenge finding a variety of assessmentiarasly to find out pictures
will no longer be valid assessment tools in the upcoming years. That's hard bgeausea lot
of photographs.” The SPED Teacher made it a priority of hers to eliminat¢aintyeas much
as possible. She reviewed state and federal special education laws ans fpejciently. She
asked questions about specific procedures for completing district-levesgescand, in general,
she understood the system the principal developed at the school and learned who to approach as
a resource when she needed guidance or information.

Summary

The SPED Teacheescribed her primary role amaking the playing field level and
even and being an advocate for the special needs students.” She routinely sofightiaha
and understanding from district office special education personnel conceralogten
processes for students. She discussed the multiple times when the principal had toeact
behalf and address the district head of special education to resolve a confl8EHReleacher

made it a priority of hers to eliminate uncertainty as much as possible.

Compare/Contrast Across Individuals

As with the groups, similarities and differences emerged across the individual
participants through interviews. As | spoke with participants during the stemciured
individual interviews | heard all of them (including the principal) framhe@iool-based

decision- making in terms relative to the principal’s values, ideas, andipgoAtthough | did
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not directly ask what power the principal had over school-based decisions, alpaftibgants
referred to the principal as one who directly influences the selection of the appicgor
negotiation. The overarching research question for this study concerned how enviabnment
influences impact the factors individuals consider in a collaborative decmkimg group. The
results suggest the principal represents an environmental influence imukdisigns within
the school and one who mediates decisions about issues coming into the school, promarily fr
the district representatives. It appears, at least at this elasnsat@ol level, the power the
principal wields is not matched by the assistant principal. The school chosenesetrelr site
had one assistant principal, who was responsible for daily operations and manageheent of
school. She reported spending most of her time addressing special educatermssse
responsibilities, coupled with her limited participation in the Lead Teamimgeemitigated and
limited her role as a school-wide decision maker. Although she had the autherieeision
maker, she filtered her suggestions through the principal frequently.

The principal mandated which data the teams would collect, how the data would be
packaged and presented, and how the data was to be used to support her vision and her
initiatives, which was primarily the Response to Intervention program. Thepaiinsed
phrases such as “l want” and “let’'s make sure” to express her wishes. Tibal veam leaders
and the ISS often referred to what “she wants” and “had to check” to see if they akald m
certain decisions. Although the participants spoke in terms of gaining principalapphe
principal also asked for consensus. She would ask if proposed decisions “sound good” and if
there were other thoughts or suggestions.

The principal power often seemed to be turned outward from the school. When conflicts

arose concerning the implementation of pre-packaged programs, theargaw her role as the
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one who buffers the teaching staff from being inundated with what she felt redundant or
ineffective programs that drained resources from in-house strategiesetieatvorking. The CSS
and the ISS turned to the principal to address concerns they had with districmeiness
when they did not feel comfortable addressing them directly or when thélyegldid not have
the authority to do so.

A theme that resonated with all of the participants was that of time tedlocime usage
seemed to factor into decisions that required the participants to take actiorallbitagon was
manifested in two main ways: One was as a constraint to accomplishirgddasks; the other
was as an organizational tool to assist the instructional leaders withizangrivhen and how
often they would work with certain students or work on certain projects.

“Teacher leaders,” which include the specialists, were concerned almmritstmissing
instructional time for pull-out intervention programs. They were concerned with cgvleen
curriculum content in time for the monthly and quarterly assessments. In comjuwit
concerns about how time management impacts teacher interaction with studenssrubgonal
leaders were concerned with how to collect and use data efficiently aativetie

Each of the participants agreed they sought and considered the input of other team
members when deciding on a course of action. Frequently, participants spoke of opening
dialogues to give everyone involved a chance to be heard. The dialogues ad@asemwe
avenue for members to defer to those with subject matter expertise orhrkdepiedge of
individual students.

The instructional leaders in the research school made direct connectionsrbibteve
student scores and adult effectiveness. The SPED teacher frequently usstpleesion

pronoun when referring to student performance. She would refer to “my scores.” The RET
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discussed “my kids” and “our team scores.” When the ISS and CSS referred misstheg
worked with through RTI instruction, they equated the time and effort they gdvéheisuccess
of the students.

Among all of the participants, there existed a clear perception thatdiéyfwas
dedicated to the one purpose of increasing student test scores. In addit®beliersed by the
instructional leaders that the school leaders and teachers knew how to aslcdnmplgoal. It
was also believed that the district office representatives were wedtand valued when they
supported the work of the school. It seemed the school leaders did not often feelitte distr
support was aligned with the practices and vision of the school staff and leaders.

The school leaders were attentive to the requests and the directives fromiwigstrict
offices. They were compliant when they felt there was no other choice. Whemédsee
negotiation was possible, all other school leaders deferred to the princigaie®erd the
interests of the school. The principal willingly accepted the responsibilitgtiofgeas a buffer
between external influences and her idea about what was intrusive and regoessvweork of
her staff.

The school leaders believed that state and federal policies were alweags filtered
through the district to the schools and manipulated or adjusted to some degree. Speaimire
law was a prime example. The district was described as taking thevaitmstrengthen federal
law to create policies that were then directed to the schools to enforce.

The primary contrasting characteristic among the individual particpea in the area
of adult learning and ways of knowing. It was evident the participants sought aitavay

increase their own knowledge base to contribute to discussions leading to decigiog-fiaey
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used knowledge attainment to suggest agenda items for meetings or to builduofeeieam
decisions that needed team unity for implementation. The CSS said,
The principal will ask if there’s any else we need to talk about. If the@grether
concerns, and we generally will try to present the sides [to additional tapit$ty to
come to some sort of consensus. And then whatever that consensus is we take that
and embody it and send it down to the vertical teams if we need to.
It seemed the group learning process observed in the teams researchedtfiodyhisas a by-
product of individual learning. The group did not collectively move from ignorance to
understanding. In fact, the members did not always receive information atrtbeisee. Rather
the members of the group learned together as they acquired knowledgestshaped and
filtered through the principal’s vision and values. This does not suggest the lezroimged
simultaneously. What seems to be more the case is that individuals gained unaheystarlaeir
own terms within a finite time frame. At some point during group meetings, decisdrs be
made. The process of developing consensus ensued and decisions were reached. Not every
member was vocal. Those who had the greatest understanding of the problem, had the most
information, and had the most trust from the members of the group seemed to intheepath t
of the decision making. The data show that consensus was reached through a stable and
supportive team culture; however, this does not suggest that each member oh tleautead the
same information or understood the same information in the same way. Team meetbers
likely to trust individual representatives of the team over the idea of the temoteasion
making body. The ISS said, “Everybody really talks things out and is willingti¢ém leand see

things from each others’ point of view and really work well together.” Althougte dacisions

were made, they became the will of the team.
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Across Time

The group observation and individual interviews spanned the entire school year. Three of
the four rounds of observations and interviews occurred during the fall and wintéovifthe
contact occurred in May. Although slight shifts were evident among the groupsotipe g
meetings basically retained the structure and interpersonal dynawomg deam members. The
meetings were not as long in May as they were in the early part of the gehodbtudent
performance remained the focus across the three teams, but preparing sbudésiis testing
(SOLs) took precedence over all other concerns. The end of the school yegr mtosedures
also began to emerge in team discussions. End of year reports, grading, actestkfout”
procedures were touched on in May.

The principal did not seem to evolve from the first interview. She learnediedfec
strategies for implementing RTI, and she developed a sense of the chasginogeinphasis on
budget cuts and personnel alignment to adhere to the state’s Standard of QU&d}ywWhich
recommended staff to student ratios. The assistant principal was focusednoer satmool and
anxious to “wrap” up the year by completing tasks such as equipment and book invemgry, fil
staff summative evaluations, completing special education tasks, and signitajftbleeckout
form to release teachers for the summer. Her demeanor seemed unchanged. idlhe spec
education teacher seemed to change the least. Her focus on providing support to students and
complying with special education law was the same as it was during oumtirsiew.

Of the six individual participants, the three who were serving in new rolesydue
school year showed noticeable changes in leadership style and expegi®ETxpressed a
stronger determination to be a voice for teachers. Although she was opinionated and

knowledgeable from the first interview, her confidence as a teacher ksstaed more deeply
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entrenched. The CSS devoted the early part of the school year developingskips and
building a culture of respect and trust for her position and the support she could provide. By the
spring, she employed the goodwill she developed with teachers to push them to refine
instruction and be more consistent and accurate with reporting and documenting outcomes. The
ISS seemed to learn the most about her position, especially as testing ithairgiiAshe was
often in a frenetic state, her capacity for anticipating pitfalls anleciges with preparing
students for testing and with the testing procedures seemed highly developed.

Overall, it appeared the ability of the principal to articulate and operatierradr vision
and the willingness of her teacher leaders to support her fully resulted insterasnd driven
focus on student success on various assessments. The team members and the individual
participants seemed to be able to keep fruitless disagreements out of timgsn&etbate and
argument did occur often, but they served the purpose of clarifying informationidingdww

to effectively implement proposed actions.

The Research Questions

The primary research question addressed the reciprocal nature of inforasati
transmitted through the micro, meso, and macro levels of the educational environment. The
guestions subsumed under the primary question address identifying specific enntedbnme
influences (1a) and how individuals respond to those influences and incorporate them into
decision making (1b). The following research questions and the findings condienmguided

the research methodology, group observation and individual interview protocol:

1. How do environmental influences impact the factors individuals consider in a

collaborative decision-making group?
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The environment had a daily, direct impact on the factors the group members of
the Lead, Vertical, and®grade teams utilized to make decisions. Not all team members
engaged all levels of the environment (micro, meso, and macro), not all team sendseyed
the three levels equally, but all team members were impacted by infamrtizdt was either
sought at the micro level or pushed down to the micro level from either the meso or macro
levels. Regardless of the level, the environment is the primary guidingnoéwend provider of
the factors the Lead, Vertical, and-grade team members consider when making decisions.
Among the teacher leaders, the RET seemed to draw on her expertise mom@duahdiaises,

preferences, and knowledge emerge in response to environmental factors.

1la. Which micro, meso, and macro inputs does a collaborative decision-making group
member rely upon during the decision-making process?

At the micro level, the principal was the leader who decided what inputs teacher
were required to attend to. Most of those inputs were “non- negotiable” disteisbm
mandates. Grading policies, faculty contractual work hours and attendance piastieg
procedures for district assessments, and special education policies and psytecame a
few, were inputs the principal and assistant principal informed or remindedsiatf &
addition, the principal worked through the Lead Team to decide on school-generated
assessments, school wide activities and initiatives, and allocation of persommgletment
school programs, in particular RTI. The vertical and grade level leaded uplon getting
direction about required actions and timelines. In the absence of Lead Tedmmem
guidance or directives, the teachers relied on strategies developed gtsohool to

address the needs of their classes, and especially the needs of strugglimg.stude
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The principal, assistant principal, and assigned teacher leaders intevdahtéhe
meso level regularly. In particular, they engaged district leypeesentatives and parents
frequently. When conflicts developed, the principal was usually the one to intervenkeand ta
responsibility for deciding what to allow in from the meso level. Teacher kaglexd on
district-wide committees and teams they were a part of to obtain infomtatbring back to
the school members (micro).

The macro level inputs mandated to be adhered to at the micro level werd filtere
through the meso level. These inputs include state testing assessments are gspeanal
education law, and legal and ethical standards guiding personnel and school operations
Macro level inputs the micro level staff pursued could come directly from thenesel.

Usually, this information came through accessed state, national, and gédissies.

1b. How does a collaborative decision-making group member operationalize and
utilize micro, meso, and macro aspects of the educational environment?

The group members operationalized the micro, meso, and macro level aspects in much

the same way. They learned what directly and indirectly impacted them,hglatere

responsible to do and know, and when they were to accomplish goals. Then they relied on the

leader to confirm or reject practices and actions. The school staff workathey gnd

understand the objectives of the school as articulated by the principal and performauiodesr

categories. The members individually decided what was suggested andashaandated.

When they operationalized time allocation it appeared that managing tvee ssran important

tool to collectively organize team priorities. The constraints served to focissodemaking on

the manageable and the important.
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Conclusion

In Chapter 4 | presented the results of the study in a narrative format. With a
phenomenological study it can be difficult to separate the reporting of rigeultsinalysis of
the data. Although there may be instances where my insight as amese#no experienced the
meetings and conducted the interviews mingles with the data that emerged frartitipants,
| took care to use the participants voices often through quotes as a check againsemy voic
coming through too often.

The results in this chapter were a product of the hundreds of pages of observation and
interview transcriptions of audio-recordings. A total of thirty-two observaaowlsinterviews
were conducted from August 2009 through June 2010. The edic and etic coding filtered the dat
through the research questions and the theoretical foundation, which centered onradhgt lea
theory as a decision making process.

In Chapter 5, the results from Chapter 4 will be discussed along with implicadions f

decision making and recommendations for policy, practice, and research.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

Decision making in schools is a dynamic and complex set of processes. Deeking m
requires decision makers to rapidly gather information, increase knowksty@ork within
systems to negotiate the educational environment. In Chapter 5, a brief suphtharfindings,
an interpretation of the findings, discussion, and suggestions for further heaeapresented.

The problem addressed by this study is the lack of insight throughout the existing
literature concerning how individual members of collaborative decision te@m&mpwledge
about the educational environment and the factors that influence decision making. How those
members operationalize the micro, meso, and macro-level influences assleachdecision
makers was also a concern. Little empirical evidence existeddlaindividual decision makers
situated within collaborative teams as they negotiate the micro, meso, amdemaconments
(Polite, 1993; Smylie, 1993; Weiss & Cambone, 1994).

In Chapter 4, the findings for the phenomenological study were presented as sisynthe
of all of the interviews and observations conducted during the pilot and research stuglies. Th
findings were presented as narratives which combined and synthesized the d#te from
transcripts of audio-recorded team observations and individual interviews. Bheatatlerived

from using open and theoretical coding of transcripts.

Summary of Findings

This study was conducted during the course of one school year at one elesadaty
in southeastern Virginia. The school received numerous state and fededs.divaas

recognized as a Federal NCLB Blue Ribbon School. At the state level, the wetsomivarded
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the Virginia Board of Education VIP Excellence Award, and rated anadiop GreatSchool
and River Star School. Three collaborative teams were observed in the praeggdasfy
scheduled meetings to review student data and decide actions relating tapanithe
developing issues. Six school leaders serving across those three teansosendar individual
interviews conducted after each of the observed team meetings. Three collalmaattives
and six school leader narratives representing a total of 11 roles were guaieagbhapter 4 to
describe each group or person’s experience with decision making. The decisios werke
perceived to be adult learners who negotiated the educational environment to attdaugapw
gain new perspectives, and problem solve.

Throughout the study and data analysis the ideas of collaborative leadershipezbtmect
decision making versus problem solving emerged and needed to be reconciled. Individual
decision making was the initial focus of this investigation. During the studgpoodtive
decision making was shown to be relegated to often specific grade level decationpacting
school-wide operations. Decision making impacting the entire school subsumed ctillabora
structures under principal power. Collaboration was shown to be more logistical psaemy
rather than authentic participatory decision making. Collaborative stescdarved an authentic
function, however. Namely, they were used to disseminate information from the tdp (Lea
Team) and coordinate timelines, intervention implementation, and teacher.répertsincipal
was the primary decision maker in the building concerning school-wide paolicgragrams.
The logical flow of the data followed a pattern of searching for emaedpabrkers negotiating
meaning making and environmental influences through which reflective trantftorala

decision making could be viewed. The data led into an examination of the processkedhe sc
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leadership used to control decision making and guide teacher behavior through tiogeahiza
structures.

The four primary themes gfincipal power, resource allocation, student performance,
and ways of knowingmerged across the group observations and individual interviews. It
appears, at least in this elementary school, the power a principal wielstsnmatched by the
assistant principal. The principal used phrases such as “l want” and “lé#ssma” to express
her wishes. Time allocation was the resource most often discussed BgieSS, and RET,
and it was the primary resource factor for the principal, AP, and SPED teketes manifested
in two main ways: One was as a constraint to accomplishing desired tasbfigtheas as an
organizational tool to assist the instructional leaders with prioritizing whe@maw often they
would work with certain students or work on certain projects. All of the individual decision
makers interviewed for this study made direct connections between the studestaswl adult
effectiveness. The last theme concerned with gaining knowledge was revediedybyup,
which did not collectively move from ignorance to understanding. The individual group
members did not always receive information at the same time. Ratheeithigens of the group
learned together. Rather than individuals learning simultaneously, indivicuaésig
understanding on their own terms within a finite time frame with the undenstpdecisions had
to be made. Those who had the greatest understanding seemed to influence the path of the
decision making.

The data demonstrated individuals relied on micro, meso, and macro environmental
influences to decide how to perform their job duties; however, some were more indlibgrte
micro level namely when it came to setting goals and priorities (ISS, RET), and some were

more influenced by the meso namely when it came to seeking understanding aradioegdt
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policies. (principal, AP, SPED teacher). This study was situated within tne enivironment.
Observations were of micro level groups, and interviews were conducted withlevier

workers. The macro was not much a direct influence on the individual decision makers. The
macro was responsible for shaping accountability policy, which influencedisiseon of the
school to measurably increase student achievement. Macro level policjteras fand

interpreted by the district and communicated to the school through district eesoLine only
direct micro-macro engagement revealed by this study was when the &riEBrtdescribed
referring to federal special education guidelines through online siteeughhndividuals
engaged in negotiation and learned how to make sense of information from the envisanment
their own ways, personal biases and individual professional opinions were subjugated to the
school leaders’ (micro) vision as operationalized through created organizaiisteahs within

the school. The vision emerged from the concept of providing support for individual students
through the Response To Intervention (RTI) model. The vision was articulated irgdygatlaé
Lead Team and operationalized through the various teams throughout the school. Micro leve
participants dominated the decision making inputs, and individuals prioritized thealmci

wishes above their own.

Limitations

As with any qualitative study, this study was limited by the fact thajust one
interpretation. One weakness of the analysis presented in this studyaghthdtparty was not
consulted to code the data to check researcher bias. By its nature it is pdrinicnplete.
Other researchers conducting the same investigation or reviewing thérgasoeipts may have

different experiences and interpretations than those reported herein.
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Three teams were observed and six instructional leaders serving indd fidtables
were interviewed. They were all members of the same elementary schio®lsame school
district. The three teams observed were a part of the information and decikiog steeam and
were focused on the analysis of measurable student assessment data gresdtratddress
student performance. The three teams were the Lead Team, comprised ofitirgtradons and
teacher leader, the Communication Vertical Team, led by the CSS fromatid eam and
comprised of grade level team leaders, and th&@de Team. The Lead Team was chosen
because of the authority and power it has to develop policy and goals, and to defindstanda
students and teachers. The Vertical team was one of four content vednmalin the school,
and it was selected because the leader was also the primary developehdf assgissments
for English, which is a macro level priority. Th&-8rade was selected becauSegBade
achievement was part of the school’'s accountability plan. In addition, a membernteam was
also on the Lead Team and led the social studies vertical team. When examirsiandeci
making, previous studies support selecting teams and individuals who have leadershipdroles
interact among different collaborative structures (Polite,1993; Smylie,1992)

Other informal and formal teams existed within the research sitendiine pilot study,
the Social Studies Vertical Team led by the RET was excluded from thebstcayse two team
members refused to sign the consent form. The RET later told me she was nadufrpestwo
members were perceived to be difficult to work with. They were two of the srostetd
teachers in the building and did not subscribe to the organizational structures of the school.
Studying that vertical team or any of the other teams may or may ddbleaploration of
teacher power and creativity apart from the influence of the school leadershimal loé tpis

study was to gain a deeper understanding of experiences occurring infia spetext. If more
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instructional leaders were interviewed, it is likely different expees would have been
reported. After a year-long study where teams were observed and insevweee/conducted up
to four times each (with the exception of three AP interviews) producing hundrpdges of
transcripts, there is support for the argument that a level of saturationemeadheeved.

These limitations should be considered when considering the findings.

Discussion of Findings

Impact of No Child Left Behind

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) enacted in 2002 has been a prominent influence
on the way the federal government, states, districts, and schools measurepgtidenance
and school effectiveness. During this research, the researcher’s predisptiens about how
NCLB was the impetus for many decisions and actions school leaders engaged in was
guestioned. The themes which emerged from the research data show NCLB seleenixb t
reason the principal devised structures within the school to capture meastudénte s
assessment data. Although student success was the goal, the importatnckefbissiccess
rested in the overall pass rates on state Standards of Learning tess$. (SDbol accreditation
relied on the results students achieved on SOL tests. A main factor contributogvigrethe
principal had within the school and district was “her” results on SOL scores. Thier the
scores, the more she could resist certain district directives she did nowvalréevery staff
member in the school within the purview of their positions was tasked with supportinéptte ef
to reach acceptable scores. Although high stakes testing as part of NGltBewmimary
motivating factor for organizing the school under a data-driven decision making nhedel, t
school was not necessarily controlled by NCLB. The prinapatethe organizational

structures and allocated the resources. The ISS, CSS, RET, and SPEDneaichsferences to
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delivering what the principal “wants.” Although high-stakes testingnasccountability
measure under NCLB, factored heavily into school decision making, NCLB did not appear t
the defining factor by which information was selected, people were organzedeaisions
were made in the school examined for this study. The defining factor wastbédata to
define instructional problems and monitor trends in student performance as a prokileg sol
mechanism. The reliance on student-specific measurable data, operatiohatiagt the
implementation of tiered intervention support for students, led the principakte ¢egels of
collaborative teams that shared data up from the classroom to the grade level to the
administration and back down to the grades and classrooms.
Decision Making Through Identified Themes

The four primary themes which emerged from the study enriched the understanding of
how micro, meso, and macro level influences impact the individual at the schoabuBrevi
studies support the findings thasource allocation, student performance, ways of knowing, and
principal powerare often factors influencing decision making among individuals as part of
school teams (Dixon, 2000; Griffith, 2001; Lam, 1985; Newton & Sackney, 2005; Tam, 1994)
Resource Allocation

Resource allocation is a term subsuming a wide range of topics in theetegideck &
Murphy 1998; Campbell & Greene, 1994; Larson & Rader,2006; Yanitski, 1998). Resources
refer to personnel assignments, scheduling time, facility design and uakalliscations,
student scheduling and placement among numerous other categories. Resmatiergll
especially the use of time, was a prominent theme among all of the sttidyppats. The Lead
Team was kept “on track” by the principal to cover the data collected monthth wis

presented in three-inch binders for each grade level. The Vertical Teamgeeetire held
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during the hour before school officially started. A priority was to have aideegenda and
tightly stick to it so the team members received the information neededdtivelieparticipate

in the weekly Grade-Level meetings. Each Vertical Team in the school had tdimeKer, at
least, the dissemination of the decisions from the Lead Team meeting to preuaet/an
distribution of knowledge across the faculty. The 3rd Grade-Level tearmgeetere held
weekly during the middle of the school day. It was essential that the meegrgsot impeded
upon by other school functions or issues that developed during the morning hours before the
meeting time.

The theme of time allocation emerged as micro, meso, and macro level inputs for
decision making. One reason the school leaders developed micro-level monttdgnassesvas
because the meso-level quarterly assessments provided data “too lesté &mcording to the
principal. Communication coming in from outside the school precipitated decisions at®ut ti
management. The assistant principal prioritized the meso and macro inputscaitiray to
what needed immediate attention and what could be “looked at a little lateisafgherequired
discipline to know what to respond to and how to respond to information or requests from those
inside and outside of the school. About district level information, she said, “I have tesorake
filter it so that when | do bring it to the school it will be something healthy, gwngethat could
benefit us as a school. Because you have to be very, very careful in the wapt@ings
communicated.”

The ISS and CSS found they had to rearrange planned time allocations to work with
teachers in classrooms to “deal” with district mandates they felt@aenenunicated on “short

notice,” such as compiling documents into reports for the district or admingseedistrict or
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universal assessment with less than a week of notice. The RET seemed to cdmsdeibd
actions in terms of the time it costs to accomplish them. According to her,

The only thing is time management, because there’s only so much time in thelday a

pull them [students] out to give them extra help on things that they didn’t master las

month, well then they are missing this month instruction. It's just figuring tinte.

The biggest thing is getting them the extra help, and we hate to pull them out of a

resource like music, art, P.E., because we feel like they need that tiret. aSime

management is the biggest issue.
The participants all discussed time allocation in a tone of frustration amigeat exasperation.
They all wished they could have more time or spend more time performing the duotipns t
deemed important.

This study supported findings in the literature which suggested allocatiesanfrces as
a characteristic of management duties. This study and the literature shggakication of
resources were used by school leaders as tools to promote instructionaég raoriti
organizational goals (Ackerman & MacKenzie, 2007; English & Anderson, 2005; Glanz, 2005;
Marks and Louis, 1997). For example, the principal in this study used resourcestty dire
support the Response to Intervention (RTI) student support model through which she organized
teams and assigned fiscal and personnel resources. A source of power istyhte giodvide
resources, and power can become self-perpetuating through effectivelyassingces (Pfeffer,
1997). The principal utilized her social capital to control resources and structure the
organizational network. In particular, she hand-picked the members of the Lazadchiid the
team leaders for the vertical and grade-level teams throughout the schootlidgtorJackall
(1998), personnel changes tend to be arbitrary and depend on social relationships with key
individuals and groups of supervisors. The principal felt some team members warealinet

during the previous school year. She worked for their transfers to other schodhe Eomént

school year, she unofficially sought those teacher leaders she knew and kndmsonmathy.
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The principal said she sought members who shared her drive for increased stddenapee
and were skilled in data-driven decision-making. All but one teacher specratis¢ Lead Team
worked in the school as classroom teachers prior to being selected for the agadie CSS
was new to the building and formally interviewed with the principal. She taught instnietdor
five years prior to being hired at the current school and was known by her cefieagu

Based on available resources, the team members used the group to sespgetitie
direction, and seek clarification. While in the group, the members begin to filterstkteeand the
information through their perceptions and employ their unique talents and skillssfmtra the
directives into practice. For example, at the Communication Vertical Bedrd’-Grade Team
meetings members were observed thinking aloud how to “re-teach” a condepthiah
students performed poorly to their individual classes. In interviews, thentb63S spoke often
about using and manipulating the resources at their disposal to accomplish taskanfpde e
the ISS devised a plan to use paraprofessionals, who had no responsibilities while pre
kindergarten students napped, to assist with test administration for the lodes.grhe CSS
constantly manipulated the format and length of test questions to mimic high stetkes t
While group members at the micro level seemed to seek clarification ofwguabjgincertain,
unclear, or equivocating (competing) ideas, they sought understanding on their own. The SPED
teacher and the AP routinely contacted district administrators to seektandarg of policy
interpretation. The ISS sought clarification at district testing meetiige asked questions and
engaged those outside of the school and the principal until she received proper guidance. The
CSS engaged the district English coordinator for information and justificatiprogfam
implementation. She also involved the principal when disagreement arose over thengeade

of the ePortfolio. The ePortfolio program competed with school-based English asstssand
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desired grade weights (equivocality). The RET worked among three teathieegls of
instructional decision making to address any confusion and voice suggestions. @incaticia
was achieved, the members had to use their capacity for learning to understdadibdie
work with the time, materials, and others available.
Student Performance

Student performance is prominent in the literature as the factor motidaiingon
making and organizational systems at the micro, meso, and macro levels. fauftentance
was the theme most directly expressed verbally across the three teaet atadihrough the
individual interviews. In the Lead Team meetings student test resukgonesented through
comparative data charts. Trends in performance were discussed, and plafestustgnts for
tiered intervention support was decided. In addition, teacher performancedtoough
overall class pass percentages on assessments, was discussed to debtemmitieeieacher

specialists would focus their support for teachers through modeling and professional

development. The Communication Vertical Team and thgrade Team focused on developing

strategies to present the curriculum as a way of preparing students tonp&dibon monthly
(micro), quarterly (meso), and SOL (macro) assessments. The individueilpgarts echoed the

findings from the group observations. Although, the teacher leaders expressed todesre

other student factors, such as illness, home situations, and attendance consideredlain the da

analysis, each believed using the data derived from student assessndentsinstructional
priorities and adjustments was the most effective way to build learningnenities within and
across teams.

This study supported findings in the literature that suggested effectvelscise

student performance as the unifying factor driving organizational stracfunaessional
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development of staff, and instructional decision making (Beck & Murphy, 1998; Bowers, 2008;
Conley & Goldman, 1994; Silinis, Mulford, & Zarins, 1999). The importance of developing
strategies and programs to examine and address student performance ragiohal macro
level down through the state macro level, district meso level, and into the schoahatrthe
level. At the global level, U.S. participation has increased since 1995 in agmnggests and
reporting results for international assessments such as The Trends iatiotaliViathematics
and Science Study (TIMSS), The Program for International Student AssegBhSt, and
The Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) (Nat@erger for
International Statistics, 2009). If the federal government decided to padiciphese
universal assessments, it usually enlisted the National Center for iBdusttistics (NCES)
to coordinate the testing. At the national macro level, NCLB (2002) mandatdulddén have
an equal and significant opportunity to attain a high-quality public education. N@bhBates
each state use an achievement test to annually test students in grades 3ndBthrand
students in select courses in high school. The law requires that by 2014 every child mus
achieve proficiency in reading and math as measured by the high stakeBesasv leaves
the definition of proficiency to each state.
Although NCLB was the ultimate accountability measures for the schoqiitiogal
did not often discuss the federal mandates. She focused on the aspects of the pinsimgls
could control. For example, she developed an organizational model for the schooboamtere
tiered intervention support for students. She researched and selected thepaifess
development for her team of teacher leaders and other classroom teaittezrhan rely on the
district to determine the needs of her staff. She, not the district, decidedfteostd benefit

from implementing Kagan strategies. She decided to have her teamvazeltg and monthly
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formative assessments for all students when she felt the districtrageé&ssid not meet her
needs of timeliness and reliability. The principal, not federal mandatesddhelactions of
school members daily.

At the meso level, districts, in response to macro mandates, creategreftctattempt
to manage quality control in school to ensure predictable and desired assesartsiKiem,
2000). Waters and Marzano (2006) conducted a meta-analysis of district levedhgadé
districts in the United States from 1970 until 2005. After examining over 2500 diAd63
superintendent ratings, and 3.4 student achievement scores, they found five diskrict leve
responsibilities positively related to student achieven@uoitaborative goal settinghcluded
involvement of all relevant stakeholders to establish non-negotiable goals fosttiet. di
Building level administrators were heavily involved in the goal setting fyr performing
districts.Non-negotiable goal®cused on student achievement and classroom instruction with
measurable targets set for the entire distictal board alignment with and support for
district goalswas required to ensure the goals remained priorities and no other initiatives
detracted resources from the accomplishment of those §t@tstoring achievement and
instructional goalswvas required of district leaders to ensure each school regularly examined
the measurable progress of its students toward goal attainment. Rigallyf resources to
support the goals for instruction and achievemeas found to influence student achievement
when districts ensured necessary resources such as time, money, andsmeageziallocated.

A commitment must be made to professional development for teachers and |ritacfpater

the capacity to attain the district goals.
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Ways of Knowing

Individuals in a school make sense of information as a tool for operationalizing the
educational environment. These ways of knowing appear in the literature throdigis sff what
information individuals within organizations use and how they make sense of it (Alr289;
Brookfield, 2000 Irwin, 1991; McPhee, 1983; Zack, 1998; Riegel, 1973). Studies varied greatly
concerning how knowing was defined and what aspects of knowing were included in yisesanal
of knowledge attainment. Newton and Sackney (2005) conceptualized knowledge as being
primarily guided by the use of information. Other researchers viewed kihgsvées being guided
by making meaning using either shared or unshared information (Bowles, 1997; Propp, 1997;
Stasser, 1999).

The data from this research study show a strong reliance by workers amerental
structures as the means to gaining knowledge. Workers relied on information developed,
organized, and disseminated through micro, meso, or macro influences. For exaergidiye
instructional staff relied on the district’'s quarterly tests to deterthstadents were gaining
mastery of curricula content and if the teachers were delivering caueotding to district
expectations. This is not to suggest workers are helpless receivers of tidori®a the
contrary, the workers operationalized the environmental structures. For exémepdchool
produced an assessment in addition to the district assessment. The teachersvitlotkacher
leaders and administrators to explain inconsistencies in scores betweeao test$w\Within the
school, the instructional leaders made judgments about how valid and reliable thuestisins
were and how realistic the pacing expectations were to determine howradjtsstvould be
made in preparation for high stakes testing. The strength of information andttieadilsty of

policies, procedures, and programs are dependent on the way individuals support the
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development of knowledge, understand that knowledge, and learn how to transfer knowledge
into action that supports organizational goals, which develop as a reciprocaleskgrcis
individuals engaged in collaborative groups to build consensus to produce those goals.

This study does suggest, however, that the principal either filtered theation from
the meso and macro levels to the school members or played a direct role in approving or
validating information from outside of the school for school-wide dissemination. Alhibig)
study was conceptualized using individualized adult learning theory as sdexaking
foundation, this study did not find support for Habermas’ (1981) concept of the emancipatory
worker. Habermas argued emancipation involves the development of self knowledge used to
expose power dynamics in the environment. The data from this study revealed a tenggles s
between emancipation and consensus building among the participants. The tesaiveewed
for this study expressed the idea of themselves as participatory decisiais mgdlkeower to
make decisions for themselves and used the language to suggest they defernoitae with
decisions beyond a limited scope of logistical problem solving and do not question why
decisions are made. There seems to be two primary reasons the teachemdhdestudy did
not exhibit emancipatory thinking. One reason is they became agents of their own hegemon
They willingly deferred to the will of the principal to support her out of respect andtfre
belief that she worked on behalf of their best professional interest. Hoelyedieved she had
the wisdom and clout to protect their professional interests. The other redseyndsitnot
believe the principal acted as an autocratic leader, although at timetesdhasan autocratic
leader and articulated that she was the decision maker who was ultimadalgdpeinsible for
the school’s output. They expressed her decision style in terms Vroom and Yetton (19d3) woul

describe as consultative. Vroom and Yetton described an autocratic decision srakemdo
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takes known information and then makes decisions alone. A consultative leader shares the
problem with followers, either individually or through groups, listens to ideas, and tlke&s ma
decisions alone. The principal was described as following this pattern most@¢asionally,

the principal would share a problem with followers, listen to ideas, and accept consensus
agreement. This did not happen at the school-wide level. This would happen only at specific
levels such as with a grade level or content area program that did not requiiegejaig to the
district. Those interviewed for this study seemed content with the consensus arithteas
nature of most decision making in the school. Serving on multiple teams constantlylénsure
flow of information throughout the school, which lessened the feelings of beingnalared
through the decision making process.

A major purpose of emancipation is to eliminate ideology fostered by a false
consciousness exhibited through false understanding or inconsistency of a groaplthat c
prevent a critique of oppressive daily routines remaining unquestioned becausethey
unnoticed (Freire & Shor, 1987; Habermas, 1981). According to Anders and Saavedra (1995)
principals have the right to construct reality:

The right of school practitioners to construct reality might mean that thefrwdrnisin

accordance with their own vested interests, leaving out the constructionalerits,

parent, and communities. In their rush to empower their own voices, can, unwittingly
silence the voices of others.

The participants in this study, which include members of the Lead, Vertical®and 3
grade teams not interviewed individually, recognized the political dynahthe school as
manifest through the values and ideology of the principal, which had the potentiadiiolg to
learning as an emancipated worker (Habermas, 1981). They may not, howeveujlpave f

recognized the “distorted communication and represg@ri371), as exemplified by the

principal. This means the teacher leaders, in particular, would recognizecapd the vision
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and goals of the school, but may believe they had more of a role in constructingesntingm

them than they did in reality. The ISS described an issue with a dysfun¢damafrom the

previous school year:
Last year, there was conflict but it was never really discussed. Pedpldfeeent
views; some people were quiet and sat back while other people were powerful and kind
of intimidated people not to speak up. There was some disconnect. There was not always
Reading Celebrations [dominated the meetings]. We wouldn’t get to the data or we

would rush through the data part. But then when we came to the [Lead Teampmeeti
they would have tons to say about the data. Having sat in that meeting, | kndwathat t

wasn't discussed.

The vertical team leader knew the principal’s agenda and addressedritia ig@s in
the principal’s presence but not in the meeting when it was supposed to be origstaibsdd.
Hegemony was evident as the teachers attended to their self-interthgis meetings, and hid
their concerns as they attended to the will of the principal. When the principal gaindddg@w
of the disapproved practice of two vertical team leaders, who were also memibers edd
Team, she restructured the team. The ISS said the following:

Now with the restructuring of the Lead Team, with mostly new membergehr, [the

principal] went back through the training and said, ‘This is what | expectwaotical

team meetings to look like. | want an agenda from all of them, and | wamisgred
reports.’ [She] went through the steps of the vertical team process. They hdbdislone

years ago and had to turn this in, and she just trusted that they were doing it. And now
we’ve kind of had to take a step back to turning this stuff in so she can see thahg’s bei

done.

Rather than emancipation, the teacher leaders settled into a state obinegeme AP,
ISS, CSS, RET, and the SPED teacher each referenced the idea of thel fmémcgothe one
accountable for the actions of school members and the success of students. Tgad'rinci
perceived amount of responsibility gave her the credibility to demandaancerganizational
and informational structure. Using an understanding of the motivating factorsllsehool

directives, the ISS, CSS, and RET did find areas to use that awareness tdhkrarthey could
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invoke personal freedom and how to implement it. Usually, the lesson planning process and the
direct delivery of instruction were the forums for them to negotiate themrorironment. The
RET described deciding “what will be sent home for homework” and having thel6fret
tweak the curriculum.”

In the research site school, the principal structured the teams and tlss ooce
transferring information among teams and among team membersthsvay# decision
making. This guidance of information attainment impacting school-wide prograstedeas
pseudo-communication (Habermas, 1987). A primary example of the pseudo-coatmnnic
was used within the Lead Team fostered by the principal seeking input ftommtembers in
the absence of information at her disposal. For example, the ISS or CSS may kawedods
teacher struggling to raise low reading test scores. The principal smegtttotal input from the
observers until she could process the narrative into her frame of refererfcerasraclassroom
reading teacher. When she seemed to have “enough” information, she would become the
dominant voice in the exchange, render conclusions and make decisions about how the
intervention she instructed the ISS or CSS to implement. Habermas described pseudo
communication existing in the absence of pure knowledge. Pure knowledge does not exist, and
neither does a universal language nor universal hermeneutic. A languagedistasts
between the social labor force (teachers) and the social power (adsanggtrin this study, in
the absence of pure knowledge, the principal bridged the gaps. The teachers are unknowing of
the impact of the “comprehension distorted systemic” and without understanding of the
distortion will be unable to dissolve the repressive forces leading to emancigaiignce (p.

304).
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Principal Power

In the area of principal power previous studies support the idea of principal pquegt as
of collaborative decision making (Harris, 2004; Riordan, 2003). This study showed principal
power was strong at the micro level. Adult learning for individuals who were nisrobtne
teams observed within the school was guided by the wishes and directives of the school
principal. The previous school year was marked by mistrust and upheaval, g torithe
principal, the CSS and the ISS during interviews. The principal restructurecdiamnaec: the
team to condition the members to what a meeting should look like. The teachers gonstantl
sought ways to understand “what she wants” and adjust ideas and practices t@uoalivets
the principal wanted to see. Although, this may appear to support the idea of the pinrtial
study being autocratic, the principal relied on her leadership team to gatheganider
information, and help her understand the circumstances to explain inconsistencies atié@noma
Vroom and Yetton (1973) described this as consultative because the principal lsbgnedblem
with followers, both individually and within a group, listened to ideas, and then madesi@ule
alone. This finding is consistent with Weiss and Cambone (1994), who found that S#i®eci
Making (SDM) enhanced the opportunities teachers had to influence decisionsitirelysfew
teachers become active in the process. It required a great deal of timmeegdasnd, to some
degree, detracted from the classroom. Mulford, Kendall, Kendall, Hogan, & Lamb (2001]) f
principals felt positive about decision making in their schools. Two-thirdsohéss saw
principals as providing effective leadership and decision making “charackéxyscollaboration,
cooperation and consultative processes” (p. 71). This dropped to half when considering the
implementation of effective policies. In contrast with principal perception, 40%eg@éachers

saw management as top-down, and the decision making process was slow and difficult.
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When the principal in this study had an understanding of the data and made a decision,
the teachers made adjustments in their practice to implement her dedsi@mancipatory
worker who questioned why certain decisions were made and, especiallypedifyc
information was used to construct a knowledge base from which to render decisions would have
a difficult time at the research school site. The notion of collaboration in the sch®olotv
utilized to foster individual decision making. Collaboration existed to gain undenstgand
determine what actions to take and when to take them. Collaboration did have the authentic
function of making sense of decisions. During the meetings, the principal usédrgoggo
challenge the team members to justify comments and suggestions. The principabgtdits
of the talking during the meetings, and the other members knew her opinions wiljiogtoa
interpretation or guessing. When a member made a suggestion concerning scloeduling
utilization of resources, the principal would often say, “Let’s talk about thah&nihe
principal did not engage in extended dialogue, it was usually concerning a suggestion that
students may be negligent in not learning rather than something teachers were oot doing.
She either quoted data to show a trend of student performance with a teacher, ecsttttie
ISS to observe the class and brief her to determine if professional developaserdaded.

Over 14 years as the principal of the school, the principal developed informmahicél and
power, in addition to her authority, to achieve what she wanted and needed for task
accomplishment. She consciously exercised control in order to achieve spetéimes of the
people who deliver the results she sought (Jackall, 1998; Pfeffer, 1997).

Gouldner (1981) pointed out that workers do have power as well. They can shape the
behavior and decision making process of the leader if they want to. The teadbes iedhe

school did exhibit emancipatory behavior within limits. Typically, the teadesstioned the
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strategies to handle job-specific tasks or choose between classroattimsél alternatives.
Collaboration was used to address these types of problem-solving. The principahgadour
collaborative problem solving to address logistical and specialized dilemhiasndy invoke
collaborative decision making, but it would be relegated to classroom level decisidits, a
usually addressdabwto accomplish a goal rather than questidry a goal was worth achieving.
School level decisions were made by the principal. The principal in this studyssedgovice
principals could be damaged by powerful teachers in the building. Her long tenurkewith t
district and as principal of one school allowed her to control organizational sttt
relatively easily have teachers who did not work well within the organizatiordélmeassigned
to other schools. The teachers “volunteered” to move to other positions, which also gpleaks t
principal’s power to influence. When the principal made a decision after infomgathering
and deliberation, she expected the team members to adopt her interpretationwatithvithe
strategies implemented were the best ones for the organization, the sit#fie students.

If this study were conducted in a school with a novice principal in his or her first or
second year, the finding might be different. The principal of the reseagchastassociated with
the school and built credibility for running that school and achieving award-wirgsngjs. She
recommended for hire almost the entire staff. Some were placed in the schodi throug
involuntary transfers, but most interviewed with her and had to gain her approval to behered. S
had the time vested in the school to create and develop structures which aligned ieelseanch
leadership style. A novice principal inherits a staff, which includes teaduarke who may not
agree with the values of the principal. A novice principal inherits organizationeises and
may have to make changes from the positicaudhorityrather than power, which may not be as

strong.
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The confrontational nature of principal power was revealed in her relationghip wi
district administrators. She felt it was her responsibility to protecttatrasmd the instructional
program from programs and policies that detracted her staff from pursuisgngtiah the
organizational framework of the school. In the following, she expressed thenshag with the
district as a challenge.

There are often times that we have implemented strategies that havedidg

successful; we’ve had high student achievement. And then we get a contradicting

directive. [We have] to work within the parameters of that because, of course, we

are a member of **** Public Schools. We’re not a little school out on our own. And so

how to reconcile what we know is working well in this school for our children with
something that might be different coming out of Central Office is perhapgsggest
challenge.

Also at the meso level of engagement, both the principal and assistant prindipal ha
equal role in addressing parental conflicts. Yet, when a parent of a szhaation student
brought a complaint against the school resulting in an official due process hdwipgntipal
became the school’'s point of contact for the district. The assistant pri(iatollected the
required information and collaboratively made the decision about what informatgnegded.
The AP held the meetings with parents and served as the contact with thegfistriat
education office when exchanging information and understandings. The AP ed @ dmdief
that a due process hearing the school was involved in during the school year wentauskbec
of the relationship and high degree of communication with the parents who brought the
complaint. She said, “I think the most challenging event this year has been fredess. What
made it easier, in my favor, has been the negotiation with the parent.” Comproerieasfared
and accommodations were made that satisfied the parents’ concern once thewasdarown,

yet it maintained the integrity of the instructional program by not offeriqganotical or

unnecessary accommodations. The intricate nature of a due process hearindnmiddégree
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of exposure and vulnerability a school is faced with during due process necgs$séate
involvement of the principal. The highest levels of a school district would be eithetfydoe
indirectly involved and would engage the principal with questions and requestfanatibn.

The principal and AP engaged with the macro level through reports and inésrmat
flowing into the school. The macro contact was usually one way communication.idtipglr
occasionally “called the state” to address an issue such as teacher éic&éhsumwo-way flow
was revealed when the principal sought information through national organizégowsked
with. Her decision to move the school into an RTI-driven model of student support was guided
by macro level engagement. RTI is a national network of educationaideseticated to
providing individualized intervention based solely on the measurable academic pec®han
students on assessments. After the school gained national recognition aRkéBtueSchool
for academic achievement, she took advantage of the opportunity to engage oligensaatrod
level.

A lot of articles came out about our school and me. | got a call from the Rdn acti

network and they [asked me] to contribute to our blog, and | said I'm not doing RTI, and

she said well, we’re reading about what you're doing, talk to me. I'm tellingahe she

said you are doing it [RTI]. I did my own research and looked at what it’s like and

thought this is what I'm doing. So | started doing the [blog about RTI], and once I did, |
was in contact with all these people across the country and universitidsiiats that

are doing it.

The principal in this school was powerful and played a strong, directive role inimgnag
the meso and macro influences on the school. The findings suggest in a school with al powerf
principal the micro level buffering of meso and macro information may caheelgmersonnel
to not have access to environmental engagement outside of micro level isitiAswle school

principal for 14 years, she cultivated a reputation throughout the district #sctive school

manger who achieved impressive measurable results in student performance t@ststat
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Coupled with community outreach and winning awards, the principal was able to gighkéyt
decision making controls within the school, remove and replace staff, and negotiate
programmatic changes with district approval after the 2008-09 school year,hehgmtipal
decided certain school leaders were divisive and self-serving and no longailgriacused on
serving the needs of students. The findings presented in this chapter were aqgirtiduct
changes she made during one school year. If this study were conducted in a previougachool
the expression of her power may look different and presented in a different context.
Collaboration at the micro level may seem less hierarchical if the stugycaeducted even one
year prior.

Researchers and scholars promote the importance of collaborative deting
influenced by a strong school leadership (David, 1995; Klecker, 2000). Other studies $wgport t
idea that principals control the decision-making process by initiating th&@aemaking
process, developing members, and guiding the implementation of decisions (Bennis, 1989,
Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2000, Tuten, 2006). The literature supported different degrees of
principal power in school decision making from autocratic to delegating bynieaog principal
power was often manifest along the continuum in response to situational needs. Hostemnd Ta
(2008) described how unilateral decisions are typical when time constraints pirgiubifrom
stakeholders or when higher powers direct administrators to implement a poliogedyre.

This idea was supported through this current study. The principal often felt aoengency

and had a vision that compelled her to make decisions or approve decisions others suggested.
This may have made the principal appear autocratic. According to Andersoaauati&

(1995), those who embraced participatory decision making as a way to empoweivibemse

“have too often balked at using it to empower other constituencies” (p. 233). She did rely on
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others to provide information from which she made decisions. Yet, if time constimihisput

(Hoy & Tarter, 2008) and the faculty feel constant time pressure due to aggliegsiovement

schedules set by NCLB, top-down decision making should be expected. In fact,ttie oree

broader by-product of NCLB. When examining which environmental influences feigeb-

individuals rely on when making decisions, the principal emerged as the dominant factor
Organizational Interaction

Just as Habermas (1984) described individual participation, Mumby (1996) described
organizational participation. According to Mumby, the organizational environmenmatas
easily discernable from other aspects of society. The school existed as apatigathat was
interdependent with other organizational elements in society; in this study ibosnts were
the meso and macro levels. The theoretical ideas expressed by Mumby werbdaosugworted
by this study. The micro (school personnel) and meso (school, district and panezits) |
exchanged information and acted in a reciprocal manner, especially when thistaators
were involved. The SPED teachers and the AP cultivated relationships witlspamd the
district as a means to navigate the complex realm of providing speciatietduc
accommodations. The AP also relied on parents to assist with correcting stondgats/e
behaviors. Parents, likewise, relied on the school to act in the best interest chitdean and
provide strategies to bridge gaps between the home life and the school life.

The interactions among the school-level workers and the parents seemedds exist
pseudo-communication in ways similar to the interactions among teachers anciagtors.
The AP had organizational power and a degree of control of the flow of informatidn. Wit
special education in general, case study research showed student, parent, and teacher

participation in required meetings, such as the yearly review of a stuttehvslualized
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Education Plan (IEP), was devalued through the ways power was focused in hidrarchica
knowledge that used test scores, technical language, and institutional authority texplert
professional knowledge at the top (Anderson, 1998; Ware, 1994). The parents were dependent on
the school representatives to guide them through the process of having their needbesd w
expressed and addressed. Parents “cannot figure out how to get access tarthéonftiney
need to level the playing field for collaborative decision making (Anderson, 1999s$istant
principal described deciding when enough documentation was collected when a [gtent fi
formal complaint about the school’'s accommodation for a special need student.

The teacher leaders and assistant principal had the additional support antprotect
under the umbrella of power of the principal, who could interact with district astnatars if
parents decided to address their concerns at the district level. The assistgrdl@iso had a
working relationship with district administrators. The principal was the esponsible for
addressing school-wide concerns and needs with the district administféithree instances
captured during this study where the principal intervened on behalf of teathesponse to
micro-meso conflict involved a special education case, a grading coandrthe scheduling of
district quarterly assessments. When a parent filed a complaint chdrgiaghool was negligent
in providing services to a student, the principal directly monitored the distesp®nse to the
case as the district monitored her response. She assigned the assmtigai prith collecting
documentation and scheduling meetings, but she assumed the role of writing respalhsds t
the charges levied against the school. When the district English coordinator dinected t
implementation of the ePortflio program, which accounted for up to 80% of students’ English
language grades, the principal engaged in a dialogue with districalsflamd appealed the

implementation. The ISS approached the principal with concerns about the tisting
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schedule. The quarterly tests were administered a week obeforethe quarter ended. The
principal was the sole negotiator to argue for the testing to occur withieleafter the quarter
ended.

The district relied on the school to implement the instructional programs and owitiply
policies to demonstrate the qualities of an effective school system. The sdieoobnethe
district to provide the support and resources to accomplish the shared mission ofdncrease
student achievement. The meso (district) and macro (state) exhibitedracakrelationship in
that the district was the local agency representing the needs and désie vast state network
of educational offices.

In this study, the micro (school personnel) and macro (state, federal, and global)
environments did not seem to exchange information directly. The meso served as the
intermediary between the micro and macro by “filtering” information. Theonjéistrict) and
the macro (federal and global) levels did not engage directly with each Diieestate served as
a macro boundary spanner (Honig, 2006) to convey policies and laws to the districatéhe s
(also of the macro environment) served the function of filtering information federal and
global sources to the district. In this way, both the principal at the micro levelisthet at the
meso, and the state at the macro level served as “boundary spanners” (Honidg3@o0éary
spanners serve the role of brokering “new support relationships and otherwise enable
implementation” of policies, procedures, and programs to improve student learning)(p. 357
Honig (2006) described the struggles meso level leaders faced to adopt support roles.
Historically, the incentives for district level administrators emsasitop-down, command and
control relationships” with schools and not “collaborative decision making” (p. 359). When

faced with high stakes accountability initiatives such as NCLB, distantsto assert control
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over school decisions concerning improved student performance (Honig, 2006). The findings
from this study suggest that although the interaction between the principal tictl Idesders
was frequent and considerate, the district used its authority to interpret anthenpktate and
federal mandates to mandate practices at the school. In the areas wbentaddlity at the
macro level was not direct or required, district representatives functiomediadary spanners
in support roles. This was typically manifested through support for the principal teepurs
professional development opportunities or assign personnel to fulfill additioealwdhin the
school. Data from this study suggested that more than merely acting as arbcpadaer, the
principal played a key role in limiting meso input from the district. For exant@eyrincipal
was the one to intervene to address conflicts with the meso level repigesni&hen the CSS
had difficulty with competing district demands for implementing readiognams, the principal
intervened as the negotiating agent. The principal also authorized the REUStctlal)
curriculum to meet classroom needs. And, she assisted the SPED teacheaimiith ajarity
about testing accommodations for special education students.

The disengagement between micro and macro and meso and macro (at thariddera
global levels) found in this study seemed to propagate some isolationist thinkiogcéesdof
temporary change and adjustment, which is supported by the work of Habermas Y£93i9t
recognizing the influences that the micro, meso, and macro levels have on onecarolineit
the understanding about the motivations of the players within those different enviranments
Absent an understanding of the motivations behind the various influences, including poticies a
programs, school-based decision makers can make decisions that do not addresgsodhiss
can lead to a cycle of temporary adjustments and change. The ISS, for extasplbed a

situation where she had district testing planned and scheduled to present “a fewessohea!’
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in classrooms to assist teacher development. Then “we’ve been told we haveltdhade a
assessments. Anything else we wanted to do [had] to be put on hold because we needn® take
of these first.”

Weick (1976) claimed most researchers make the assumption that one can 'toditlersta
an organization by examining the formal structures, goals, and activigesarfjanization. The
research design for this study implicitly made the same assumption. Téfen@dithat
examining the structures of decision making teams would serve to gain ingigtite structure
of individual thinking and learning during individual decision making. The idea of stracture
existing within and beyond the formal linkages emerged during the course of trehemed
clearly through the coding of the data. Weick argued for the development pizatganal
language to recognize and describe the “loose coupling” of actors, reaaddgchnology,
which exist in addition to the “tight” links of formal systems. Many loose éongglcould be
considered in schools, according to Weick: teachers and materials, or proodssatsames, or
teacher and teacher, or teacher and principal were a few. Weick describexhifests of
loosely coupled systems were situations where multiple means could produce¢hesalts,
where coordination was lacking, where an absence of regulations existed, and Wilghre
degree of connection existed yet feedback was slow. Although the marofestatosely
coupled systems appeared negative, Weick claimed they may benefit orgasibgtallowing
them to temporarily persist through rapid changes in the environment. Looselgdeypiems
may also help improve the sensitivity of organizations to the environment, allow lewet
adaptations and creative solutions, and allow more emancipation by the pasicipant

During the research for this study, evidence of loose-tight coupling eméiged.

principal acknowledged that her school did not operate under the formal modelbztsste-
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leadership “as it used to.” This was a school system and not a system of schoolsick prac
however, she felt each school had different needs, and she had proven she knows how to train
teachers, how to decide on and implement programs and strategies that worked, and, most
importantly, how to get high scores from the students. The principal’s belref finrimal
structures she installed in the school fostered the development of tightlg@dsyptems to
develop. Within those structures, evidence for some loosely coupled systergectoeadjust

to dilemmas at the grade and classroom levels. During the researchgrfgplexindividual Lead
Team members engaged the principal in informal discussions before thal ofeeting times,
during breaks, and after the meetings. In general, the conversations conodsiggebas or
unclear information from the district or issues with a specific student antpdtes area where
the teacher leaders were most vocal during Lead Team meetingstivésstvconstruction and
validity. If test results were low for the school generated tests, telaciuers would analyze test
guestions and offer opinions or factual information when there appeared to be a prohléme wit
test. Usually they discussed the wording of questions or distractors or egtdh@rtening of

tests to question whether the skill or content tested aligned to the pacing ofittidwur The
skill or content being tested may not have been taught before the tegt@rasThe school and
district testing was normalized. Invariably, the principal made a decisloar giving approval

for a proposed solution the member articulated or directing an action from that nvemidie
often required involving other school personnel. Teachers could act within thehmdscri
guidelines to creatively work with students and adjust instructional strategiebieve the
desired results, examined as data by the three formal teams. Tightlgatsyglems existed in
areas guided by goal development and the means to achieve those goals@btheyehi

Loosely coupled systems were evident in the relationship between the school asttitiie di
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concerning the means to achieve district goals, especially when th@arimegotiated program
implementation and when she found a staff member at the district level who ehabled t
principal to have district test scores delivered to her outside of the normalmgperatedure.

In general, the school leaders viewed an absence of regulation or coordination as tamibppor
to act in ways they felt best served the interest of the students and other martieeschool
community. In this way, loose couplings provided the opportunity for decision makingi@and al
decision makers to utilize micro factors in developing their decisions.

Through the coding of the data and throughout the analysis of data for theneestecelat
this study, it appeared there existed an interaction between the individubeanddnization.
The purpose of this study was to situate the individual within the group of an orgamizati
(school) to examine how the individual gained, processed, and used information to create
knowledge and make decisions utilizing the ideas of individual adult learning fronoMezi
(1981), ways to make sense of information from Zack (1998), emancipatory thirdamg f
Habermas (1984), and boundary spanning from Honig (2006). During the course of analysis
what emerged was a less dynamic individual decision-making authority @respramong
school leaders other than the principal than was anticipated. Often, the prvasghe sole
dynamic decision maker and problem solver. In her role as head of the organthatiechpol),
elements of organizational decision making, such as those ideas forwgrdediby (1996),
Flyvbjerg (1999), and Argyris (1976) emerged.

Support for Adult Learning Theory

Mezirow’s Adult Transformational Learning Theory (1981, 1991, 1996, 2000) was the

theoretical construct upon which this study examined individual decision makers as pa

collaborative groups. Figure 1 (from Chapter 1) diagrams Mezirow’s theorfyiahihe actions
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adults use to gather information, make sense of information, gain knowledge, and usslgaowl
to demonstrate competence through actions, resulting in new or altered pezspeesponse to
a dilemmas within an environment. For purposes of this study, Mezirow’s thesrgdaated to

reflect the individual school member situated within a group.

Development

Decision ’Wﬂyoutpm Q> e —— Knowledge

Gain . .
Reintegration
knowledge for of perspective
plar
v g
START
Developmen =
of plgn Disorientating
dilemma
Exploration Self-

of new roles examination
R + ] Knowledge
Recognition Critical ﬁ

of others <':l assessment

Figure 1:Mezirow’s transformation theory (Adapted from Mezirow, 1995)

This study found support for certain aspects of the adult learning theory.
Disorientating dilemmasccurred frequently. With each month’s examination of student
performance data, the Lead Team had the issue of deciding which studeniis mest need of
tiered intervention, which staff would provide the support, and when the support would be
provided. In addition, members of the Lead team, Vertical, 4ngt&de Teams faced a variety
of dilemma contexts throughout the school year, such as program implementatiantiomstt
adjustments, classroom procedures, and facility usage.

During individual interviews, the idea sélf-examinatioremerged. The principal was

observed working through her thoughts through articulated rhetorical questioning aigth throu
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the use of monologues during Lead Team meetings. The ISS listened duringtimgsrer

cues to “write notes” about people and ideas she needed to follow up with as a resudimisiec
from the meetings. The CSS recounted how she thought about her own agenda and tasks to
complete after she reported out her data during the lead Team meetings. ThieeRiTthe

data and suggestions presented during the meetings through her perspectigssasarl
teacher, the impact on time management, and the receptivity of other classacharg to
school-wide decisions. Other team members may have engaged in sefiforeflecing

meetings but it was not evident, although self-reflection is imperative tdaranadion.

Usually, what was observed and what participants described doing afielaéing a
dilemma was to immediately determine what is known about the dilemma. Thealrmaeided
the pace of the data revealed and expressed what she wanted the team tdedyarto
implement the RTI with the students and teachers identified. The use of measatablvas the
most frequent assessment tool chosen. In other instances, inclement weathiagaffudent
attendance, poor test design, loss of instructional time, and teacher capadityetacdeain
curriculum objectives were discussed as possible factors to consider whemrdetecauses of
dilemmas.

Recognition of otherg/as used frequently during team meetings and individual
interviews. Quickly after critically assessing the known factbmita problem, the principal
decided which individuals or team of individuals would be assigned to perform speskisc

Exploration of new roles, development of a plan, and gain knowledge fowplan
observed in teams as being compressed into one stage. Individual interviewslreveale
exploration of new rolesvas little more than recognition of being assigned a task. Individuals

relied on cues from team analysis of dilemmas as a blueprint for a solutioa.Waselittle
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evidence individuals sought alternative plans after the meeting adjournechg3ainivledge
for the plan usually involved formal clarification of information from the tearatings and
informal talks with colleagues to get “suggestions” for strategiesran&nipulating strategies.

Insight into how the participantsed outplans was derived from interview participants
talking about what “needs to be done” rather than from talk about what was don&-Grede
Team members did discuss the struggle to present a geography lesson grtdattediagnose
where the planning failed to connect with student abilities. Through the intertienysrincipal
and the RET discussed using creativity and risk taking with planning as a paithirig gaw
knowledge. For example, the principal constantly explored ways to use personnethothids
provide “pull-out” support to students in addition to the regular school instructional program
She also sought professional development opportunities that would provide the training to the
most teachers with the least amount of intrusion to teachers in the classroamnraaui: The
RET advocated for project-based school-wide activities where students cowuldstiete
knowledge outside of the routine classroom structures. One project involved studermntg digssi
as famous Americans and being stationed throughout the school as a live version efi@arAm
History Wax Museum. The AP, CSS, ISS, and SPED teacher usually relied on thoughtful
planning and then faithfully attempting to implement what was planned with the tamng
they could make adjustments to the order of task completion or delay certairi theksam
member had to respond to an urgent or unpredictable situation. As long as deadlinestwere m
for Lead Team priorities, the principal trusted the judgment of the tebeddars to adjust other
duties.

It was evident from the data tdevelopment of new competen@esl knowledge

factored into the performance of all of the individual participants. Each scherdbymrgs a shift

257



or change in district wide personnel assignments, new or adjusted policies, emdmaso, and
macro level priorities. Each school year requires each individual to developngetencies
during problem solving as a prerequisite to moving through the year. It follows Vedbpled
competencies manifest asw perspectivesnique to the school year and the level being engaged
(micro, meso, or macro). The individuals interviewed expressed a shift in thinkingtlabiout
roles and how to be effective. This was often articulated as goals for thenest gear.
Throughout the year-long study, the instructional leaders (teacher anudsicator
participants) talked about continually changing their practice. The tiwakaddressing a
looming financial dilemma during the school year studied. The principal learned hontittue
supporting students and teachers and getting district approval while rengdmancial
constraints. She described her use of a distinguished school grant to providegmalfessi
development for teachers. The principal used the grant to hire a Kagan programStrane
waited until the trainer was “in town being paid for by special education.p&ideher for a
Saturday and “I personally picked her up at the hotel, brought her here, and took her to the
airport at the end of the workshop so | didn’t have to pay for transportation,” which would have
required additional district approval. The AP developed stronger relationships withrémts of
some of the special education students and learned how to better navigate thepuksiatt
education offices after experiencing a due process hearing. She saawhys growing,
always learning.” The RET learned how to use her role as Lead Team membBcahteam
leader, and a"3Grade Team member to develop power within the school to advocate for
classroom teachers and enlist the principal to negotiate district msaustiateonsidered a
hindrance to effective teaching. She said that she has gained confidence becalyse&dht to

do what'’s best for my children each and every day.” The CSS was new to her pogiien as
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Communications Vertical Team leader. She said, “As the year’s gone ve béan more
concrete with some of my missives, and definitely next year when | malasadel think

they'll [teachers] realize that it's the right decision.” The ISS waw to her positions as ISS and
testing chairperson. She improved her time management skills to adjust to theopéesatiog
while being able to work on teacher development through the classrooms. Shed¢fiact|
definitely had to ask a lot of questions and get clarifications” as a novice in ltesnzs he
SPED teacher worked closely with her collaborating teachers to leanmstenctional strategies
as the school year progressed. Upon reflection, she said she learned “a lotitedttogive
more. She “didn’t do enough to reiterate to my cooperating teachers what tlz speds
students’ disabilities are.” The participants in general not only learnetjust o the changes
developed with each new school year, they also learned how to make improvementotartheir
practice and development. Even when programs and practices remain the same, tinepaper
learning from the practice of implementation from each year informsekieyear. In addition,

the change in faculty membership and the change and growth of the student populatioa alter
educational environment at least once a year. Adjustments, both in practice aed qitapl
necessitate change throughout the school year as well. Informatiolatnirg within the micro
environment and information exchange between the micro, meso, and macro environments
require knowledge attainment that may be in response to information that isrpnokertain,

or ambiguous. The information may also require different levels of the envirotonamgage in
equivocation in order to manage competing interests. This was primarily evidemtstrict
assessments conflicted with school monthly assessments. The school madeeatiustallow

the district testing to remain on schedule.
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Amending the use of Adult Learning Theory as a Decision making Model

Considering adult learning theory in its entirety as a decision making rieodel
individuals in schools, some amendments to the adaptation of Mezirow’s ideas justyfieel
to accommodate the realities of the micro environment in schools. The restgiofuthe Lead
Team, which the principal engaged in prior to the start of the school year examitied sudy
in response to what she referred to as unethical and dysfunctional trends vétteaoher
leaders, created a decision making environment relying on more autogetihen it came to
school-wide decisions. Individual adult transformational learning (diagramiféidure 1) did
occur among individual decision makers in the study, albeit some stages wéestia a
compressed fashion. It is, however, difficult to observe the adult learning proees®n as it
occurs in individual learners. The adult learning theory was complex and cdntaang stages
which are usually not fully revealed without individual reflection afterdjxcle has been
completed. This research suggests to fully articulate how each stagewéldhes manifested in
the decision making process requires some degree of guided reflection falitvidual. Those
studying the micro environment may be challenged to capture how the adult |eacung only
through observation. In addition, the school environment may not lend itself to recognizing a
single dilemma through which the adult learning cycle can be followed through to the
reintegration of perspectives. Transformation learning theory is often usadandiscernable
trauma or, at least, a recognizable life altering event occurs for a péfsiv@ the supposition at
the start of this study was that NCLB was such a trauma to the school environmvastndat
perceived as such at the time of the investigation. Most school workers do not enaatimter s
traumatic or life altering events while performing the daily tassociated with their jobs. This

recognition does not render adult learning as a decision making theory impi@octibaolete.
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During the course of this research, it became evident the principal controlleddheational
structuring and positioned those who she felt shared her vision and values in key lpadershi
roles. The impact was for “group think” to prevail above organizational learning,(187).
The Lead Team members demonstrated a tendency to conform to what each takes ¢odagt
consensus. The Lead Team members, some of whom also served as verticaldeesnviere
deeply involved in a cohesive in-group. Their desire for unanimity subsumed theirtroattea
appraise alternative courses of action without direct or implicit princypgdat to do so.
Adjustments to the adapted adult learning model used as the foundation for thigistuy p
data collection seems necessary to accurately reflect the data devimetid interviews. In
addition, making modifications to the decision making model may make it more appltcable
the school environment.

Rather than starting with a disorientating dilemma, in education envirosinaetsion
making may start with theecognition of a dilemmawhich can be a routine problem or a rare
event, gives direction to the learner. Hadf examinatiostage can be subsumed under the
critical assessmergtage. School based adult learning and decision making occurs at a rapid
pace; examining the learner’s perceptions may emerge with less diffirdudty examining what
is known about the problem as a whole. Téwognition of otherss critical in a school
environment where interaction and involvement with others is unavoidable. As part of
development of a plan, exploration of new roles and gaining knowtedgde subsumed. Using
strategies of strategic planning at this stage may incorporate newheleaitner must explore
and capture the new information gained, which may or may not be transformed intodgewle
yet. Thetried out planshould focus more on recounting what has worked and failed in the past

and compare how past actions are similar or different from those proposed in the plan. The
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individual learner should then articulate what is now known that was not known before the
problem was identified and the cycle of decision making was engaged.
The modifications to Mezirow’s theory for school use is diagrammed in figure 7eFigur

1 provides the original theory for comparison.
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Figure 7:Mezirow’s transformation theory (Adapted from Mezirow, 1995)
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Figure 7: Amendments to Mezirow’s transformation theory adapted for schools

The findings from this study suggest the recommended modifications to the adult
learning theory as a decision making model are guided by the micro envirorsnoegaaized
by the principal. The priorities of the micro environment, which accounts for mesoaand m
influences seems to determine the pace of adult decision making, the resourcesraradiamf
available to gain knowledge, and the involvement individuals have in the decision making
process resulting in exposure to a cycle of learning and new perspectives. Hss jpohdts use
to gather, understand, and use information as knowledge seems to be a local phendh®non ra
than being guided by policies or laws, even one as powerful and encompassinggas NCL

Considering stages of Mezirow’s theory were combined to accuratedgtréfe data
analysis for this study, it may be necessary to consider a more approgeciaterdmaking
model altogether. Argyris and Schon’s theory on congruence and learning mayt thgges

dynamic between espoused theory and theory-in-use demonstrated and exthnutae
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participants. The double-loop model could be applied to the data from this study to déscribe t
principal’s tendency toward autocratic leadership and the teacher-lediggnstions between
what they do and what they say they do. Argyris and Schon (1974) defined espoused theory as
the world view and values people believe their actions are based upon. Theoriesrenthise a
world view and values people imply through the actions they take. Argyris (197@pdayuan
emphasis on double-loop learning, in which the basic assumptions behind views and values are
confronted and processes can be challenged.
Every significant Model Il [double-loop] action is evaluated in terms of thesdeqgr
which it helps the individuals involved generate valid and useful information (including
relevant feelings), solve the problem in a way that it remains solved, and ddvgotwit
reducing the present level of problem solving effectiveness (Argyris, 1976, p 21-22).
The double-loop model contains elements of Habermas’ (1984) emancipatory theory
framed as a decision model. The teacher-leader participants in this ghuelysexi an
understanding of the underlying values the principal acted from. They weargwdllact as
agents of their own hegemony in the service of consensus building and groupthink. fiesteac
interviewed for this study articulated a loyalty to the principal and afiibkt she was the one
held accountable for actions and outputs from the classroom throughout the school. The distric
also began implementing more oversight and controls in the wake of an increase in dse proces
requests with special education and testing irregularities resultethios investigation at other
schools. In addition, fiscal turmoil was leading to job elimination and intensiverpeis
scrutiny from the district through the state’s demands that the district gaitplStandards of
Quiality in terms of staffing allocations. Teachers expressed an understtordimg decisions

the principal made and sympathy for the difficulty of her job. A decision modehtt@porated

a method to identify the disconnect between espoused theory and theory-in-usealadealrti
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the governing values leading to proposed action and strategy may provide insight iatd the

adult learning experienced by the participants in this study.
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f

<
<

Double loop l

Figure 8: Double-loop learning

Implications

The findings from this study offer implications for adult decision makershioass as
they operationalize the micro environment, negotiate environmental influences, einohfas
individual learners in schools who must gather, make sense of, and utilize infornsatien a

transformed into knowledge.

Implications for Decision Making in Schools

This study suggests a principal can wield a great deal of power withsiohbel
environment. The principal has the authority and power to organize workers withiiolo isc
any configuration she chooses with consideration given to contractual protepémsminel
certifications, and fiscal limitations. Explicit power seems to trumpegllity. School leaders
need to reflect on what they are doing through collaborative structuresndéeyo recognize
and be honest when they are using groups to gain input into logistics rather thahdatia
decision making. School leaders should reflect about the issue of who makes dectisions
school and whether teachers, acting as alone or as individuals within a grougyare t

empowered to make and implement decisions and at what level within the schoaktaaehe
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able to make decisions. The ability to structure the organization by allocamgces serves as
a powerful tool to set priorities and guide, or control, decision making through thediléerd
validation of information. A strong, experienced, and powerful principal can set a viesti@amds
prioritize goals, and require outputs from individuals that demand, by default, timedbe use
specific ways. When the powerful principal is seen to be acting in the bessiatef students
and not acting for self promotion, the principal may demand measurable resulterto fos
accountability. The school chosen for this study was nominated by multipledéaateighout
the district as a school that modeled data-driven decision-making throwghvpdr
collaborative teaming from the classroom through the principal leadeestimp After the initial
inquiry with the principal, the school was a compelling site choice becauseaufitsistent and
routine team meetings within a logical school governance frameworks lasgamed through
the construct of this study that with the groups serving as a constant organizatistaict, the
research could delve into the individual participants without much fluctuation in groug.norm
What emerged through this study was that the organizational norms were the faricenigpr
decision making. Although individual participation on teams was high and, in fact, cequire
participatory decision making was limited to classroom level implementafiba.school was
considered productive by school leaders who recommended the school, and it wasyationall
recognized. Teacher turnover was average for the district, and teaehnersften recruited to
promotion to instructional specialists’ positions throughout the district.

With the recognition of principal power, policy makers at the meso and macrortesels
need to challenge the notion that external accountability mandates, such as thekbgtesting

associated with NCLB, are the driving influences on school operating procedures.
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In addition, decision makers may need to consider their actual role in th@decédiing
process and whether they are emancipated workers. Staff members maolbeesd to
problem solve. Yet, reflection should be given to determining if they had a voice in idatgrm
what the problems are and how problems are articulated. Hargreaves (1994 ealeniith of
the participatory reform in schools esntrived collegiality rather than genuine participation.
The work of groups was continual but meaningless and even served as a disciplinieey jorac
normalize individual’s behavior toward institutional goals of increased prodyctivg worker
motivation. In theory, teachers are sapposedo be emancipator thinkers in which they free
themselves from the politicized values of group think. The participants in thisredgot
recognize the distinction between genuine and contrived participation and neaiytbdeélieve
they have more power and more decision making authority than reallydefasteem in the
school.

Some school members may have a disproportionally strong voice in the building
compared to colleagues of equal rank or even compared to supervisors (Gouldner, 1981). The
Regular Education Teacher (RET) was placed in positions of leadership on threeviwking
at the grade, vertical, and building levels within the school. Her leadershipnaieased her
authority and, subsequently, her power within the school, especially as they placeditest
contact with the principal as decisions were formulated. This power spilledtdlaerdastrict
level as her principal selected her to serve on committees, such as the onédoktagbption.

When a principal leads a school for a relatively long time, such as thepptimcthis
study who has been at the helm for 14 years, implications exist concerning atigaaianertia
(Hannen & Freeman, 1984). When a school is moved in a certain direction, it becoreh diffi

to change directions, and there may not be an opportunity or forum to identify iedsang
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needed. There exits the potential for a principal with autocratic tendeénawove a school in
the wrong direction without timely checks and balances in place to ensure gerestibns
occur when needed. There is a fine line between being a strong and effectiyalpaind being
one who engenders fear in workers such that performance is weakened and impi©veme
become stagnate. This study found support for the literature that suggestadipalpuitimately
controlled knowledge and resources in the school “defended administrativerdrijieaved
collaborative groups as “channels for dispensing information, moderatirggsonsi, and
garnering support, not as arenas for redefining roles, sharing power, and maikiyng pol
(Anderson, 1998; Hanson, 1979; Malen & Ogawa, 1988, p. 259; Marshall, 1992). Although there
is a risk of this occurring in this school, the principal mitigates it by demgrmadnsistent
adherence to a programmatic model of school structure while the operdetentd are open for
negotiation. Alternative procedures are welcomed as long as the teachestdy the benefit to
student gains. There is a perception among the participants in this study oftifeaphbeing
willing to listen to any idea that may better the school with the understam@imgtision to act
upon ideas belongs to the principal. This pertains to ideas that impact the émitleosdarge
segments of the school population. Teachers still retained considerabierde@king authority
about instructional strategies at the classroom and grade levels.

Decision makers should consider what information is available, how informatiade m
available, and who makes information available to school members, especially venactimg
among the meso and macro levels. This has implications for how teachers, teatdrsrdad
other school-based decision makers perceive their roles and how principals suppov ies

principal power is strong, there may exist a tendency for teacherddaadergo individual
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learning in support of individual decision making and, instead, subsume their power within a
forum that seeks principal approval.
Implications for Schools Negotiating the Environment

The implications for schools negotiating the meso and macro levels of the eresitonm
concerns the idea of sense making and the practice of opposition. When school leaders engag
the environment, it is usually in a negotiation of the standards for implementing. ddie
findings of this study do not suggest negotiation is synonymous with opposition to policy
external to the school. Rather, school members want to implement policy; the tgitxists
through the interpretation of policy and how it is meant to be operationalized.

Micro level agents act to “construct ideas about state and national star@&oitlahe et
al., 2002, p. 419). When the school members misinterpret policymakers’ intent, the
implementation will likely fail. Implementation fails not because “imnpdmting agents reject”
the ideas within the policy “but because they understand them differently” (p. 419hpFhe
down nature of the educational environment is echoed in the “top-down nature of
comprehension” where expectations “influence perception and guide the intespreta
ambiguous events” (Spillane et al., 2004, p. 398). When uncertainty or equivocality occurred, the
principal was in the position to attempt to oppose district level programs sherelhete
productive for the school. She knew district administrators, and they knew her. Sheeprasent
case to district decision makers requesting exemption of certain pragmemientation in the
school. She touted the school’'s high SOL test scores and the many awards the school has been
recognized with. By having success and by being powerful, she managed to ptduentra

of the first-grade district programs form being implemented at the school.
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In this study, sense making as an adult learning process was evident when the
administrators and the SPED teacher sought understanding and clarificatioapsmoait
education policy and procedures as it flowed from the federal law to the stdteglisttict, and
then to the school. The district retained the authority to strengthen regutatioffisr
interpretations when the policy or law was not clear. For example, the SRtfHertgaestioned
her appointment as a case manager for Section 504 plans. Section 504 plans derive from the
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Section_504 of the Rehabilitation) Aeind are usually

approved for students with limiting medical conditions for which school-level acodaimons
are deemed appropriate. Although Section 504 plans are subsumed under speciaheth®ati
do not require a certified special education teacher as a case manatgertsmifted education.
The district agreed with the SPED teacher although the policy was notlobesgihaw Section
504 plans were to be managed. Another area where sense making was revealdu Wees i
fund allocation and reporting. The ISS and the principal were primarily involved wiighl Ti
concerns. The principal had to learn how she could add staff under Title | providienSS
had to learn how to compile information required for reports requested from thet distbiehalf
of the state and federal governments. She had to learn which district leaders tsauseessfor
information, which information was reliable, and how to transfer the informatioresbved to
the school to capture the correct data in the correct way.

When school members engage the environmental levels, a fundamental requiréonent is
the decision maker to be able to recognize inconsistencies in information and ineesgrui
details in the context of relevant structures in order to determine what viekpestations and

what requires restructuring existing knowledge. In other words, the school m&mobéd have
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direct access to meso and macro information in order to see new ideas as indeathaethan
meso and macro information filtered into existing and familiar structubesseTstructures may
actually be an obstacle to implementation (Smith et al., 1993; Spillane & CalR0Q0; Strike
& Posner, 1985). In addition, teachers are demanded to work faster rather thamamelflec
respond as professionals (Hargreaves, 1994), which further inhibits their capadégtify and
address knowledge attainment needs and problems.

Even when teacher leaders have access to information, they may not be compelled t
restructure knowledge or act on existing knowledge if it conflicts with theesand views of
the principal. In addition, teachers who aspire to become administrators rhiaglwihternalize
false ideologies and serve as agents to their own hegemony if they perncaite@atic leader
to be successful and a model administrator. In doing so, they may serve a role ammgiand
reproducing power structures that may perpetuate inequity among tedcliacs, this tendency
could be why substantial school reform has been elusive. Reform effortdyat strong
building leaders may, in fact, engender a type of disabling group think if schdeldesre kept
in their positions too long.

The implication for states is the need to be aware of how policy is interpreted a
manipulated at the district level. When state policy is filtered to schoolsyibnmaay or not be
perceived as out of context and thus seen as ambiguous or unclear. When this occurs, school
leaders may feel at liberty to provide an interpretation that situsgsoticy in familiar terms
and structures. The district faces the implication of uncertainty. Ditaders may need to
ensure the policy articulated from the state is operationalized in schoolgsrthaaallow
flexibility for unique school-based contexts, yet remains in compliantetirgt mandates. Any

policy based on an interpretation of macro policy by the district creates anurpiydiar
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schools to question, negotiate, or resist. The implication for principals is theoneethformed
enough to know what is direct, immutable macro policy and what is interpreted dhgttin.
Then principals need to know what authority and power they have to negotiate or resist.
Principals with little power or little knowledge face the prospect of egpeing an uncontested
flow of information into the school and no means to counter the flow in with a flow of
information out to the district. The implication for teachers relies heanilye ability of the
principal to work with the district and to protect the integrity of instructional prnagira

The findings from this study are a function of the topics discussed as getroatro
environment through the meso and into the micro realm. There is scant (but enougigesvide
the data from this study to suggest if only micro level (as opposed to school lev@rdewere
examined, more emancipatory thinking would emerge. The teachers in thisvetedy
intelligent professionals who knew the limits of their influence over school-witlside, yet
knew when and how to question their individual practice and use of resources and shifls. If
study were removed from the context of school level groups designed to implemeiiltdfie w
the Lead Team as envisioned by the principal, more evidence of individual leaapagitg
building, and questioning of organizational power structures may emerge. The padicipa
highly regarded the principal as a thoughtful, considerate thinker who strived to batbest
information and make the best decisions. When the decisions did not require reporting out to the
district or state, she seemed willing to allow the teacher leaders to pretisrand handle the
work associated with their jobs.

Implications for the Application of Theory in Schools
When applying theory to a sector or institution, such as education or learning, it should

be understood that the application may have merit for accounting for patternsiralesghse.
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When attempting to apply theoretical constructs to a specific sector, sadtlagol, the norms
and rules may limit the ability of the researcher to aggregate datafQid 1998). The
reliance on institutional theory may cause the results to be “determirostisiig chiefly or
exclusively on how institutional context shapes human agency” (Spillane et al., 200R, Wei
1995). An institutional application may ignore how individuals make sense of the environment
and determine outcomes.

The use of adult learning theory as a model for examining individual decision making
enabled the data collection to be thorough and inclusive. Without adapting the theaméod
in a specific organizational structure, the theory may constrict the applicditdata to analytic
methods if it does not consider the realities of school life and the practgalfitiaily decision
making in a school. In other words, to maximize the data collection through application of
theory, the theoretical construct should be adaptable to school-specific atigenstructures.
The leadership style of principals, the experience level of the staff, and thamsaggsed to
drive the instructional program may impact which parts of the theory areiopataed in a

school and how the theory serves the research methodology.

Discussion of Methodology

Theoretical Foundation

Mezirow’s transformation adult learning theory (1981, 1991, 2000) was adapted as a lens
through which to view decision making. The school that served as the research site had
instructional leaders on staff who were new to their positions during the 2009-2010 s&rool y
or who were still in novice years of professional growth (1-3 years). Aduftdesahave a
different history of experience than children. They not only have their persaelilres, but

they have complex social and work histories that contribute to how lived experience is

273



understood and constructed into reality. The new perspectives that adults geim iare

reflection and negotiation of contested meanings (Mezirow, 1981).

This study revealed that adult learning may not be a useful model to exadiieual
decision making in a school. The primary tenet of Mezirow’s transformatieasaling as a
process for decision making hinged on the existence of a distinct tra@xgaicence from
which knowledge acquisition and utilization can be traced and followed. In this dtady, t
experience the principal had with uncooperative team members during the pretimoisysar
approximates this criteria, but no other distinct reactions to the traumatioftg@®rientating
dilemma was found among the other participants. When conceiving this study aissuased
NCLB would serve as the disorientating dilemma that was the underpinning taisierde
actions and outputs of micro level workers. This was not the case. In addition, adulglear
theory relies on the capacity of the learner to have a strong level of entimmciparder to
recognize alternatives and devise solutions. This study found the school leadigrapdsteither
did not have emancipation or willingly became agents of their own hegemony. Aduilhdear
theory also relies on the participants to engage in deep reflection to mxtdmnsource of the
dilemma. The participants in this study seemed to agree with the value ohitipgras the
final decision maker and the one ultimately responsible for all outcomes &tbhemom and
school levels.

A more appropriate model for future studies in this area may be one based on Vroom and
Yetton’s (1973) Normative Model for decision making. While Mezirow's thestyaised on
conflict resulting from dilemmas, Vroom and Yetton focus on the ways collaboraigia e
within an organization. Utilizing five decision procedures basedeeaision qualitywhich is the

selection of the best alternative, atetision acceptanc¢evhich is the degree to which followers
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accept a decision made by the leader. When decision quality is more importhers tgpically
focus on decision acceptance (1973).

This study suggested principals direct decision making more than teachers thimi or wa
to admit. Even in a school considered to foster a strong collaborative environment, the
collaboration most likely does not occur as frequently as those internal anthetaghe school
perceive. In addition, the collaboration that exists will likely occuhatctassroom level and not

be employed when school-wide decisions need to be addressed.

Structure of the Study

This ambitious study attempted to capture the full range of learning arsibdetiaking
operationalized by an engagement with the entire educational environment teervdatgree it
would be possible to uncover. In the specific research school site decision making ass not
much of a dynamic, intensive, or contentious process as theorized (Meziroy, 2000

The process individual adult decision makers within the school environment used to
gather, understand, and utilize information as knowledge was examined througtiandeci
making model adapted from Mezirow’s adult learning theory (1981, 1991, 1996, 1997, 2000).
Group observations and individual interviews were used to capture the process. In a school,
however, the type of “disorientating dilemma” usually associated with a @rautife-altering
event that Mezirow studied does not often manifest through structured groups dueihgjedh
meetings to cover an agenda. The methodological implication is the need for amamoliieyof
how dilemmas arise in schools and devise a protocol to identify appointed and de facbo decisi
makers. In addition, methods would need to be developed to allow participants to distinguish

dilemmas leading to transformation, which is learning that builds capacitjutst & new
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realities (Mezirow, 1996,1997) versus dilemmas leading to task completion usstiggexi
knowledge.

The concept of decision making was operationalized in this study through observing
collaborative teams and interviewing team members after meetingsiddbanaking was
considered as being integrated with adult learning. The decision making thedfputhis
study (based on adult learning) was not designed to explore routine decisions indivakels m
that did not lead to acquired knowledge and new perspective. The implication was for the
interview protocol to help the individual participant distinguish between decisions nithde w
existing knowledge and through familiar structures as opposed to decisions whedavilaal
was required to gain capacity to adjust to new realities.

The educational environment is defined by this study as the micro (school pgrsonne
meso (school, district, parents, community) and macro (state, federal, andl glotoas which
influence individuals as they acquire knowledge and make decisions. With micro level
participants being the ones interviewed, research structures wenedeguiategorize which
interactions constituted engagements external to the school. In addition, informatied te be
identified as micro, meso, or macro generated and any manipulation or intevpretabat
information when used in the decision making process needed to be noted.

The school had an established, stable, effective, and organized decision making forum
The principal had a firm and clear vision for what would and would not be considered when
making school-wide decisions according to data gathered from observations aneviste

The three groups selected for this research were selected in part bechagwiotipal's
engagement with them and in an attempt to operationalize decision making forghishes

study.
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Perhaps a study that shifted more to an examination of adult learning magVvealea
how the instructional leaders talk themselves through critical moments wherekigevis

created, new perspective is gained, and decisions develop from such a tratisform

Recommendations

Practice
As a matter of practice, education leaders (micro, meso, and macro) shraittec the

complexity of adult learning. It requires time for adult members of a sohoodke sense of
information and transform information into knowledge that increases the cajoaditglividuals
to address problems. In addition, not all school members receive the same informigaaiver
the same information at the same time. At the micro level, building leaders sloogider the
impact of time constraints on the instructional staff and devise organizatiutalises that
promote and build norms of creativity and pedagogical exploration into the fewest mfmber
meetings.

Principals, in particular, need to be cognizant of the appointed leaders Wersiesfacto
leaders within the school. The Regular Education Teacher (RET) in thisveasdyot the
appointed leader for thé’sGrade Team; however, she led the team in many ways because her
leadership on a vertical team and her membership on the Lead Team provided heresghac
information and insight into the thinking of the principal that the other grade levehteambers
relied upon. Principals should ensure they meet with appointed leaders and tasaitherse |
with specific, measurable objectives and require them to report directiywbpats with input
and output data. De facto leaders should be openly acknowledged by the principal. The

knowledge that school leaders function in positions other than as administrators should be
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transparent. Administrators should make it clear they rely on teachers axgmpxpertise and
experience to assist with decision making and supervisory responsibilities.

Micro level leaders should also consider the allocation of authority and power. The
principal in this study was a charismatic, experienced, and powerful |&sedeveloped a
vision for the school, developed the school’s organization structure, and chose the student
intervention model which served as the underpinning to the instructional program. Yat she
not act on behalf of self-promotion. She worked with her team to develop goals based on her
vision and gave voice to those who were in the best positions to achieve the goals. &tk foste
leadership through the Instructional Skills Specialist (ISS), the Conaation Skills Specialist
(CSS), and the Regular Education Teacher (RET) by encouraging them to dcalbofohe
school administration. Unless principals desire autocratic rule as ampemtrieadership style,
they should engage in reflective activities and training which promote empgveehool
workers with decision making beyond their defined positions. School workers should assist wi
defining and adjusting organizational models in the school, and they should origotdéspr
identification and solving. In situations where risk taking is appropriate, prisspalld
monitor the decision making process of individuals and allow plans to bééfieckintervening
with suggestions. Suggestions should be discussed if some degree of failure is eeghefi@sc
would foster creativity and learning in the school’s adult population.

Meso and macro leaders should also encourage school leaders to develop leadership
among teachers specific to the school’'s needs and goals. District sdlesiden this study
usually transmitted information to principals and allowed them to disseminatéhé staff. This
resulted in the principal deciding on the information to release to the staff,raqdired

teachers to rely on the principal to transmit information they may be wéotirigcontent
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coordinators at the district level did not send information directly to teachstdacDieaders and
state, federal, and global leaders should be transparent when appropriate andhepéelivety
of non-secure, non-confidential information directly to those employed in school anavitiose
children enrolled in schools because the principal need not be the information rdsanvoi
which the staff must rely to gain the knowledge related to their jobs. A widsamdiisation of
factual information may reduce confusion and prevent conflicts from escalatiagdition,
meso and macro leaders should examine programs and policies related to devetigimy de
makers in schools.

Meso and macro leaders should serve as boundary spanners (Honig, 2006) to support the
collaborative implementation of policy. In doing so, meso and macro leaders should develop
structures to recognize inconsistencies in information, how information is understdad)at
individuals need to develop knowledge and decision making capacity (Spillane et al, 2002),
especially if information was more widely distributed and not filtered thrauglbailding
principals primarily. Coburn (2001) described how educators in different groups thighsame
school understood, or made sense, of the same policy message in different waymdies
macro leaders should consider the individual when transmitting policy andpassigpals with

the transfer of policy directives in school specific ways.

Policy
Micro level school leaders should take initiative to formally addressuhes” that
hinder school members from acting in productive and efficient ways. The REIE study
learned how to avoid following certain district mandates for pacing and impldroarda
curriculum as a means to accomplishing necessary work directly leadtouglémismastery of

social studies content. Principals, assistant principals, and team |daalddsigilize adult
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learning theory operationalized through decision making to identify when [gohciech
represent a system of practices, are out of context or incongruent with the imisaiumiijectives
of the school member. Policy is less likely to be rejected when it is groumdleel curriculum
students study, allots for time for teachers to implement, and spans muhiglesthns of the
practice of teaching (Cohen & Hill, 2000). School leaders should resist mgj@ctiicy and,
instead, work with district leaders to negotiate the interpretation and adpistto policy.

The meso level leaders at the district level should consider methods to Seouadary
spanners (Honig, 2006) to seek, gather, and consider the impact meso leveiangehave on
micro level members. Although site-based management was no longer a districatigaaii
model, some policies should be considered by the district which would allow all sciuterisle
(not only those with high test scores) to recommend programs, interventionietiaed
personnel requirements to the district. The district should avoid succumbing to aesfitssill
approach. Principals should not have to rely on positions of power to “fight” for or against
programs as was the case in this study.

Meso and macro level leaders should also consider taking more of a leadership role in
promoting professional development for micro members in the area of environmemtaiessa
School staff may not have direct exposure to the processes and information quedmgnd
macro policy making. They may not understand the interaction among micro, meso.cand ma
level influences. Much of the information circulated throughout the school studied for this
research was filtered and packaged by the principal. Other school membedsusttauttand

where that information comes from and how it is transformed through the thrke leve
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Research

Recommendations for future research would be to use the broad data presented through
this study as a basis to continue talking to instructional leaders about tneatsboal learning.
The decision making theory (adapted from Mezirow’s Adult Transformaticeeining Theory)
utilized in this study was amended in response to the findings. Using the revissy filteire
researchers should consider conducting research with educators at a setfpotsitievel) to
test the operational ability and practicality of using learning theog/faundation for individual
decision making in schools. Using the understanding of the micro, meso, and macro
environments and the nature of communication and decision making in a school as a foundation,
future researchers could isolate adult learning as a part of the decisiony padgess. Using a
narrative approach and repeating the methods described in this study is esxtsdnAnother
round of interviews could include those instructional leaders who have one to thiee year
experience in their current positions. Interviewing educators during the retage of their
careers may provide additional insight into what transformational learningllkeksr decision
makers.

An additional recommendation is to consider another decision making model altogether
Argyris and Schon’s theory on congruence and learning may suggest thedetangen
espoused theory and theory-in-use demonstrated and articulated by the pgsticijee double-
loop model could be applied to the data from this study to describe the principal’s tendency
toward autocratic leadership and the teacher-leaders’ distinctionsepetvhat they do and what
they say they do.

Conducting more interviews would continue to broaden the sample. Other teachers

working in different schools in different districts in different parts of thent¢ry would produce
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different experiences. In addition, studying other informal or formal teambers within a
school as they engage environmental influences outside of direct influencecgigrpower
may lead to exploration of other characteristics of adult learning andafemsiking. Also,
studying a site for more than one school year may be a method future reseznglituse to
guide respondents through their decision making process.
Another recommendation is to narrow the research questions to examine if and to what
extent the micro environment drives decision making. This study was concerhdwwit
individuals gain and manage knowledge across the micro, meso, and macro environmagts. It m

be useful to determine what decisions are made at schools within the micro leagl.dom

Concluding Remarks

The design of this study influenced the research findings. This study wagsotieward
uncovering human experience. The primary concern was exploring human subjedtieity. T
teachers and administrators, who are still teachers, all spoke of the imspavfaheir work in
educating children. They also mentioned the struggles and rewards expkdastticey learn to
navigate and negotiate the educational systems. By and large, the pagticighist study saw
themselves as lifelong learners, who are never quite comfortable with taet@iate of their
knowledge.

They see their own knowledge and learning as tools of influence. In the school
environment studied here, information and power carried tremendous weight to gettisng ide
discussed and actionable decisions made. The participants in this study madscaaronn
between adult intellectual growth and student performance. It becamefdhaglia order to
increase student performance adult capacity must be expanded. This was@déeaotisough

the principal’s focus on professional development, the work of the AP to manage the building

282



while the principal engaged a variety of school teams and lead the special edecatienst and
program to ensure the success of students with disabilities, the work of the ISSde provi
proper testing environment for the students and model lessons to work with teachers in the
classroom, the work of the CSS to develop reliable and valid school-based montlisnasses

for students that also inform teachers about the students to focus intervention suppastkt

of the SPED teacher to educate her regular education collaborative teachetsabmlividual
needs of special education students, and the work of the RET to represent the classis@h nee
students and teachers as the only classroom teacher to serve on the Lead Team.

The educational environment is a dynamic and complex set of systems. Eaen at e
the three levels (the micro, the meso, and the macro) there exist muligpleal levels
operationalized by people who gather, understand, and use information differently and a
different times. Decision making in schools may manifest as the output fraabamaitive teams,
yet decision making is an individual construct. School groups, after all, apgisethof
individuals who come together to attempt to build consensus for ideas.

Collaboration has repeatedly emerged as a productive response to a world in which in

which problems are unpredictable, solutions are unclear, and demands and exgectati

are intensifying (Hargreaves, 1994, p. 245).

In the reality of school life, not all group members may have the same infamirthe
same capacity to make sense of information, or the same power with whichriousation as
knowledge to influence decision making. The influences from entities outside of the, sciobol
as parents, the district, the state, federal agencies, and globad famtointo the school at
varying rates and with varying clarity.

This study challenges the idea that participation in decision making nélgeisaaslates

into participatory decision making. Shared governance may not result incgighparticipation
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in decision making. It may result in contrived collegiality (Hargreaves, 199dl)create control
mechanism for school or district leaders over teachers (Anderson & Grinbelg [h@®8duals

may contribute to building collective knowledge in important ways. They may not, hgweve
empowered to make decisions without the validation and support from a higher power source.
The school examined for this study was considered a highly successful schtedcher
empowerment and distributive leadership were not hallmarks of the organizational mode
devised and controlled by the principal.

Educators experience growth and impact performance without necebsardydecision
makers. While the prevailing literature tends to equate teacher cap#higchool-based
decision making, the findings from this study suggest teacher capacity anopdeset does not
necessarily have to be linked with school-based decision making, but it can also Helpowe
terms of student outcomes. This brings into question whether workers must be and ewen can b
emancipated to be effective (Habermas, 1987). If it is accepted that entaryoiparkers
challenge “tacit assumptions of discursive practices and power relatiorder to exert more
control over their everyday lives" as a form of empowerment (Kincheloe, 2068)tdachers
must be able to engage in “authentic participation” (Anderson, 1998).

The discourse of participation has “been used to promote a variety of — often
contradictory — social policies used as a cover term for institutional arranggmmanagement
uses to “support an inequitable status quo” (Anderson, 1998, p. 587). There is evidence in this
study and in organizational theory suggesting the institutional goals membeinto are
determined elsewhere, are the product of a leader’s vision, or are embeddedahmnyssen
statements. Participation is not necessarily used to “create or ¢gieafjeals but to incorporate

members into existing ones” (Anderson, 1998). When teachers participate inewuadro-
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decision-making structures, they may believe they are participataiuities to control their
environment in a “climate of distrust of large public bureaucracies” (Anderson,. 19983t,
they may be contributing tegitimating rituals(Meyer & Rowan, 1977) to make the school
appear responsive, democratic, and current with trends in the business sector.

Perhaps it is part of administrators’ responsibility to lead teachecseptance of
agreements “to put aside differences and conflicts and rally to commoi @oatshall, 1992).
When schools rely on collective agreements, administrators are taskeatchidstrating the
continued belief in those agreements (Anderson, 1990; Marshall, 1992). The postmodern world
is fast, compressed, complex, and uncertain. As districts and schools atterapbial it® these
realities by introducing a myriad of policies and dictate use of time, d¢hle @ teachers is
intensified as they are held more accountable to school officials and the pubdjoe@vas,
1994). Administrators are compelled to be skilled at managing meetings, “nadimguymbols,
and limiting the diffusion of awareness of the conflicts and dilemma that rageinay-to-day
realities” (Marshall, 1992).

Individuals in schools may not be the authentic participants they believe thesriedbee
or a democratic society wishes them to be, because traditional bureacanéiods prevent them
from engaging in institutional structures as a way to be freed from thastustss. This study
sheds light on the idea that teachers can be effective deliverers of edtcatddren and find
avenues to act on individual values within the educational environment even when tightly
controlled. More importantly, this study suggests school leaders may belig\a¢hfestering
genuine collaboration, when, in fact, they are in collusion to increase the powerinadbm
groups at the expense of individual power. This study did not explore, nor attempt to, discuss

this was good or bad or right or wrong. There should, at least, be an understanding ofcthe micr
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politics existing in schools and encourage educators to seek methods to identitycatatea
how environmental knowledge and power is created, gained, transferred, and used in school

decision making.
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Appendix A

Invitation to Potential Study Participants
(via e-mail)

You are invited to take part in a research study being conducted by Louis MAag®ctoral
candidate at The George Washington University Department of Educdteadership.

As a member of a decision making team at **** **** Elementary, you are beikgdg you
want to take part in this study, which will examine how collaborative decision growo® i
school engage and negotiate the educational environment in order to render deaiions. Y
participation is voluntary and your decision to participate or not will not afteatemployment
status in any way.

If you choose to take part in this study, recordings of your contributions at yulareecision
group meetings will be transcribed and integrated into the research datailMmuiinterviewed
after each observation (for about 45 minutes).

Your identifiable information will not be transcribed or published. If you would likeemor
information before you make your decision please feel free to respond to thilsog-pie@ne me
at (757) 641-3027.

| will be attending a regularly scheduled meeting of your decisionfrgakioup to introduce the
study and answer questions. At that time, | will give you an informatior diseeissing details
of the study. After the meeting, | will contact you to ask for your consent taipatgé in the
study, which you would give by email.

Thank you,
Louis D’Angelo
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Appendix B

Information/Consent Form

How a collaborative decision group negotiates environmental influences on s decision
making

GW IRB number: 060947

Principal Investigator: Dr. Virginia Roach/Telephone number: 202-9943094
Sub-Investigator: Louis D’Angelo/Telephone number: 757-641-3027

1) Introduction

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dmi¥iRpactof the
Department of Educational Leadership, George Washington University (GWkingTzart in
this research is entirely voluntary.

2) Why is this study being done?

You are being asked to take part in this study because of your membership on a standing
decision making team at **** **** Elementary. The purpose of this study is to study how
collaborative decision groups in one school engage and negotiate the educational environment i
order to render decisions.

The research will be conducted at the following location(s): **** **** Elementarip@&d. A
total of approximately 10 participants at one institution will be asked to takanphi$ study.
You will be one of approximately 10 participants to be asked to take part at thisrioca

3) What is involved in this study?

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be observed and voice-recordedtinggira
your decision group, you will be interviewed and voice-recorded separatefyriaately (for
about 45 minutes. The research will be conducted from August 2009 until December 2009.

4) What are the risks of participating in this study?

Possible risks and discomforts you could experience during this study include:

There are no physical risks associated with this study. Every effort wilklde to keep your
information confidential, however, this cannot be guaranteed. Some of the questionisasie wi
you as part of this study may make you feel uncomfortable. You may refuseneraany of the
guestions and you may take a break at any time during the study. You may stop your
participation in this study at any time.

5) Are there benefits to taking part in this study?

You will not benefit directly from your participation in the study. The ben#ditcience and
humankind that might result from this study are gaining unique insight into how a decipn g
selects and uses environmental influences to manage knowledge and render deatsiondet
actions.

6) What are my options?
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You do not have to participate in this study if you do not warhould you decide to
participate and later change your mind, you can do so at anytime.

7) Will I receive payment for being in this study?
You will not be paid for taking part in this study

8) Can | be taken off the study?

The investigator can decide to withdraw you from the study at any time. You coukkheth
the study for reasons related solely to you (for example, not following stladgerelirections
from the Investigator) or because the entire study is stopped.

9) How will my privacy be protected?

If results of this research study are reported in journals or at scien&étings, the people who
participated in this study will not be named or identified. GW will not releageérmation
about your research involvement without your written permission, unless requited. ol
control the risk for breaching confidentiality, the transcribed recordingdeititify speakers as
"Speaker A," "Speaker B." etc. The protection of human subjects was etisunegh the IRB
process. All data collected were stored in a locked file cabinet with anyfydemninformation
stored in a separate file and separate drawer in the cabinet. The colbegékierece is the focus
of this study; therefore, the use of personal subject information is not needed nor used.

10) Problems or Questions

The Office of Human Research of George Washington University, at telephobem(22)
994-2715, can provide further information about your rights as a research parti€ipaunt.
think you have been harmed in this study, you report this to the Principal Investigttisr
study. Further information regarding this study may be obtained by contBetiMyginia
Roach, dissertation committee chair, at telephone number (202) 994-3094.

*Please keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again.

If you agree to participate in this study, please sign below:

11) Documentation of Informed Consent

| understand the information printed on this form. | have discussed this studykstans
potential benefits, and my other choices with Louis D’Angelo. My questions kava been
answered. My signature below indicates my willingness to participatesisttidy and my
understanding that | can withdraw at any time.

Subject’s Name (printed) and Signature Date

Name (printed) and Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date

Principal Investigator's Signature Date
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Appendix C

Interview Protocol: Individual

8.

9.

Would you tell me about a time you made a decision as part of a group.

Would you describe the process the group used to make that decision.

What do you consider effective group decision making?

Would you describe what you consider in general to be your decision making auwdkority
part of that group.

When you make a decision as part of a group what goes through your mind? What factors
do you consider?

What factors constrain your decision making?

How does the group treat input from outside of the school? What form does that input
come in?

How do you treat input from outside of the school? What form does that input come in?

Describe the importance of selection of members of the group?

10.How does the group handle conflict?

11.How do you handle conflict within the group?

12.1s there anything you would like to add about group decision making or your role in it?
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Appendix D

Group Observation Protocol (first contact)

1. The observation occurs with a naturally scheduled meeting of the group.

2. Before the meeting begins, the researcher reviews the following pkataceach
member of the group receives an information/consent form and the researchslesign i
explained, (b) questions from the sample frame members are answered \writiady
researcher; the invitation to submit questions through e-mail is provided, (c) those w
are comfortable signing the information/consent form are invited to do so.

3. The researcher may obtain consent from the building principal to attend meetings, but t
first meeting is not recorded unless all members sign and turn in the informatieent
form

4. Within an hour after the meeting, the researcher will reflect a suynwh#ine process and
the issues discussed

5. The participants will have an opportunity to clarify or add details for theiaffecord
for any recorded meetings where a transcript is developed.

6. The participants will be reminded of the protection of their identity. Any membbeof t
group may request to have the recorder turned off at any time.

7. The summary of the observation will identify speakers by their job title to protect

participant identity.

Group Observation Protocol (subsequent contacts)

1. The observation occurs with a naturally scheduled meeting of the group.
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. The researcher makes minimal contact, sets up the recorder, and relies ondsue w

signaling the meeting is beginning from the group leader.

. Within an hour after the observation, a reflective memo will be written.

. The participants will have an opportunity to clarify or add details for theialffiecord

for any recorded meetings where a transcript is developed.

. The participants will be reminded of the protection of their identity. Any membbeof t
group may request to have the recorder turned off at any time.

. The summary of the observation will identify speakers by their job title to protec

participant identity.
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Appendix E

Document Review

For each document collected from the lead, vertical, and grade-level teafofipthieg
document was used for coding purposes.

Document Name:

Type:

Date:

Origin:

Brief description of contents:
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