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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the effects of a widely@zhted organizational reform for
secondary schools, the small school model, ondheative efficacy beliefs of teachers.
Using social cognitive theory, a theoretical mogak developed linking the communal
structure of the small schools model to the calectfficacy beliefs of teachers. The
case study was conducted at a suburban high schtiwd northeastern United States
which operated under a grade-level house systeased&ch was gathered through
administration of a 21-item survey and extensives@eal interviews. Initial survey data
indicated a strong sense of collective efficacydigeiwhich was confirmed through the
interview process. Themes that emerged as cotfitriptactors to the collective efficacy
beliefs included: house design, professional legysommunities (pods),
leadership/planning, faculty disposition, advissiyucture, physical plant/facility,
community, and student body. Results indicatedsthall schools model is linked to
high collective efficacy beliefs. The house sysmmavided the initial structural
framework for downsizing; however, it was the surtiveaefforts of several factors that
produced the collaborative culture and positivenalie embodying the highly efficacious

organization.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Educators and policymakers are scrutinizing thstieg institutional metaphors
that characterize our high schools; the “shoppiadm‘assembly-line”, and “factory”
models are being challenged in response to themustate of our schools. Large
comprehensive high schools have been criticizethi&r impersonal structures,
fragmented curriculums, segregated and unequatgmogptions, and inability to
respond effectively to various student needs (Begk, & Smith, 1993). Thus, national
and state agendas have increasingly turned towawdsizing as a fundamental notion
driving high school reform initiatives. As Georged McEwin (1999) reflected,
secondary education in the United States has uoderg great deal of change in the last
half of the 28 century; the first wave transformed lower secopdatucation (middle
schools), and now profound change has reacheddghesbhool level. Itis in this arena
ripe for change that reform-minded educators hamwsdrded their ideas for restructuring
and downsizing the comprehensive high school.

The small school models are designed to breakatige comprehensive high
school into two or more subunits within the larggisting school facility. There is a
strong and growing belief, grounded in researdit, tbr contemporary America the
smaller environment offers a more productive, safere secure learning environment
for both students and teachers. The restructumiogement suggests a fundamental shift
toward a communal organizational model (Lee & Spi#05). Supovitz (2002)
reported, “many reforms today, including the srsalools movement, are based on the

theory that organizing schools into smaller edwaceti environments will help to build



more collaborative and collegial communities ofttesrs” (p. 1591). Communal
organizations typically emphasize shared respditgibar work, shared commitment to
a common set of goals, lateral communication, ameéetations and behavior framed by
greater personalization and individual discretioeg( & Smith, 1995). Through these
smaller group structures, reformers believe teacbt@n develop more collaborative and
collegial communities, called communities of instranal practice. In communities of
instructional practice, teachers not only maxintiegr collective knowledge and skills
but also facilitate their learning of new knowledgel skills because adult learning is as
much, if not more, of a group activity than it isiadividual act (Supovitz, 2002). Thus,
reorganizing high schools into smaller communitiepractice may inherently provide a
collegial and communal support for the work of teag and learning (Oxley, 1997).
Considerable efforts have been undertaken to aisesslative effects of school
size in various arenas. Lee and Smith (1995, 1@®niified two overarching strands in
school size research, one sociological, the otb@n@mic. The sociological strand
examined the influence of school size on orgaropati properties, particularly the
bureaucratic and communal structures. The econstraod dealt with the efficiency
and cost associated with school size. Examinihgacsize through these lenses
produces inconsistent conclusions regarding whghtaonstitute the ideal school size.
The efficiency/economic argument suggests beniedits increased size, whereas the
organizational/sociological argument favors smallghools. As a result, educators have
explored high school models that replicate theitjgaland advantages of a small school,
while maintaining financial efficiency and fisc&sponsibility. Ultimately, several

downsizing models have emerged that utilize theteyg physical structures built for



large comprehensive high schools, including: hqalaes, schools-within-schools, career
academies, and clusters.

The critical aim of these downsizing initiativega@senhance student achievement
by creating more socially supportive and acadenyicahesive school environments
(Oxley, 1997). Again, research connecting smdibst initiatives to student
achievement, student and teacher attitudes analsclmate has produced at best mixed
results. Lee, Bryk, and Smith (1993) summarirexidrevious research on school size
and concluded that the effects on students weseindirect. In other words, size could
influence the economic, academic, or social orgaitn of high schools, and in turn,
these organizational characteristics could haveemmences for students.

Essential in the social organization of any sudaésshool, big or small, is the
presence of an effective teaching community (Cott®96b). As Lee & Smith (1996)
described, “Education revolves around the work dongeachers. The position of
teachers is pivotal in accomplishing the main wairkchools: teaching and learning” (p.
104). A sense of community among teachers is degbas an ingredient that may
contribute to the improvement of schools (Louisrkéa& Kruse, 1996). Furthermore,
there are several characteristics of teachersepsadnal lives (i.e. planning, persistence,
and high expectations) which influence studentieg. One of the more recently
emerging constructs to address this phenomendfidaay. Efficacy beliefs are future-
oriented judgments about capabilities to organimkexecute the courses of action
required to produce given attainments in specifiations or contexts (Bandura, 1997).
Efficacy belief constructs are classified accordimghe individual capability (self-

efficacy) or group capability (collective efficagyhe distinction being the unit of



analysis. Collective efficacy beliefs emphasiza teachers have not only self-referent
efficacy perceptions but also beliefs about thgaiahcapability of a school faculty and
these group-referent perceptions reflect the enméi@ganizational property known as
collective efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004).ol@&ctive efficacy, in the educational
arena, is the perceptions of teachers in a spefiool that the faculty as a whole can
execute courses of action required to positivelgafstudent achievement (Goddard &
Skrla, 2006).

One of the most compelling reasons for the recenéldpment of interest in
perceived collective efficacy is the probable Ibdtween collective efficacy beliefs and
group goal attainment (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2008)naller schools by their nature are
more conducive to the creation of a collaboratmrei®nment in which teachers know
and trust each other, participate in a free excharfigdeas, collectively focus on student
learning, and share a sense of purpose (Cotto®p)99 his nexus of teacher
collaboration and collective efficacy may come thge with the small school models to
catapult the high school reform movement. It shiope of educators and policymakers
alike that the small school models will indeed oHeertile ground for restructuring our
high schools, one that provides for an effectiaeleng community through communities
of practice and improved collective efficacy bedief

Conceptual Framework

Perceived collective efficacy is a construct dedifrom social cognitive theory
that expands Bandura’s (1997) self-efficacy forrmatato the organizational level.
Viewed as a group-level attribute, collective edfig is more than merely the sum of the

individual efficacies, but instead reflects a greughared belief in its conjoint



capabilities to organize and execute course obactquired to produce given levels of
attainments (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). This pergive posits that the stronger an
organization’s collective efficacy beliefs, the mdikely its members are to put forth the
sustained effort and persistence required to atkesired goals.

A fundamental assumption of social cognitive tlyaovolves the choices that
individuals and collective groups make throughekercise of agency (Goddard, Hoy, &
Hoy, 2004). Agency concerns the way that peopéease some level of control over
their own lives. When extended to the group leagéncy is reflected in the collective
pursuit of specific attainments or courses of actigVhen groups believe themselves
capable of reaching specific attainments, theynavee likely to approach those goals
with the creativity, effort, and persistence reqdito attain success (Goddard & Skrla,
2006). Thus, the exercise of agency is strondlyemced by the strength of collective
efficacy beliefs (Goddard & Skrla, 2006).

Bandura (1997) postulated four sources of effiaabgrmation, which are also
fundamental in the development of collective teadfigcacy: mastery experience,
vicarious experience, social persuasion, and affestate. Among these, the strongest
source of efficacy information is that obtainecdtighmastery experiencdeachers as a
group experience successes and failures. The penceipat a performance has been
successful tends to raise efficacy beliefs, couatily to the expectation that performance
will be proficient in the future; while perceptitimat performance has been a failure tends
to lower efficacy beliefs contributing to the extsmon that future performances will also
be ineffective (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). If sess is frequent and too easy,

however, failure is likely to produce discouragemeh resilient sense of collective



efficacy requires experience in overcoming diffted through persistent effort, as
mastery experience is defined.

Secondlyyicarious experiencevolves indirect experiences as the source of
information about collective efficacy beliefs. @rgzations learn by observing other
organizations, they listen to stories about achmex@s and success. Borrowing from
other organizations is a form of vicarious orgataaal learning which can be as
effective as firsthand learning (Huber, 1996). afnfliar example of observational
learning is the tendency of schools to replicatecational programs that have succeeded
elsewhere (Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy, 2008ocial persuasiors another means of
strengthening a faculty’s conviction that they h#twe capabilities to achieve their goals.
Talks, workshops, professional development oppdras and feedback about
achievement can influence teachers (Goddard, Hdyp¥, 2000). Although verbal
persuasion alone is not likely to compel profourgianizational change, when coupled
with models of success and positive direct expegeit can influence the collective
efficacy beliefs of a faculty (Goddard, Hoy, & H®004). Social persuasion can also
occur when a strong leader (principal, superintatjdgiccessfully persuades
organizational members of their collective capébsi Thus, persuasion can encourage
group members to innovate and overcome challenigastly, affective statemay also
influence collective efficacy beliefs. The affetistate of the organization plays a role
in influencing the mood of the school. Efficaciarganizations can tolerate pressure
and crises and continue to function without sevegative consequences; in fact, they

learn how to adapt and cope with disruptive for¢&sddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). The



affective state of an organization has much to db ow the organization interprets
challenges and responds to them.

Although each of the four major influences on edlive efficacy is important,
they do not in themselves determine collectivecaffy beliefs. The cognitive processing
and interpretation of this information are critic#iccording to Bandura (1997),
“changes in perceived efficacy result from cogmitprocessing of the diagnostic
information that performances convey about capggbgither than the performances per
se” (p. 81). In the educational context, Goddataly, and Hoy (2000) cite two key
elements in the development of collective teacleffigacy: analysis of the teaching task
and assessment of teaching competefiesk analysisefers to perceptions of the
constraints and opportunities inherent in the &dkand (Goddard, 2002). Essentially,
teachers assess what will be required for a speeifiching task at the individual and
school level. On the school level, this involveferences about the challenges of
teaching in that school and the necessary quatfieging a successful teacher at the
specific school. Factors that characterize thieitadude: the abilities and motivations of
students, the availability of instructional matésjdhe presence of community resources,
and the appropriateness of the school’s facil{i®@sddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Thus,
teachers analyze what constitutes successful gaaintheir school, what barriers or
limitations must be overcome, and what resourceswaailable to achieve success.

Assessment of teaching competermasists of judgments about the capabilities
that a faculty brings to a given teaching situati@oddard, 2004). At the school level,
the analysis of competence produces inferenced #®taculty’s teaching skills,

methods, training, and expertise. Ultimately, tasklysis and assessment of group



competency occur simultaneously and interact dectole efficacy emerges (Goddard,

Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000sniarized the conceptual

underpinnings of collective efficacy in the follavg way:
In sum, the major influences on collective teaafécacy are assumed to be the
attributional analysis and interpretation of tharfeources of information —
mastery experience, vicarious experience, sociguasion, and affective state.
In these processes, the organization focusegésti@n on two related domains:
the teaching task and teaching competence. Bottanhs are assessed in terms
of whether the organization has the capacitiesiteeed in teaching students.
The interactions of these assessments lead tdépeng of collective teacher
efficacy in a school (pp. 485-486).

The notion of collective efficacy provides a powffamework to examine teacher

collaboration and the communal properties thasthall school models present (see

Figurel.1).
Collective
Small Communal .
Schools Structure Eﬁlcacy
Model
A
\ 4
Consequences of
Collective Efficacy
Feedbacl <

Student Achievement

FIGURE 1.1. Proposed Small Schools Collective Teaélificacy Cycle




Statement of the Problem and Research Questions

The overall purpose of this research was to ex@aselinkages between the
communal nature of the small school model for laghools and the collective efficacy
beliefs of teachers, as depicted in the shadedpast Figure 1.1. More specifically,
this study investigated the effects of a widely@thted organizational reform for
secondary schools, the small school model, ondheative efficacy beliefs of teachers
as experienced by the participants themselvesedRas questions addressed in this
study included:

In general, were there any linkages between thdl seteool model and teachers’

collective efficacy beliefs?

* What contextual factors prompted the shift to timalé school model and how
was the plan implemented?

* What structural elements, factors, or processésersmall school design are
perceived to most strongly influence (promote/hmdeachers’ collective
efficacy beliefs? Why?

* In what ways does the small school model contribmigr detract from the
primary sources of collective efficacy beliefs: neag experience, vicarious
experience, social persuasion, and affective tatdsy?

Significance of Study
One of the great challenges in educational rekgano learn how school
organizations contribute to students’ academicesgc Bandura (1997, 2001) asserted
that one powerful construct that varies greatly agnechools and that is systematically

associated with student achievement is the colledificacy beliefs of a school’s



10

faculty. Further research has supported the sttongection between collective teacher
efficacy and student achievement (Goddard & SRW®6; Goddard, Hoy, Sweetland, &
Smith, 2002; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Indepearidandings suggest that teachers’
sense of collective efficacy exerts significantuehce on student achievement by
promoting teaching that enhances learning. GodadaddSkrla (2006) described: “A
robust sense of collective efficacy fosters studehievement by creating a school
culture characterized by a norm of, and an expectébr, sustained effort and resiliency
in the pursuit of school goals for student growtld development, particularly academic
achievement” (p. 221). Therefore, the link betweeltective efficacy beliefs and
student achievement provides a compelling frameworkhich to investigate the small
school movement toward a more collaborative orgdimnal model.

Additional significance for the study of small sct®and collective efficacy
beliefs comes from the increased emphasis and defoaaccountability. Many of the
high school reform initiatives of the past twengays have evolved from the standards-
based accountability, and the more current wavefofms have resulted from the
assessment-based accountability (Carnoy, EImo&is&in, 2003). Politicians hope that
greater accountability will translate into incredhstudent performance. Most recently,
the demands of the No Child Left Behind Act (20B8dye held schools accountable for
student achievement at the group lev@thools and school districts are being held
collectively responsible for student performance] as a result, collective efficacy again
surfaces as a powerful construct. Schools areptirapwith various reform strategies in

an effort to raise student achievement while siandbusly addressing the new group
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accountability systems; as such collective efficayides a framework to evaluate
school-effects questions on reform efforts.

Carnoy, Elmore, & Siskin (2003) identified high solts as the key institution in
the schooling process as they are the “make okbpeant for students. In light of this
increased accountability, high school reform effidrhve manifested themselves through
various restructuring models as a means of rasingent achievement. Downsizing, as
presented in the SWS model, may be necessaryHopk to effectively initiate the
changes essential to improvement, but it provideguarantee that other changes or
improvement will necessarily follow (Raywid, 199%Yisher, Teitelbaum and Emanuel
(1999) write:

Researchers who have studied small schools hagsstt that reducing school

size alone does not necessarily lead to improwatkst outcomes. Instead, they

have concluded that school size should be seeawasghan indirect effect on
student learning...school size acts as a facilitafagpr for other desirable
practices. In other words, school characterigties tend to promote increased
student learning — such as collegiality among teexchersonalized student-
teacher relationships, and less differentiatiomsfruction by ability — are simply

easier to implement in small schools. (p. 38)

While considerable data exist on outcomes assalcigith small schools, much less
evidence is available about outcomes associatddspécific small school designs
(Cotton, 1996). This can best be attributed tofélcethat many small school models are
relatively new reform initiatives. As research tounes to investigate the academic and

social benefits of small-scale schooling, and asenddstricts embrace the notion of
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downsizing through the various models, a need sfmeempirical research that
specifically examines these outcomes.

This research examined the high school restruguniative, small school
models, through the framework of collective teadféicacy. In an arena of high stakes
accountability, collective efficacy provides a pofuéconstruct for identifying the
characteristics of effective schools that posigvelpact student achievement.
Ultimately the scope of this study is limited tetthirect impact of the small school
redesign on collective teacher efficacy, givengbeer of collective efficacy beliefs to

influence the outcomes of organized activity andisht achievement.
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Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature
School Size

Historical Context of School Size Debate

Discussions about school size have been ongoimgykr a century, more
recently the debate has intensified within the ernof the broader educational reform
agenda (Ready, Lee, & Welner, 1990). Most receaiudsions advocate making high
schools smaller than they are; however, therdtis Agreement as to evaluation
mechanisms for the outcomes of school size. Thigrn refuels the debates around the
ideal size of a school and the inherent benefitsotth large and small schools. Together
history and geography have played a role in thiginaing dialogue around the optimal
size of a school. Indeed, the rise of urban Anaeaicd the decline of rural America in
the early twentieth century stimulated the growithkacge schools (Krysiak & DiBella,
25). In his influential bookThe American High School Today: A First Report to
Interested Citizen€l959), Contant purported that American high schoeeded to grow
in size if they were to provide a truly diversifiedrriculum (Duke & Trautvetter, 3).
Contant, then president of Harvard, became a niajoence on school size in the
twentieth century. As a result of his work as veallthe rise and explosion of suburbia,
the number of secondary schools in the United Std¢elined from 27,011 to 23,389
between 1967 and 1984 (Duke & Trautvetter, 3).héligh fewer in number, these larger
high schools came to be known as the comprehehggheschool as we know it today.

The groundwork for small school reform can be tddsack to the work of the

Coalition of Essential Schools (CES) and TheodazerS study of high schools,
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specifically,Horaces’'s Compromisgl984) that addressed concerns centering on
personalization, school size, instruction and assest. Many viewed Sizer's work as a
response to the National Commission on ExcellendsducationA Nation at Risk
(21983) which shook the nation’s confidence in puililucation and produced a flurry of
reform responses. Various models for comprehernsgle school reform soon began to
emerge. In 1996, the National Association of Sdaoy School Principals, in
collaboration with the Carnegie Foundation for Agvancement of Teaching, issued
Breaking Ranks: Changing an American Institutiameport envisioning the high school
of the 2% century. One of the six main themes address#usmeport, was increased
personalization through restructuring of the higha®l into units of no more than 600
students. Similar themes were echoed in the ArergnBoundation’s commitment of
$500 million and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundati® contribution of $250 million for
the purposes of transforming the American high ethg shifting the comprehensive
school into smaller learning communities (SRI, 2008rants were distributed
nationwide to schools and research centers condridtsuch efforts. More recently, the
No Child Left Behind Act (2002) and the standardssement have raised the awareness
for comprehensive high school reform through insegbaccountability measures.
Furthermore, state initiatives like PennsylvanRsject 720, offer grants to schools that
participate in the high school reform agenda wigictphasizes replacement of the large
comprehensive high school structure with smallaosts and/or learning environments.
Collectively, these national and state educatiandgs have created the resurgence of

school size as an essential component in the loigbos reform initiative.
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Research Strands Underlying School Size

Enrollment size is an important ecological featoirany educational organization
(Ready, Lee, & Welner, 1990). In an essay locasictypol size in a larger organizational
context, Lee (2000) identified two strands in sdisipe research, specifically as related
to high schools. The first strand was sociologicalature and examined the influence of
school size on organizational properties, partitylde bureaucratic and communal
structures. The second strand, focused on theoetormperspective, dealt with the
efficiency and cost associated with school sizeriring school size through these
strands produces inconsistent conclusions regatagleal school size. The efficiency
argument suggests benefits from increased sizegab¢he organizational argument
favors smaller schools.

Organizational Structure

The structure of an organization refers to thati@hships between members
around its technical core of work (Lee & Smith, 3R9In defining schools there are two
contrasting organizational forms which can be aupliThe forms are based on opposite
assumptions about knowledge, learning, and teacthegureaucraticform, on a
routine, clear and stable structure, andat®munaform, on a non-routine core (Lee &
Smith, 1995). The bureaucratic perspective presssitools as “formal organizations,”
whereas the communal perspective views schoolsmall'societies” (Lee, Bryk, &
Smith, 1993).

Bureaucratic organizations characteristicallyude a top-down hierarchy for
decision making with specialized and differentiateatk roles. As Lee, Bryk, & Smith

(1993) described:
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From the bureaucratic perspective, schools areacteized by a functional
division of adult labor into specialized tasks;d®ag roles defined by subject
matter and types of students; an emphasis on sot@aactions that are rule
governed, are affectively neutral, and have limitetividual discretion; and a
form of authority that is attached to the role witthe organization rather than to

the person occupying the role. (p. 178)

Schools that fall into this organizational struetibireak down instruction into a
curriculum that is composed of discrete subje@saching is viewed as imparting
knowledge to students in an organized manner. niegis assessed by measuring
mastery of subject matter and students are traickagmanner that matches their ability
and interest to the subject matter. It is evidbat the organization of instruction into
departments and tracks is consistent with the lograéic model.

The communal model, on the other hand, emphas@gal relationships at its
core with tasks being less certain and conditionsenchangeable and unpredictable. Lee
& Smith (1995) reported, “these organizations tgficemphasize shared commitment to
a common set of goals, lateral communication awdgpdn decision making, and
expectations and behavior framed by greater peligatian and individual discretion”

(p. 178). In schools of this model, knowledgedgsrsas multidimensional and
interdisciplinary. Teaching is responsive to stideindividual needs and interests and
is built on problem solving and critical thinkindAssessment is much more flexible and
less standardized. Schools thriving in this stirecutilize flexible scheduling,

cooperative learning, and mixed-ability classes.
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Each structure presents a drastically differesiowi of a “good school.” These
alternative forms of teaching and learning are wstablished in American education and
have provided the underpinnings for theoreticaladed® about the direction of school
reform. The comprehensive high school, as we kihdeday, maintains a structure that
is clearly bureaucratic in nature. Basic sociolagtbeory suggests that as an
organization grows, human interactions and tie®imecmore formal, generating a
bureaucratic structure that is less personal (Wedl®47). These structures, in turn, can
inhibit communal organization (Bryk & Driscoll, 188 Recent reform efforts have
begun to question the traditional system in hopessystem that addresses the current
issues in education. The bureaucratic form stitistitutes the “tradition” against which
current structural reform efforts are targetedludmg the call to restructure the
American high school (Lee & Smith, 1995). Thud$pe$ to downsize schools suggest a
fundamental shift from the bureaucratic model t@hemore communal organizational
model.

Economy of Scale

The second strand for examining school size addcethe economic perspective
of economies of scale. This stream of researchstetion the potential for increased
savings through reduced redundancy and increasednee strength as schools increase
in size (Lee & Smith, 1997). When considering@éncy in a service-production
organization, increasing the numbers of persongederan generate greater efficiency
under two criteria (Buzacott, 1982).

First, increasing the number of recipients maxesithe efficient delivery of a

given service. For example, if one goal of a leghool is to provide a curriculum
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tailored to a variety of levels (i.e., AP, honarsllege prep, academic), then more
students would help maximize the delivery of tiistiuction by increasing the numbers
of students of similar ability. Meeting these goelffectively means that the school must
have enough students to sustain separate progractesees. Other such examples apply
to curriculum goals targeted to different studemé¢iests, special needs, or any other
selection criteria. In general, as the numbetwdents with common needs increases,
school can create more specialized programs.

Second, is the notion of physical resources. Begppnd materials needed to
deliver services are more economically obtainedugh larger purchases (Buzacott,
1982). Applied to the educational arena, if thst@d supplies (such as paper) is reduced
when purchased in larger quantities and if opematicosts (such as electricity or heat)
can be sustained at a relatively consistentcy, sipe@ading the lower per-pupil cost over
a larger base reduces overall spending on cors.désftowing this logic, the savings
accrued from costs spread over a larger pupil baskl be used to expand academic
offerings and student services. Overall, the engnof scale argument purports
increased resources, improved program specializadioboth.

Academic Organization

These research strands of organizational struaetuleeconomy of scale offered
differing perspectives on school size and acadenganization. Inherent to these ideas
is the concept of program specialization. In pple; larger schools have more students
with similar needs and thus are better able toters@ecialized programs to address
student needs. In contrast, small school mustsfogsources on core programs, with

marginal students (those at either of the abilsycérum) excluded or absorbed into
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programs that may not meet their needs (Monk &é#all993). On the other hand,
Lee& Bryk (1988, 1989) concluded that smaller sdlsmxe is beneficial for students, by
providing a more constrained curriculum in whichtwally all students follow the same
course of study which in turn produced both highesrage achievement and a more
equitable distribution of achievement. What is@ihewer to increased specialization?
The comprehensive high school is the model forigpeation, offering a diverse
program to cater to individual student needs, witikesmaller school presents an
alternate perspective, one that focuses on comnaspaicts of learning and views
specialization differently. This has continuedrtotivate empirical work on curriculum
organization and academic outcomes (Lee, Bryk &t§mi993; Lee & Smith, 1995,
1996, 1997).

In an effort to provide some of the first empiridalta on the effects of smaller,
communally structured schools, Lee and Smith (1L995pugh sponsorship by the U. S.
Department of Education and the Center on Orgabpizaind Restructuring of Schools at
the University of Wisconsin-Madison, designed algtthat assessed student
achievement and engagement in schools whose maetere consistent with the school-
restructuring movement. Using data on a samp&mbst 12,000 sophomores in 830
different high schools, researchers evaluateduesting effects on students’
achievement in four subject areas and the soadilolition of those gains. Multiple
criteria were established to identify and operadl@e those practices that were classified
as restructuring measures. School size was aoated as an independent structural

feature, and results were quite favorable. Thal fieport may be best summarized:
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Structures such as those collected here undeubne f‘restructuring practices”
make a difference in student achievement and emgagtewhen they support
personal and sustained connections between stuaettzdults in the school
setting, and when they facilitate the sharing awledge about students as
individuals and learners (Lee & Smith, 1995, p.263)
Indeed, they found that students in schools wistrueturing practices demonstrated
more learning, providing empirical support for nefoefforts that would move schools
toward a communal organizational form and away ftbenbureaucratic form that has
characterized the comprehensive high school for aeentury.

Economies of scale implies that greater size resulan economically more
efficient operation. Realistically, large schoelgpand their support and administrative
staffs to handle the greater bureaucratic demandking savings projected by
proponents of school consolidation negligible (Fb331). Additionally, evidence that
school size and academic outcomes are positividteckis weak (Chambers, 1981). The
relationship between school district size and resoavailability is inconsistent across
communities, instead contingent on the socioecoaastaitus of the community (Friedkin
& Necochea, 1988). Thus, the economies of sced@dtsuggests efficiency in resources
and increased program specialization althoughititienfgs are far from conclusive.

Therefore, the preponderance of sociological exddeabout high schools
suggests that “smaller is better” (Lee, Bryk, & 8miL993) by providing a structure that
is communal in form. Concurrently the economiesazle perspective implies that
increased academic learning should accrue as b ofslie consolidation of effort in

larger schools (Lee, Bryk, & Smith, 1993) althougkearch evidence is mixed.
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Research findings on school size need to be sabraviialanced eye: schools should be
neither too large to inhibit a strong sense of camity nor too small to offer a full
curriculum and adequate instructional facilities.
Smaller School Models

This in turn, poses the question of optimal sclsim#. An early, yet seminal
study conducted by Goodlad (1984) found that tipeprforming schools in his sample
tended to be the smaller schools. Conclusions frisnglata recommended that secondary
schools enroll no more than six hundred student®{&d, 1984). Lee and Smith (1997)
found a curvilinear relationship between studehi@ement and high school size.
Achievement tended to drop when high schools ezatdéwer than 600 and more than
900 students. The greatest negative effects veargdfin high schools enrolling more
than 2100 students.

Raywid and Oshiyama (2000) stopped short of spegfan ideal number of
students. Instead, they offered a more qualitat@teof criteria regarding school size:

What do high schools need to be...? Small enougha@eople can know one

another. Small enough so that individuals are edsghen they are absent.

Small enough so that the participation of all shideés needed. Small enough to

permit considerable overlap in the rosters fromdass to another. Small

enough so that the full faculty can sit aroundkdgtdogether and discuss serious

guestions. Small enough to permit the flexibiggsential to institutional

responsiveness to the special needs of indivicaradsto the diverse ways teachers

want to teach. (p. 446).
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School size considerations in a fiscally conscemgronment, in which
taxpayers would not likely support the constructodmany small high schools and the
abandonment of the buildings that house larger cehgmsive high schools, have
advocated a high school restructuring to incormosataller subunits (Goodlad, 1984).
The subdividing of high schools has produced varimodels in an attempt to effectively
address the needs of each local school commuA#gya result, a variety of terminology
has surfaced in research literature to describgaheus models: schools-within-schools,
house plans, career academies, and clusters.

The school-within-a-school (SWS) model is typicaled to refer to high schools
where_allstudents and most faculty are members of onlyodiseveral smaller
instructional units within a larger host schooheTmost precise definition of the SWS
model comes from Mary Anne Raywid (1995):

A school-within-a-school is a separate and autongmmit formally authorized

by the board of education and/or superintenderplahs and runs its own

program and has its own staff and students. Aljhaumust negotiate the use of
common space (gym, auditorium, playground) witlostlschool, and defer to the
building principal on matters of safety and builglimperation, the SWS reports to

a district official instead of being responsibletfte building principal. (p. 8)
Schools-within-schools demonstrate the greateseeegf autonomy, separateness, and
distinctiveness. Students follow a separated &t program, have their own faculty,
and identify with their sub-school unit. Because 8WS model replicates a small school
most closely, researchers feel it has great paiieiatiproduce the positive effects of

smaller schools (Dewees, 1999). It should be ntitadit is not uncommon for writers to
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use the terms “school-within-a-school” and “schesithin-schools” as umbrella terms
for other kinds of small learning communities (©ott2004).

Similarly, in a house plan, students and teacheraissigned to smaller groupings
within the larger school. Students in each houag take some of their core courses
together and share the same teachers, and eaah lemigs own discipline policies and
student government. Cotton (2004) described:

The house plan usually coexists with the largeosts departmentalized

structure and shares that school’s curriculumruiesional approaches, and

sometimes its co-curricular program as well. Hsusay be organized by grade
level, such as the “ninth grade house,” or vertyjc@ncompassing two or more

grades. (p. 9)

The house model differs from the SWS model, in thatsubunit (house) is set apart
from the remainder of the school, as opposed talihaclusive SWS model. As Lee,
Ready, & Johnson (2001) described, “the full-mdsMIS structure is distinguished from
a more common format, where large high schools oiféy one or two small schools,
and most students remain in the regular high sghmgram”(p.366). For example,
many districts have endorsed the creation of mgn#ldle houses within the larger high
school to address problems unique to ninth graaests (Duke & Trautvetter, 2001).

Career academies or clusters describe house pl&W$8 models which have a
distinct curricular focus. As Cotton (2004) debes:

A career academy may focus on a broad occupataweal such as engineering,

natural resources, or the hospitality industryadrers and students are self-

selected. The career academy curriculum direagtiests’ attention to the
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application of school-based leaning by includingsncurriculum work-based

learning experiences with businesses in the commuypi 9)

Academies typically adhere to the house model wisictot all-inclusive but
instead targets specific populations. For exanftiesn, Raby, and Dayton (1992)
described the career academy movement in Califonhiah involved one or two career-
based schools within a larger comprehensive higbac In some instances, the career
cluster model is all inclusive. In such cases,gatways are broad-based to include a
range of industry areas from technical throughgssional levels. All students select
according to their career goals and interests liscdbecomes the foundation for the
academic program as they transition from high skttwpostsecondary education and/or
employment (Cotton, 2004).

The various terminology used to describe small schmdels differs from school
to school, with labels such as schools-within-s¢hdwouses, academies, clusters, or
small learning communities. Some high schools magaspecial units based on age of
the students, like grade-level houses or freshmadeamies. Other models focus on
career paths, such as fine arts, health, or busis®sne schools target specific subunits,
while others adopt more full-scale, all-inclusivedels (Lee, Ready, & Johnson, 2001).
This recent reform, initiates breaking large corhpresive high schools into smaller
subunits is often implemented with the intentionneproving the academic and social
environments (Ready, Lee, & Welner, 2004). Regmssibf the specific design chosen,
all models were purposefully intended to restruetine large comprehensive high school
in an attempt to capitalize on the inherent besdifighlighted in the extant small school

research.
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Defining Small Schools

Not only has the small school movement not coalgéscound a single model, the
terminology redesigned high schools use to desthibie small units also differs from
district to district and school to school (Lee &g, 2007). As a result, there is a need
to establish a framework of common language foinded small schools. Lee and Ready
(2007) define these many small school designs almag dimensions based on (a)
whether all students in the school are organizamsabunits, (b) the degree of subunit
autonomy, and (c) the extent to which the reforailitates change in the school’s
technical core of teacher and learning.

The first dimension identifies whether all studeimta school participate in the
small school reform. In a full-model structurd,saidents and most faculty are members
of one of several smaller subunits. On the otla@dhs the partial-model in which only
one or a few small subunits are offered but maugestts remain in the regular high
school program (Lee, Ready, & Johnson, 2001). sBwend dimension is the degree to
which individual subunits are fiscally and admirasively autonomous, as the degree of
independence strongly influences other governatmaetsres (Lee & Ready, 2007). The
third dimension for defining small schools, accaglio Lee and Ready (2007), “asks
how deeply the adoption of the structure transfaitmesdaily work of teachers and
students” (p. 18). The change that accompaniesrttadl school structure can vary from
minimal addition to and departure from conventioz@hprehensive high school
organizational arrangements to total organizatiogestructuring (Raywid, 1995). Lee
and Ready (2007) suggest that these three defamaacteristics for small schools are

important indicators of whether a high school hssduthe new structure as a true
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springboard for reform and also provide a frameworkdefining small school redesign.
In addition, these three dimensions provide catésr deeper discussions of various
small school designs.
Benefits of Small Schools

As interest in small schools has run high, redearchave investigated the effects
of school size on various student performancedudgi and behavioral measures. Most
of the research focuses primarily on high schaadeits. The outcomes of interest and
areas of focus include: student achievement, sbetadviors, co-curricular participation,
interpersonal relations, and teacher attitudes.

Achievement

About half the early research on school size andent achievement found no
difference between the achievement levels of stisdadarge and small schools (Caldas,
1987; Fowler, 1995; Haller, Monk, & Tien, 1993; Mai@, 1989). While the other half
found student achievement in small schools to persor to that in large schools (Eberts,
Kehoe, & Stone, 1982; Fowler & Walberg, 1991; RabimLewis, 1991). Achievement
measures used in the research included: schoagreest scores, honor roll
membership, subject-area achievement, and assesshiegher—order thinking skills.
Researchers were careful to point out that thesdtsewere found even when variables
other than size (student attributes, staff charesties, time on task, etc.) were held
constant. None of the early research found lacgedas superior to small schools in
their achievement effects. Consequently, we méahsaurmise that student
achievement in small schools is at least equal oéireth superior, to student achievement

in large schools (Cotton, 1996b).
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More recent research has highlighted the postibreslation between size and
student achievement. A large scale quantitativdystising nationally representative and
longitudinal data attempted to identify the idaaesof a high school, based on student
learning (Lee & Smith, 1997). The objective of #tedy was to estimate an appropriate
balance point between student learning and scho®by exploring 10,000 students in
800 public and private school in the United Stat&shievement gains in mathematics
and reading over the course of high school weradduo be largest in middle-sized high
schools (600-900 students). This study built @irthrevious work (Lee & Smith, 1995,
1996; Lee, Bryk, & Smith, 1993) which provided stgoevidence that student
achievement was higher in smaller high schoolrsgti

Interpersonal Relations

Human relationships within the school are a critctmamponent, particularly the
relationships between students and adults and paostularly, between students and
teachers (Raywid, 1995). Constructs such as soetalorks, social resources, caring,
social support, social capital, and communal schogdnization are bound by a common
idea: students and adults in school should knowama¢her better (Lee, Ready, Johnson,
2001). Linda Darling-Hammond (2002) reported statlies of effective schools
frequently find smaller, more personalized struesuthat enable close, sustained
relationships among students and teachers.

As part of their comprehensive review of reseancleffective secondary schools,
Lee, Bryk, and Smith (1993) considered the imp&sthbool size on school climate.
They argued that smaller enroliments facilitatespaalization, group cohesion, greater

frequency of communication between individuals, amgrove the general management
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of the school. In addition, effects of small sclsaan student attitudes have
overwhelmingly favored small schools by fosteringraater sense of belonging (Fowler,
1995; Howley, 1994).

Social Behaviors

The research linking school size to social behavas investigated everything
from truancy, classroom disruption, vandalism, aggive behavior, substance abuse, and
discipline problems. As Raywid and Oshiyama (20@@prted on school safety issues in
the after math of the Columbine, “there is overwhial evidence that violence is much
less likely to occur in small schools than in laopes” (p. 455). Research has shown
that smaller schools do indeed have lower incidet@egative social behavior,
however measured, than do large schools (Greg682;IRutter, 1988).

Extracurricular Participation

Levels of extracurricular participation are sigoétly higher in small schools
than in large ones (Fowler, 1995; Fowler & Walbdr@91; Walberg, 1992). These
researchers have also found that students in sctadols are involved in a greater
variety of activities and derive more satisfactioom their participation than students in
large schools. Hamilton’s (1993) research fourad:th

Larger schools were more polarized, with a grougctive participants at one end

of the continuum and a large group of students @dilonot participate in any

activities at the other. While on the other hameldmall schools had very few

students who did not participate in anything (p. 70
In smaller schools, more students are needed tolg@teams, offices, and clubs; thus,

even shy and less able students are encouragedticigate and made to feel they
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belong. As schools grow, opportunities for papiation also grow, but not
proportionately. Thus, in large schools, a grepteportion of students do not participate
in extracurricular activities because they arenesded to fill the available participation
slots.

Schoggen and Schoggen (1988) conducted a large stcaly to examine the
relationship between high school size and studartiggpation in voluntary
extracurricular activities for over 10,000 high sohstudents. They reported that
although large schools offered more varied acésitthe average large school student
does not utilize these opportunities. And althotilghsmall school does not provide such
a wealth of activities, the average student hasti@bexperience as measured by the
amount of involvement in the available activitie$he greater and more varied
participation in activities by students in smalhsols is yet another positive finding in
the school size research.

Teacher Attitudes

There is less research on school size in relatiag@acher variables, that which
exists has examined teacher attitudes toward Wwk, teacher attitudes toward one
another, and the incidence of cooperation and lmotition with colleagues. The Gates
Foundation (2003) identified the importance of #aative teaching community in the
following description:

Effective teaching communities are characterized bgllective focus on student

learning, collaborative instructional activity, lsased understanding of what

students should be learning and how to faciliteerling, a shared sense of

purpose among school staff, deprivitized instrudigractice, and reflective
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professional dialogue. This sort of teaching eswnent will encourage teachers

to open their classroom doors and share their wattk peers. In large schools,

the sheer size of the faculty, often compoundedrbynpersonal, bureaucratic
environment, makes it difficult for teachers to eahinto a purposeful teaching
community. Small schools are far more conducivéhéocreation of collaborative
environments in which teachers know and trust orheer and are able to
participate in free exchange of ideas. As thenatieattributes of large schools
make the creation of such effective teaching comtasnextremely difficult if

not impossible, it is reasonable then to assumesthall schools will by and large

possess more effective teacher than large schpols3-54)

This built on previous studies which have demonsti#hat cooperative, collegial, and
communal school environments have strong effecstustent engagement and teacher
commitment (Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Supovitz, 2002).

In addition, Lee and Smith (1996) studied collegtigsponsibility for student
learning and its effects on achievement. Theultesvere very consistent: achievement
gains were significantly higher in schools whecteers take collective responsibility
for student learning and in schools with high caapjen among staff. Relating this to
the organizational framework, Lee and Smith (198@ued:

Although it is possible to develop collaboratioontrol, and collective

responsibility in comprehensive high schools orgadion bureaucratic lines, real

professional communities of teachers develop masdyeand more naturally in

smaller schools whose organizational form is mikedyf a community. (p. 133)



31

Their findings advocated structuring schools asofegsional community to foster
collective responsibility for learning and ultimgtémpact student learning.
A Growing Critique of Small Schools

Most recently, a growing critique of small schoellarm strategies has begun to
emerge. A 2008 report prepared by a private cotardor the U.S. Department of
Education, evaluated small learning community paiogg, and reported the following:

Changes in academic outcomes were modest at Wastre there is evidence of

change, trends appear to be moving in the riglection. Specifically, trends in

data suggest upward trends in student extracuari@articipation, ninth-grade

promotion rates and downward trends in incidencgchbol violence,

disciplinary action, and alcohol and drug use1§0)
However, the report found no significant trendaahievement on state tests or college-
entrance exams. Additionally, many of the schpalgicipating in the federal study
utilized the career academy model, a model whichbdeeen criticized for creating
stratification within our schools (Lee & Ready, 200

These recent critical voices have brought to lggithe of the concerns and trade-
offs associated with the small school designs. |&\niost often praised for the increased
personalization (USDOE, 2008), there are certainbts to be considered with the small
school design. As Loveless and Hess (2007) suraetdhri

Researchers, politicians, philanthropists, and sctedormers often tout the

potential benefits of small schools and classesewgiving scant attention to

either the cost or difficulty of downsizing. A pidal environment in which costs

are downplayed or ignored presents a real challdpg@)
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Thus, the critical voice and growing critique ofahschool reform deserves our
attention.
Arguments for Large Schools

Not all small school news is good news. It hay drd@en in the past decade that
small school models have reemerged in educatiesealrch; indeed the comprehensive
high school has historically been the predominagawizational design for secondary
education. As such, large schools offer: econorarehts, broad curricular and extra-
curricular offerings, and community integrationdtigh diversity.
Economic Benefits

The economy of scale argument emphasizes thettim increased savings
through reduced redundancy and increased resomecgth as schools get bigger ( Lee
& Smith, 1997). As Lee, Bryk, and Smith (1993) ddsed:

Much of the research examining the effects of sthize, conceived from a

bureaucratic perspective, rests on the assumgtainiarger schools are more

cost-efficient operations. This research arguasfthancial savings accrue as

core costs are spread over a larger pupil bas&8g).
However, finding convincing research to confirmg@g@resumptions is more
challenging. Educational finance experts who tbateconomies of scale resulting from
school consolidation, have not conducted optimed-studies to actually assess the
effects of school size on student achievement émel @utcomes (Fowler & Walberg,
1991). Additionally, the comprehensive review @earch conducted by Lee, Bryk, and
Smith (1993) found little empirical support for thenefits of economies of scale that

presumably result from large schools.
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Broader Program Offerings

The American High School Tod&mnant’'s (1959) influential book on the
comprehensive high school argued that American sofiools needed to grow in size if
they were to provide a truly diversified curriculurRresumably, larger schools through
efficient operations were able to offer a wideagrof courses and programs. This
applied not only to academic programs, but extrai@ular and athletic offerings as well.
In principle, larger schools have more students winilar needs and thus are better able
to create specialized programs to address thostsriBeike & Trautvetter, 2001).
However, when Monk (1987) conducted an extensiveystf curricular offerings and
high school size in New York State he failed talflvenefits of large enroliments.
Instead, he concluded that is was possible to affmmparable curriculum while still
maintaining a smaller setting.
Community Integration

Another argument for large schools is their apiid facilitate integration of
communities, particularly where neighborhoods agregated (Duke & Trautvetter,
2001). When students are assigned to smaller lgpoammunities, attention must be
given to avoid segregation along racial, ethnicl smcioeconomic lines (McAndrews &
Anderson, 2002). As Cotton (2004) described, “..dbleesive communities of young
people and adults that small schools are suppose@ate might end up excluding those
outside the school” (p. 38). In summary, the pnesd advantages of large school size,
such as economy of scale, broader program offeangscommunity integration, must
ultimately be balanced against student and teatdtarwhen considering reform

initiatives and downsizing.
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Efficacy

Decades ago, Bandura (1977) introduced the comndeyelf-efficacy perceptions
as “beliefs in one’s capacity to organize and etetie courses of action required to
produce given attainments” (p. 3). Efficacy bedibhve since been researched in various
arenas, of particular importance to educatorsasatena academic achievement. In the
past two decades, researchers have found linksebatstudent achievement and three
distinct types of efficacy beliefs — student’s sdficacy judgments (Pajares, 1994),
teachers’ beliefs in their own institutional effoya(Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy,
1998) and teachers’ beliefs about the collectifieaty of their school (Goddard, Hoy, &
Hoy, 2000, 2004). Of the three types, perceivdti:ciive efficacy is the most recent
construct developed and as of yet, has receivelb#se attention from educational
researchers.
Students’ Self Efficacy Judgments

A relatively large body of research suggests shadent efficacy and teacher
efficacy are positively related to important edimadl outcomes (Goddard, 2001). First,
student self efficacy for various academic taskanismportant predictor of academic
achievement. For example, in a meta-analysisidf/tstudies, Multon, Brown, and Lent
(1991) found that students’ efficacy beliefs weosipively related to their academic
attainment and their persistence in academic emdeawore recently, Pajares and
Graham (1999) showed that students’ sense of effipeedicts academic success in
mathematics. That is, students’ perceptions dfcsglability to organize and execute the
actions required to attain success in various stbpgre predictive of differences in

academic achievement.
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Teachers’ Perceived Efficacy

In addition to student self efficacy, teachers$icaicy to educate students
successfully has been the subject of consideraljlany. A teacher’s efficacy belief has
been summarized as a judgment of a teacher’s ddjesitio bring about desired
outcomes of student engagement and learning, ewengthose students who may be
difficult or unmotivated (Armor et al., 1976, Bandu1977). When considering
teachers’ sense of efficacy, it is essential ttirdisiish between perception of
competence and actual performance, as Goddard,&ldgy (2004) stated:

The shorthand term often used is “teacher effi¢atising this term, however,

can be misleading because readers may make tloalogistake of assuming that

“teacher efficacy” is the same as “teacher effertess” or successful teaching.

Thus, it is important to avoid the term “teachdricatcy,” talking instead about

teachers’ perceptions of efficacy, efficacy judgmsesense of efficacy, perceived

efficacy or efficacy beliefs. All these terms cotmjudgments about capabilities

to accomplish a task. (p. 4)

These judgments, defined as teacher efficacy, pawerful effects (Tschannen-Moran
& Hoy, 2001).

A series of independent studies indicated thathteaefficacy beliefs are
significantly and positively related to teacher &abrs that promote academic
achievement. For example, teachers’ sense obeffits positively associated with
organized and planful teaching (Allinder, 1994)j\aty-based learning (Enochs,
Scharmann & Riggs, 1995), and student-centereditega(Czerniak & Schriver, 1994).

Furthermore, the higher a teachers’ sense of effidhe more humanistic their approach
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to pupil control (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990) and more jpartantly, the higher their students
tended to achieve (Ross, 1992). Such findingsestgd that teachers’ sense of efficacy
exerted significant influence on student achievarbgrpromoting teaching that
enhanced learning.

Over the last twenty years, the construct of teaeffficacy has evolved from
Rotter’s (1966) locus of control theory and Bantki(a977, 1997) social cognitive
theory. However, the meaning and measure of teafheacy has been the subject of
considerable debate among scholars and researcheedirst studies on efficacy were
grounded in Rotter’'s (1966) theory and were reseatdy the RAND Corporation in
studying the effectiveness of reading instructittnvas in their studies that the notion of
teacher efficacy was born as the extent to whiabhers believed that they could control
the reinforcement of their actions. Teacher effycaas determined by summing scores
on two survey items: (1) When it comes right ddwiit, a teacher really cannot do much
because most of a student’s motivation and perfoceaepends on his/her home
environment, and (2) If | really try had, | can g@tough to even the most difficult or
unmotivated students (Rotter, 1966). The sumekttores on the two items was called
teacher efficacya construct that purported to reveal the exiemitiich a teacher
believed that the consequences of teaching wetesihands of the teacher that is
internally controlled (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & HA@98).

A second conceptual strand of teacher efficacwgrat of Bandura’s (1977)
work on self-efficacy. He identified teacher effay as a type of self efficacy — the
outcome of a cognitive process in which people tansbeliefs about their capacity to

perform at a given level of competence (Bandurd,719 These beliefs affect how much
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effort people expend, how long they will persisthie face of difficulties, their resilience
in dealing with failures, and the stress they eigmeed in coping with demanding
situations (Bandura, 1997). The existence of tegasate but intertwined conceptual
models, derived from two different theoretical perstives has created some confusion
about the nature of teacher efficacy in that sosseli@ed that Rotter’s internal locus of
control and Bandura’s perceived self-efficacy wengghly the same (Goddard, Hoy, &
Hoy, 2000). Bandura (1997) clarified the differermetween these two concepts, by
stating that beliefs about one’s capability to proel certain actions (perceived self-
efficacy) were not the same as beliefs about whettteons affect outcomes (locus of
control). Indeed, perceived self-efficacy and ®oticontrol bore little or no empirical
relationship with each other. Further, perceivelftsfficacy was a much stronger
predictor of behavior than locus of control, ast®as scheme of internal-external locus
of control was concerned primarily with causal éfiabout the relationship between
actions and outcomes, not with personal efficadope may believe that a particular
outcome is internally controllable, that is, caubgdhe actions of the individual, but still
have little confidence that he/she can accomphsidesired outcomes.

As a response to the substantial body of resed@sdihannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy
(1998) proposed an integrated model of teacheraaf§i that addressed the dual
perspectives. Consistent with social cognitiveotiiethe major influences on efficacy
beliefs were consistent with Bandura’s (1997) sesirecnastery experience, vicarious
experience, social persuasion, and affective stdtiesvever, since teachers did not feel
equally efficacious in all teaching situations,deer efficacy was defined to be context

specific. Teachers felt efficacious for teachirgtigular subjects to certain students in
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specific settings, and they felt more or less affious under different circumstances.

Thus, in making an efficacy judgment, task analgsid assessment of teaching

competence became the two dimensions for creatiitgey judgments, in conjunction

with the four sources of efficacy (see Figure 2.1).

Sources of Efficacy
Information

Mastery Experience

Vicarious Experience

Social Persuasion

Affective State

New Sources of
Efficacy Information

A 4

Cognitive

Processing

Task
Analysis

TEACHER

Performance

Assessment of
Teaching
Competence

EFFICACY

FIGURE 2.1. Teacher Efficacy Cycle

Consequences of
Teacher Efficacy

Goals, effort, persistence, etc.

From “A Teacher Efficacy: Its Meaning and Measul®y"M. Tschannen-Moran, A. W. Hoy, and R. D.

Goddard, 1998Review of Educational Research, 68¢2)228.

Collective School Efficacy

In light of the promising findings about teachesshse of efficacy, research has

added an organizational dimension to inquiry aleffitacy beliefs in schools (Goddard,

Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). Since teacher efficacy was fotm be associated with productive

teacher behaviors that fostered positive studettomes, a related organization-level

dimension, collective efficacy, was explored in éspf producing similar results. As

Bandura (1997) described, “teachers operate colidgtwithin an interactive social
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system, rather than as isolates” (p. 20). Inguity collective efficacy beliefs
emphasized that teachers have not only self-refeféoacy perceptions but also beliefs
about the joint capability of a school faculty. €Ble group-referent perceptions, defined
the construct known as collective efficacy (Bandd&@97; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000;
Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 2002).

From Teacher Efficacy to Collective Efficacy

Although conceptually distinct, both teacher eftig and collective efficacy were
derived from social cognitive theory. Since sociagnitive theory has typically been
described in individual terms, the notion of caliee efficacy required that the
applicability of social cognitive theory be expaddeom the individual level to the group
level. Typically, researchers interested in cdilecefficacy have addressed the nested
nature of group perceptual data by aggregatingiddal perceptions of collective
efficacy to the group level (Bandura, 1997; Goddéataly, & Hoy, 2000, 2004; Goddard,
LoGerfo, & Hoy, 2004). However, as Goddard (206thted, “aggregation alone is not
enough to constitute an organizational characietigi. 469). Thus, collective efficacy
required that social cognitive theory be expandaeithé group level. To this end,
Bandura (1997) cited his own previous researclvigerce that “supports the extension
of social cognitive theory to the collective levé. 481).

The group level functioning of social cognitiveetiny applied to both the
assumptions and the sources of efficacy informatibime concept of human agency was
expanded to organizational agency. On the indaditkvel, agency referred to the
intentional pursuit of a course of action. Likegisrganizations were also understood to

be agentive in their purposeful pursuit of educaliao, particularly in the area of
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student achievement (Goddard, 2000). In addiboagency, social cognitive theory also
assumed that individuals possessed capabilitieselbreflection, vicarious learning,
symbolization, and self-regulation (Bandura, 199¥hese assumptions also applied to
the organizational level as evidenced in a groapifity to analyze, respond, and control
their behaviors and environments (e.g. a changemiculum to meet student needs)
(Goddard, 2000).

Just as the assumptions of social cognitive the@ne applied to the
organizational level, so too were the four soufesfficacy as described by Bandura
(1997) and as defined in Chapter One: mastery expz, vicarious experience, social
persuasion, and affective states. Further, Goddtog, & Hoy (2000) applied the
Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) model of teacheca&dfy and included the elements of
analysis of teaching task and assessment of congeete formulate a model of

collective teacher efficacy (Figure 2.2).

Sources of Efficacy Task
Information Analysis
Mastery Experience Analysis EStlmathn
of Collective
o ] > and >
Vicarious Experience Interpretation Teacher
Efficacy
Social Persuasion Assessment of
Teaching
Affective State 7y Competence
A \ 4
Consequences of
Collective Efficacy
Feedbacl <
Goals, effort, persistence, etc.

FIGURE 2.2. Collective Teacher Efficacy Cycle
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From “Collective Teacher Efficacy: Its Meaning, Meae, and Impact on Student Achievement,” by R. D.

Goddard; W. K. Hoy, and A. W. Hoy, 200@merican Educational Research Journal, 37(2)486.

As Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) summarized:

The major influences on collective teacher efficany assumed to be the

attributional analysis and interpretation of tharfeources of information. In

these processes, the organization focuses itdiatiean two related domains: the

teaching task and teaching competence. Both denaaeassessed in terms of

whether the organization has the capacitates tesdlcin teaching students. The

interactions of these assessments lead to therghapcollective efficacy in a

school (p. 485-6).
Using social cognitive theory as the foundatioagcteer efficacy was expanded to the
organizational level to define collective schodiafcy.

Measurement Issues

As the unit of analysis expanded from the indialdieacher to the school
organization, several approaches to the measurevhpetceived collective efficacy
surfaced. Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004) proposadfgotential measurement
approaches. The first approach would aggregateuresasf individual self-efficacy by
calculating a group mean of self-referent percestioln this model, response to “I-”
referent statements (e.g. “| have what it takegetiomy students to learn) would be
averaged to assess the collective sense of effafatye school. Theecondapproach
would aggregate measures of individuals’ perceptmirgroup-referent capability. The
difference here referred to the object of the afficperceptions — “we” instead of “I.” An
item might read, “Teachers in this school have vithi@ikes to educate students here.”

Responses were averaged to assess the colleatse geefficacy in a schoollhirdly,
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group members would discuss their group capalsltbgether and come to a consensus
of their collective efficacy beliefsFourthly, was to focus on the extent to which there
would be agreement among group members acrossrbeiidual perceptions. Upon
investigation, they came to believe that the secagdregate measures of group-referent
perceptions, was the most effective means of asgggsrceived collective efficacy
(Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004).

In response the other options, various data wessepted. Bandura (1997)
observed that “perceived collective efficacy iseamergent group-level attribute rather
than simply the sum of members’ perceived persefiiglacies” (p. 478). Thus,
aggregating individual self-perceptions was distedras a measurement tool.
Additionally, Goddard (2002) showed that individparceptions of self-capability varied
less that 5% between groups. In drastic contiradityidual perceptions of group
capability varied more than 40% among groups. HEegily, this finding was consistent
with Bandura’s (1997) assertion.

Discussion of group capabilities to generate cosisgrthe third option, was
found to be an approach susceptible to social aasty bias that undermined the
validity of the assessment (Bandura, 1997). Adddlly, Bandura (1997) also argued
that seeking a group consensus masked within-gradgability in collective efficacy
perceptions. As group means scores surfaced asrtmgest measure, Goddard (2001)
tackled the notion of also using the amount of agrent among teachers (the fourth
option) in the assessment of collective efficaGoddard (2001) measured a school’'s
sense of collective efficacy as an aggregate ahea’ group-referent efficacy

perceptions and also as the degree of agreemamdtbe mean using variance
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measures. The results showed that although tle¢ déagreement did vary across
schools, the variability was a non-significant pegal, whereas the aggregate school
mean of perceived collective efficacy was a strpagitive predictor. While this did not
completely discount the use of agreement in meagynerceived collective efficacy, it
did suggest that aggregates of individual perceptaf group capability captured the
perceived collective efficacy of organization. Téfere, measurement of collective
efficacy beliefs, utilized the aggregate of indivad group members’ perceptions of group
capabilities (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004).

Measurement Tool

Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) sought to develop asuee of collective teacher
efficacy grounded in Tschannen-Moran’s (1998) mdBejure 2.2) which measured
teachers’ beliefs about the collective capabiliGéthe faculty. Items were designed with
a group oriented perspective (rather than indiMidigareflect the collective experience of
group members. Attention was given to the wordihigems so as not to influence
respondents. Both positively (+) and negativelyerded items appeared in the scale in
the areas of group competence (GC) and task asdly4i), as the Thschannen-Moran
(1998) model described. This approach led todkaetification of four types of items to
assess collective efficacy beliefs: group compethusitive (GC+), group
competence/negative (GC-), task analysis/posiiivet], and task analysis/negative
(TA-).

One of the most commonly used and well-researafstduiments for assessing
teacher efficacy at that time was the Likert-typals developed by Gibson and Dembo

(1984). The original scale contained 30 items,rbaéarchers often utilized a 16-item
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version that contained the most reliable and faaitgmpure items. Goddard, Hoy, and
Hoy (2000) adapted this 16-item scale in the coeatif their own tool. The items were
changed from an individual orientation to a groujermtation and categorized according
to GC+, GC-, TA+, or TA-. In order to ensure titams adequately represent the four
response categories, additional items were ad8ezil-item instrument (Table 2.1) was
developed which utilized a 6-point Likedtfongly agredo strongly disagregformat.
Goddard (2002) followed up this research with xaeanation of the theoretical
underpinnings of the 21-item Collective Efficacyafcand improved its measurement by
constructing a more conceptually pure and parsiow@version of the scale. The short
form (Table 2.2) reflected all dimensions of thagmral Collective Efficacy Scale
(Goddard, 2000) but in equal proportion (i.e., 3#38 GC-, 3TA+, 3TA-). The highest
correlated items in each category were selectethéoshort form, with all but one item
correlating at .73 or above. The findings provigedience that the short form was
equally effective as the 21-item scale and strongjigted (r = .983).
Table 2.1

Original Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy 21-ltem Collectiviiéacy Scale

ltem GC+ GC- TA+ TA-
1 Teachers in this school have what it takesto X
get the children to learn.
2 Teachers in this school are able to get throagh t X
difficult students.
3 If a child doesn’t learn something the first X
time, teachers will try another way.
4 Teachers here are confident they will be able to X
motivate their students.
5 Teachers in this school really believe everycchil X
can learn.
6 If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here X
give up.
7 Teachers here need more training to know X

how to deal with these students.
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11
12

13

14
15

16

17

18

19

20

21
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Teachers in this school think there are some X
students that no one can reach.

Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to X
produce meaningful student learning.

Teachers here fail to reach some students X
because of poor teaching methods.

These students come to school ready to learn. X

Home life provides so many advantages they X
are bound to learn.

The lack of instructional materials and X
supplies makes teaching very difficult.

Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. X
The quality of school facilities here really X
facilitates the teaching and learning process.

The opportunities in this community help X
ensure that these students will learn.

Teachers here are well prepared to teach the X

subjects they are assigned to teach.

Teachers in this school are skilled in various X

methods of teaching.

Learning is more difficult at this school X
because students are worried about their safety.

Drug and alcohol abuse in the community X
make learning difficult for students here.

Teachers in this school do not have the skills X

to deal with student disciplinary problems.

Note.GC = group competence; TA = task analysis. Fromll&tive Teacher Efficacy: Its Meaning,

Measure, and Impact on Student Achievement,” b Rsoddard, W. K. Hoy, and A. W. Hoy, 2000,

American Educational Research Journal, 37(2)492.

Table 2.2

12-Item Goddard Collective Efficacy Scale

Prev. #

ltem GC+ GC- TA+ TA-

CTE2

CTE4

CTES

CTEG6

CTE9

Teachers in this school are able to get through tX

difficult students.

Teachers here are confident they will be able to X

motivate their students.

Teachers in this school really believe every childX

can learn.

If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers here X

give up.

Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to X
produce meaningful student learning.
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CTE11 These students come to school ready to learn. X

CTE12 Home life provides so many advantages they X
are bound to learn.

CTE14 Students here just aren’t motivated to learn. X

CTE16 The opportunities in this community help X
ensure that these students will learn.

CTE19 Learning is more difficult at this school X
because students are worried about their safety.

CTE20 Drug and alcohol abuse in the community X
make learning difficult for students here.

CTE21 Teachers in this school do not have the skills X
to deal with student disciplinary problems.

Note.GC = group competence; TA = task analysis; CTE #eCtive Teacher Efficacy. From “A

Theoretical and Empirical Analysis of the Measurahw Collective Efficacy: The Development of a

Short Form,” by R. D. Goddard, 20(Rducational and Psychological Measurement, 623§1),07.

Group Goal Attainment

One of the most compelling reasons for the devetoyrof interest in perceived
collective efficacy revolved around the link betwemllective efficacy beliefs and group
goal attainment (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). Witleiducation, several studies have
document a strong link between collective efficang differences in student
achievement among schools (Bandura, 1993; Godd@éd,; Goddard et al., 2004,
2000). Bandura demonstrated that the effect afgpeed beliefs on student achievement
was stronger than the direct link between SES aukat achievement. Similarly,
Goddard and his colleagues have shown that, evencantrolling for students’ prior
achievement, race/ethnicity, SES, and gender,aoleefficacy beliefs have stronger
effects on student achievement than student ra6&8t

Research has also explored collective efficacyidatthe educational arena,
particularly as related to goal attainment. Samdtorenoff, and Earls (2000) argued

that collective efficacy beliefs are important togp functioning because they explain
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how organized capacity for action is tapped to poedresults. Additionally, they found
that perceptions of collective efficacy directlyeatt the diligence and resolve with which
groups choose to pursue their goals (Sampson, &08l0). Little and Madigan’s (1997)
research has shown that perceived collective efficaa strong positive predictor of
work group effectiveness. Regardless of contextgreed collective efficacy is a potent
construct for characterizing the strong normatind behavioral influence of an
organizations culture (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 20045 Bandura (1995) stated:
Teachers operate collectively within an interacsweeial system, rather than as
isolates. Schools in which the staffs collectivjelgge themselves as powerless to
get difficult students to achieve academic successey a group sense of
academic futility that can pervade the entire ¢éiféhe school. In contrast,
schools in which staff members collective judgarikelves capable of promoting
academic success imbue their school with a positive®sphere for development
(p. 20-21).
Thus, collective efficacy has been identified @suxial element to understanding the
influence of school culture on teachers’ profesaiavork and, in turn, student
achievement.
Collective Efficacy in Schools
Given the power of collective efficacy to influenthe outcomes of organized
activity, researchers looked to identify those atgpef social organization that served to
influence teachers’ collective efficacy belief&oddard and Skrla (2006) most recently
conducted a study to investigate both teacher-l@welschool-level predictors of

teachers’ collective efficacy perceptions. Thiswlze first study that examined teacher
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characteristics as predictors of collective efficaxpanding on the previous literature
which demonstrated the importance of collectivecatfy beliefs to organizational
functioning and goal attainment. The teacher-le@aglables that were examined as
predictors of collective efficacy were: race/ethiyiand teaching experience. The results
showed a small, but statistically significant relaship between collective efficacy
beliefs and teacher race and experience. Teaohedor and those with more than ten
years experience reported slightly higher levelpasteived collective efficacy. Goddard
and Skrla (2006) challenged their readers to caetirstudies as a means of identifying
strategies for strengthening collective efficachdés, supporting the charge of Goddard,
Hoy, and Hoy (2004):
In sum, we believe that, complex questions regartiachers’ collective efficacy
beliefs are important to our understanding of oiziational transformation and, in
particular, the success of public schools in edagadur youth for effective
participation in a democratic society. The regeptssed No Child Left Behind
Act calls for elevated levels of student achievenaenl the closing achievement
gaps by race and ethnicity. Such changes to tiustape of U.S. public
education are unparalleled. We believe that theysof collective efficacy
beliefs provides an opportunity to understand oiggional culture and its
influence on participants and group outcomes in waw that hold promise for
deeper theoretical understanding and practical keuhye concerning the

improved function of organized activity, particdlaschooling (p. 10).
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Research Approach

Selecting a research approach begins with theurgser examining his/her own
orientation to basic tenets about the nature dityethe purpose of doing research, and
the type of knowledge to be produced through teeaech efforts (Merriam, 1998).
Initially, researchers must state a knowledge cla@®ed on certain assumptions about
how they will learn and what they will learn duritigeir inquiry (Creswell, 2003). The
nature of the research questions posed in thiy $&ddthe researcher to the constructivist
epistemology. The constructivist epistemologyrsugded in Lincoln and Guba’s
(1985)Naturalistic Inquirywhich describes a knowledge claim based on: nieltip
constructed realities that can be studied onlyshioally, working hypotheses that
describe the individual case, reality that prectudausal relationships, inquiry that is
value-bound, and an inseparability of the knowet e known.

Rist (1982) described the naturalistic ideologykesed upon inductive thinking
and associated with the phenomenological viewkmdwing' and ‘understanding’ social
and organizational phenomena” (p. 3). Individs#sk understanding of the world and
develop subjective meanings of their experiencagswell (2003), in describing the
constructivist knowledge claim stated:

Meanings are varied and multiple, leading the nebeat to look for the

complexity of views rather than narrowing meaninge a few categories or

ideas. The goal of research, then, is to rely ashimas possible on the

participants’ views of the situation being studiéithe questions become broad
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and general so that the participants can condineatneaning of the situation, a

meaning typically forged in discussions or intei@cs. (p.8)

Likewise, Owens (1982) added, “if one seeks to ustdad the realities of human
organizations, the naturalistic view would holdtttreey must be examined in all the rich
confusion of their daily existence” (p. 6). Exptay the questions posed in this study
necessitated a naturalistic inquiry as the consttistknowledge claim dictates,
providing the researcher the opportunity to dehte the collective teacher efficacy
beliefs and the small school models in their natsetting.

The constructivist epistemology serves as therétmal underpinning for the
gualitative paradigm. According to Lincoln and Guli985), “a paradigm represents a
distillation of what we think about the world, bzannot prove” (p. 15). Rist (1977)
stated, “the power and pull of a paradigm is mbentsimply a methodological
orientation, it is a means by which to grasp rgalitd give it meaning and predictability”
(p. 43). Grounding this study in the constructikisowledge naturally validated the
gualitative paradigm as a means of exploring thrernanal nature of the small school
design. Qualitative research focuses on a diftesay of knowing — one based on
experience, empathy, and involvement (Rist, 1992)e research problem addressed in
this study suggested an approach that is holf&id-based, and explanatory. As Rist
(1982) stated, “the qualitative approach would eadtthat to understand the current
conditions of education, one must describe andyaeah an ecologically valid manner
the values, behaviors, settings, and interactibpsudicipants in educational settings” (p.

440). The research questions posed in this stadgssitated delving for meaning as it is
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embedded in people’s experiences with the smatiadahodels. As Patton (1990)
explained:
Qualitative research is an effort to understangbsions in their unigueness as
part of a particular context and the interactidres¢. This understanding is an
end in itself, so that it is not attempting to peeéavhat may happen in the future
necessarily, but to understand the nature of #tahg — what it means for
participants to be in that setting, what their $iae like, what is going on for

them, what their meanings are, what the world Idikesin that particular setting.

(p.1)

The purpose and questions of this study clearliytlemselves to the qualitative
approach as a means of building a holistic pictutk detailed descriptions as provided
from the informant’s perspective.

The research questions posed in this study als@déed a level of interaction
that produced a deep understanding of not simgsthall school models, but also the
forces at work behind it. This is yet another aspleat lent the study to the qualitative
approach. Qualitative research is interpretatégearch, with the inquirer typically
involved in a sustained and intensive experiendb thie participants (Creswell, 2003).
As Rist (1977) described:

Emphasis is placed upon the ability of the researti“take the role of the

other;” to grasp the basic underlying assumptidrisebavior through

understanding the “definition of the situation”rindhe view of the participants;
and upon the need to understand the perceptiongadnes...qualitative research

is predicated upon the assumption that this metiiéehner understanding”
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enables a comprehension of human behavior in gréafeh than is possible from

the study of surface behavior. (p. 44)

Exploring the small school models and its impactoltective efficacy beliefs required a
depth of understanding that the qualitative desigploys.

Thus, the research purpose and questions exglotbd study necessitated an
approach that is inductive, holistic and explanatdfirestone (1987) summarized this
best:

There are a number of reasons for selecting aroappy but one’s decision often

expresses values about what the world is like, boevought to understand it, and

what the most important threats to that understandre. The method selected
encourages one to adopt conventions of presentidi@dradvance certain kinds of

arguments for the credibility of one’s conclusiofs.20)

The nature of this research exhibited the philoggblunderpinnings of the constructivist
knowledge claims which naturally lent to a quaitatapproach. This in turn provided
the researcher the opportunity to delve into theg®al experiences of those closest
involved with the small school models in a holistianner.
Research Design

The research design employed for addressing #iedstesearch questions was
that of case study. The formal definition of cagely has evolved as research has
continued to develop and reveal the more subtlaecesof the case study design. Most
recently, Yin (2003) defined the case study aséipirical inquiry that investigates a
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life cohtespecially when the boundaries

between phenomenon and context are not clearlgstidp. 13). He goes on to specify
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that the case study inquiry relies on multiple searof evidence, with data converging
through triangulation, and benefiting from the pdevelopment of theoretical
propositions by coping with multiple variables nfarest. Stake (1995) defined case
study as an in-depth exploration of a program, g\aativity or process that is bounded
by time through multiple data collection procedusger a sustained period of time.
Stake’s (1995) extensive work with the case stugligh emphasized the importance of
identifying the unit of study and defining it asiategrated system, a notion on which
Merriam (1998) concurred.

A detailed examination of the influence of a snsathool model on collective
efficacy beliefs through multiple sources, from gegspective of teachers and
administrators readily lent itself to the case gtddsign. By concentrating on a single
phenomenon (the case), the researcher aims to enttwvinteraction of significant
factors characteristic of the phenomenon (Merria@98). In the current study, it was
the small school model and the potential for scheaolilturation, specifically collective
efficacy beliefs, that was investigated. The ey focused on obtaining a holistic
understanding and analysis. As Yin (2003) obsereaske study is preferred in
examining contemporary events when the relevariels cannot be manipulated, and
in situations in which it is impossible to separdie phenomenon’s variables from their
context. This again served as further impetusifiizing the case study design for the
proposed research problem of exploring the embeddsigin and impact of the small
school models.

Merriam (1998) further described three salientdess of the case study that are

applicable to the research questions studied, theiswy: particularistic, descriptive, and



54

heuristic. Particularistic refers to the case isidocus on a particular situation, event,
program, or phenomenon. In this study it was thalkschool model of high school
restructuring that was of particular interest. @gstive refers to the end product of a
case study as a rich description of the phenomander study. The researcher
investigated collective efficacy beliefs as martigelsn high school design, using thick,
rich description to convey this effectively. Heatic describes the idea that case studies
inspire the discovery of new meaning beyond theeriirunderstanding. As one of the
newer models for high school reform initiativesstresearch explored the potentiality of
the small school model for cultivating collectiwather efficacy beliefs.

Final substantiation for the case study desigmaslicated upon what the
researcher wants to know (Merriam, 1998). Yin @Qf&roposed that “how” and “why”
research questions readily lend to the case stesligil because they deal with
“operational links needing to be traced over tina¢gher than mere frequencies or
incidence” (p. 6). Following this rationale conent with a close examination of the
guestions of the current study, provided furthéorele for the case study design.
Merriam (1998) promoted the case study designqdatily in instances where the
researcher is embedded in process. The emphasisvas on process as opposed to
outcome as a criterion for selecting the case stiegdygn. Case studies, as such, help us
to understand processes of events, projects, agpligmms and to discover context
characteristics that will shed light on an issuelgect (Merriam, 1998). In the current
research, the process of uncovering the tacitmpdicit communal qualities as
exemplified in the concept of collective efficadgiiefs that exist in the small school

model was paramount. Case study was also selfectéd uniqueness and potential for
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uncovering phenomenon that would otherwise go whedr(Merriam, 1998). The case
study design provided the researcher the oppoyttmiexplore the nuances of collective
teacher efficacy beliefs within the small schoaesign.

In summary, the case study design provided theareber with a unique
opportunity to explore the research questions.Yii2003) described, “the distinctive
need for case studies arises out of the desiraderatand complex social phenomena, by
allowing investigators to retain the holistic andaningful characteristics of real-life
events” (p. 2). The case study design clearlynaliwith the purpose and research
guestions to provide a firm foundation for inveatign of the small school model
through the collective efficacy framework.

Site Selection

The context and activities of the research setmdtharies for the selection of a site
by clearly defining and specifying an appropriating offering the likelihood that the
phenomenon of interest can be studied (McMillanca@nacher, 2001). The researcher
should first establish the criteria that will guid@se selection and then select a case that
meets those criteria (Merriam, 1998). Selectimived finding a critical case that
exemplified the phenomenon of study, the small sthwdel, as closely as possible.
Consideration for site selection was made in alignimvith the three dimensions
established by Lee and Ready (2007): (a) whethstwalents in the school are organized
into subunits, (b) the degree of subunit autonaanyg (c) the extent to which the reform
facilitates change in the school’s technical cdreeaching and learning. As such, the
site selected had a full-model small school stmgctath autonomous subunits in which

the school’s technical core of teaching and legrhias been impacted by the small
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school implementation. The research site seladibded a grade-level house system.
Each house operated independently on one of tke floors of the building. It was also
important to select a site which had a mature implatation of the small school model,
one that has been in practice for at least fiveasyebBlence, the district selected had used
the house model since the 1999-2000 school yedinmd their tenth year of
implementation. These served as the criteriadt@csing a specific high school for the
study.

Within the single case study design, attention grasn to several subunits, thus
producing an embedded design. The subunits wengreed of both teachers and
building administrators. Teachers representediattyest subunit of study. After general
information was obtained from the staff at largetigh Goddard’s (2000) Collective
Efficacy Scale, purposeful sampling was implememigd means of attaining more
specific interview data. Purposeful sampling isdzhon the assumption that the
investigator wants to discover, understand, and gaight and therefore must select a
sample from which the most can be learned (Merrie®88). Building level
administrators comprised the other subunit of studyormation from administration
was obtained through interview strategies.

It is not uncommon for researchers to mistakeattlesfor research sites to which
they can easily gain convenient and ready accéssrridnan thinking through the
implications of particular choices (Walford, 2001 this study, careful selection of a
site was executed by selecting a mature site wipleigenced implementation. Sampling
of the subunits was conducted in a way to maxirn@kection of meaningful data from

both administrators and teachers alike. An emerggmmpling design was necessary,
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successively selecting respondents based on psdyicollected information. Execution
of the above stated strategies provided for maxirayposure to the small school model
while remaining aligned with the research purposk guestions.

Research Strategies

Gaining entry, and the conditions under whicls igianted, is one of the most
critical phases of qualitative research (Rist, 982egotiation with gatekeepers
necessitated careful consideration to ensure ageEssbtained, as gatekeepers are often
concerned that their organization or institutiorpbesented in a favorable manner. A
formal proposal was submitted to the district at¢blected site, addressing: overall
research purpose, reason for site selection, d@éiecton techniques, and reporting of
data (Appendix A). Negotiating entry to an indiba is more than an issue of providing
information; equally important is establishing &t®nship with those involved (Flick,
1998). Thus, an initial conversation with the dinf principal provided informal
permission as well as a means of forging positlations.

Application was made to the Office for Researabi€utions (ORP), specifically
the Institutional Review Board (IRB), for “ExemptidRkeview” based on the criteria that
research was conducted in an established educksettiag involving normal
educational practices as per Category 1. Partitspaere fully informed of the activities
and purpose of this research prior to participati®his informed consent ensured the
subjects right to freed and self-determination.obdpeceiving permission from the
district office and building principal, interactiam-site officially began. The researcher
was then faced with delving into the field to redlobse persons who could provide the

necessary, valuable information. Discussion vhthliuilding level administration
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outlined the course of study. All teachers weleed4o complete Goddard’s (2000)
Collective Efficacy Scale as a way of assessintgctive efficacy beliefs. Individual
interviews with teachers were pursued through tvenaes: recommendation from
building level administration and voluntarily adisibed through the survey. Additional
interviews were conducted with various administras a means of obtaining multiple
levels of understanding and historical context.

There is an additional and equally important lexfedntry to be negotiated, that is
gaining the trust and acceptance of those in ttimgavhere the actual work is to be
conducted (Rist, 1982). In addition, the researtdees the problem of negotiating
proximity and distance in relation to the particifmastudied (Flick, 1998). It was
necessary to define the role of the researchegalmnparticipant-observer continuum in
an effort to maximize effectiveness for the reskeauestions at hand. In order to best
understand the culture and communal nature ofrttedl school model, the researcher
needed to get involved in the research to the éxtbam a trusting, working relationship
was established. As Flick (1998) described, “ac®@of knowledge in this context is to
gradually take an insider’s perspective — to urtdasthe individual’s viewpoint or the
organizational principles of social groups from ember’s perspective” (p. 60). Thus
the researcher strove to become embedded in telsaliture to best investigate the
small school model and collective efficacy beli@ésposed in the research questions.

Data Collection Techniques

Understanding the case in its totality, as welhasintensive, holistic description

and analysis characteristic of a case study, maadumith breadth and depth of data

collection (Merriam, 1998). As Yin (2003) statéthe case study’s unique strength is its
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ability to deal with a full variety of evidence ecuments, artifacts, interviews, and
observation” (p. 8). In addition, the data coliecttechniques employed need to fit, and
be suitable for answering the research questiossgolndeed, it is the research
guestions that drive data collection techniquesaradysis rather than vice versa (Howe
& Eisenhart, 1990). Thus, several data collectivategies were employed to effectively
address the research questions, including: sum&yyiew, observation and document
analysis.
Survey

The initial data collection strategy implementeakvthrough a survey
administered to all teachers. Surveys gatheratadgparticular point in time with the
intention of describing the nature of existing ctiods and determining the relationships
that exist between specific events (Cohen & Mani®®4). The survey component was
used as a means of obtaining baseline informationtacollective teacher efficacy
beliefs at the particular site. The survey used @addard’s (2000) 21-item Collective
Efficacy Scale. All teachers in the high schootevasked to respond to the survey. The
survey was comprised of twenty-one statements (AgipeB) as a means of assessing
collective teacher efficacy beliefs. It was adsiared by the researcher at a faculty
meeting, during which participants were providedeito complete the survey. A total of
103 survey responses were collected from the faculinbering 126. At the conclusion
of the survey, teachers were then given the oppiytto volunteer for further dialogue
via interview (Appendix D). Compiling the survegtd provided the initial baseline data;
in addition, it also provided insight for furtheéudy and guided the researcher into the

interview phase of data collection.
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Interview

Interviews comprised the next and largest compookdata collection in this
case study. Yin (2003) stated, “one of the mogtartant sources of case study
information is the interview” (p. 89). The majaheantage to interviewing is it provides
greater depth than any other method of data calle¢Cohen & Manion, 1994). Rist
(1982) described this best:

To conduct a good interview is to hold an interegttonversation. Ideas and

perceptions are exchanged, information is sharediparticipants come to know

more about each other in the process. The impoetan stressing the

conversational aspect of interviewing is to reinfothe notion that qualitative

work involves considerable human interaction. ¢8)4
In this study, interviews provided a means for leshing to understand both the
structure and culture supporting the small schamdieh Interviews were of a semi-
structured nature with some predetermined guidurgstions. For the most part, the
interviews maintained a more open-ended formatatig the researcher to respond to
the situation at hand, and to the emerging idedlseofespondents. Interviews with
teachers were secured in one of two ways, voluptand through researcher invitation.
As Owens (1982) suggested, the interview began quigtstions of broad scope and
proceed through a conceptual funnel with incredgingpre focused questions that check
for verification, test, probe, and confirm. Teacimerviews focused on identifying
factors influencing collective teacher efficacy éSeterview protocol in Appendix C).

In-depth interviews were also conducted with vagsiadministrators to better understand
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the areas of organizational structure, managemeléboration, historical context, and
obtain a broader scope of the small school culture.

The process for recording interview data involvetaded field notes throughout
the interview process as a means of capturingsaértial ideas. Interviews were also
digitally audio-recorded in order to provide degdilreview upon transcription.
Confidentiality and anonymity were maintained fodividual participants and the district
at large. While collecting the data the researtbek the opportunity to paraphrase back
the responses as a way to ensure accurate undgngtamn addition, while objectively
recording the words and essence of the respontthentesearcher simultaneously
analyzed the information shared, and redirectedtepres to refine or substantiate
meaning in order to thoroughly understand the nedpnot’s perspective (Stake, 1995).
Interviews comprised the essential source of daitaation in this study. In total, thirty
individual interviews were conducted, each ragmogf 15 to 60 minutes in length.
Additional Sources

Although survey and interview constituted the @igndata collection tools in this
case study, it also became necessary to includanaison and document analysis for
clarification and depth of understanding. Obseovet data represent a firsthand
encounter with the phenomenon of interest and deotsrare seen as “objective” data
sources and often used as a way to ground an igash in the context of the problem
being investigated (Merriam, 1998). Utilizing w@aus sources of data presented the
greatest possibility for accuracy and a holistiesentation. During the multiple site
visits, observations were made of interactions betwand amongst faculty in various

settings, including: faculty meeting, pod interans, and informal conversation. In
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addition, documents such as: program of studiesna@aybook, faculty handbook,
websites, and yearbooks provided valuable conteandcultural information. The use
of multiple sources of evidence in case studiesaalan investigator to address a broader
range of historical, attitudinal, and behavioraliss (Yin, 2003). It is through the
interaction of data collection methods that thersgest evidence can be compiled and the
most firm analysis can be presented (Rist, 1982).
Data Analysis

Stake (1995) poetically described the data amajysicess, “the page does not
write itself, but by finding, for analysis, the higambiance, the right moment, by reading
and rereading the accounts, by deep thinking, timelerstanding creeps forward and
your page is printed” (p. 73). Yin (2003) descdlike analysis of case study evidence to
be the most difficult aspect of doing case studgaech. Describing analysis as a
discrete step in the research process is misleading an interactive process whereby
data collection and analysis occur simultaneouwsith the analysis giving direction to
the data collection by suggesting what to checlemtio see confirmation, and how to
extend the data collection itself (Owens, 1982jst R982) further explained:

To state that data analysis occurs concurrentddth collection is only to

acknowledge that fieldwork is not simply the medkta collection of predefined

data from predefined sets of respondents. Raieentire time the researcher is

in the field, there is a constant dialectic betweeltection and analysis. (p. 445)
It is through this iterative process of data cdl@tand data analysis that the researcher
gained a deeper understanding of the small schodehwhile continually refining the

implications for collective teacher efficacy betief



63

Data analysis is a complex process that involveging back and forth between
concrete bits of data and abstract concepts, batdescription and interpretation - it is
the complex process of making meaning (Merriam8)19%o00d analysis typically
involves: categorizing, conceptualizing, and fipaleorizing (Merriam, 1998; Miles,
1979; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). The first componenblved moving beyond the raw
data to construct categories that effectively cagatwecurring patterns across the data.
Initially the survey data were analyzed to provitlea general sense of collective
efficacy beliefs and (2) potential themes for imfiimg interview questions. As themes
emerged it was necessary to reduce data by maimgaarfocus on the research questions
posed. These categories or themes are “conceptaiad by the data (not the data
itself)....In short, conceptual categories and propgeihave a life apart from the evidence
that gave rise to them” (Taylor & Bogdan, 1998141). Devising categories is largely
an intuitive process, but it is also systematic imfiokmed by the study’s purpose, the
investigator’s orientation and knowledge, and tleamngs made explicit by the
participants themselves (Merriam, 1998). As theeyidata were synthesized,
categories began to emerge around the researctiaqsesnd the collective efficacy
framework and thus provided fertile ground for et study through interviews.

Interviews then provided the researcher the oppdst for detailed discussion of
the small school features and potential impactallective teacher efficacy beliefs. In
order to effectively categorize the data, the nedesr engaged in coding. Coding is the
process of dividing data into parts by a classifcasystem (McMillan & Schumacher,
2001). Dividing data into topics in this manndoaded the researcher to reorganize the

data and work with it more effectively through ctamd comparison. Without coding,
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data analysis can become very overwhelming. kghidy, coding allowed the
researcher to efficiently categorize the intervoata.

As the interview process progressed through inforanealysis of survey data, the
analysis process moved toward linking categorle=eby conceptualizing and ultimately
theorizing. Theorizing is a step toward developrtheory that explains some aspect of
educational practice, in this case the small schamdel, and allowed the researcher to
draw inferences about future activity (Merriam, 8290ften the categories do not tell
the whole story and it is necessary for the res@arto move to the higher level of
theorizing. In the current study the categories @nceptualization came together using
the collective efficacy framework to provide mor@uersal hypotheses regarding the
small school model. As Merriam (1998) describadhén categories and their properties
are reduced and refined and then linked togethéeftative hypotheses, the analysis is
moving toward the development of a theory to expthe data’s meaning” (p. 192). The
research questions investigated in this study stgdehis level of analysis as way of
coming to a collective understanding of the smatlo®l model particularly around the
concept of collective efficacy.

Validity and Reliability Considerations

All research is concerned with producing valid aglthble knowledge in an
ethical manner. Validity and reliability are conte that can be approached through
careful attention to a study’s conceptualizatiod #re way in which the data were
collected, analyzed, and interpreted, and the wayhich the findings were presented

(Merriam, 1998). Considerations around validityl aeliability must evolve from a
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perspective congruent with the philosophical asgionp underlying our initial research
paradigm.

In the qualitative paradigm validity refers to tegree to which the explanations
of phenomena match the realities of the world (M&i & Schumacher, 2001).
Juxtapose this with the main assumption underlguglitative research: reality is
holistic, multidimensional, and socially construtté is not a single, fixed, objective
phenomenon waiting to be discovered (Merriam, 199§ such, this study used both
survey and interview strategies as the means agrgtehding reality. Owens (1982)
offered several techniques for enhancing credybiptolonged data-gathering on site,
triangulation, member checks, collection of reféi@radequacy materials, development
of thick description, memoing, and engagement gr gensultation. It is these strategies
that were implemented in the proposed researchasaas of addressing internal validity
concerns.

Data were gathered on site initially via surveydentify general efficacy feelings
and themes for informing the more in-depth intewggiestions. This multi-tiered
approach provided the researcher the opportunibet@me immersed in the culture and
in turn allowed for ongoing data analysis and dooration to ensure the match between
findings and participant reality. As Rist (1982pkained:

If one seeks information from large numbers ofipgrants, then the

guestionnaire strategy would be appropriate. A#gvely, if the interest is in

learning more about what a few people believe, thenn-depth interviewing of

key informants or the development of life-histonyeirviews are available. (p.

444)
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This study used both strategies as a means dlipigathering general data through the
survey and then more specific data through intersieMember checks were conducted
throughout the interview process and at the coratusf the study as a means of
corroborating perceptions and interpretations withparticipants from which they were
derived. These strategies allowed a deep levehdérstanding to be obtained and
provided for the development of thick, rich destiap in such a way as to “take the
reader there” (Rist, 1982, p. 15).

The 21-item survey instrument developed by Godddoy, and Hoy (2000) to
measure collective efficacy was found to have gtratiability. As such Goddard, Hoy,
and Hoy (2000) found:

Teacher responses to the 21-item collective teaaffieacy instrument were

aggregated to the school level and submitted &xtof analysis....the results

revel that, in fact, all items loaded strongly osirggle factor and explained

57.89% of the variance. The strength of the twatefiacorrelation (r=.75, p<.001)

provided further evidence that collective teactiécacy is the common

unobserved factor operationalized by our 21-iteriieCbve Efficacy Scale. (p.

494)

In addition, the internal reliability of the 214temeasure was found to be high (alpha =
.96) (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). This further popted the use of the Collective
Efficacy Scale as developed by Goddard, Hoy, angl (2600).

A major strength of case study research is the ibppity to use many different

sources of evidence, for which the most importavbaatage is the development of

converging lines of inquiry; better know as theqass of triangulation (Yin, 2003).
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Triangulation was utilized in this study as a mefansross-checking themes across
survey and interviews in order to provide furtherifrcation. In addition to serving as a
corroborative device it also provided a strategyefstablishing a holistic picture of the
case at hand. As Cohen & Manion (1994) descritigdngular techniques attempt to
map out, or explain more fully, the richness anahplexity of human behavior by
studying if from more than one standpoint and igimg enhance the validity” (p. 233).

Peer consultation was also utilized in this stuslyreans of checking the
researcher’s progress from an objective viewpolrbfessional colleagues as well as the
faculty committee at Pennsylvania State Univensityvided feedback on an ongoing
basis to effectively address questions or conderas effort to enhance validity. As
data analysis proceeded, memoing assisted thechse@ making conceptual leaps
from raw data to abstractions. Through memointg daploration is enhanced,
continuity of conception and contemplation is erdnd communication is facilitated
(Birks, Chapman, & Francis, 2008).

External validity, or generalizability, is concedheith the extent to which the
finding of one study can be applied to other siarat (Yin, 2003). Considering this
notion in light of the case study design presentmteresting quandary. In qualitative
research a single case is selected precisely betagisesearcher wishes to understand
‘the particular’ in depth, not to find out whatgenerally true of the many (Merriam,
1998). The research questions in this case stedg designed to specifically investigate
the small school model, which in turn limits thengealizability to a certain degree.
However, such limitations are somewhat inherenthéncase study design. The primary

strategy utilized in this study to ensure extexadidity to the greatest extent possible is
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the provision of thick, rich, detailed descripti@tsthose interested in transferability will
have a solid framework for comparison.

Reliability refers to the extent to which reseaticklings can be replicated
(Merriam, 1998). Yin (2003) proposed two spedifictics as ways of approaching the
reliability problem: using a well-defined case stymtotocol and maintaining a chain of
evidence. Lincoln and Guba (1985) devised theitatall” as a method of documenting
the nature of each decision in the research pghendata upon which it was based, and the
reasoning that entered into it. Survey data wiesednalyzed to ascertain the general
tone of collective efficacy beliefs in the buildiagd also identify themes for further
probing. These emerging ideas were then explarddlacumented as data analysis
proceeded. In order to establish an effectivetduall, an investigator’s log, or case
study database was maintained throughout the pedpsisdy. The database included:
notes, documents, transcriptions and tabular naé¢efrurthermore, the database also
served as a means of demonstrating effective imgaiégtion of sound case study
protocol and indicated the study’s link to theialitesearch questions.

It is through these strategies that the reseaiidressed the concerns over
validity and reliability in way that is consistentith the case study design and the
specific research questions of this study. Usownd protocol and methodology
enhanced the validity and reliability of this resdma

Limitations

The case study has certainly earned the statusliairective form of empirical

inquiry, although many researchers have been aribicits design. The special features

of case study research that provide the ratiormaléd selection also present certain



69

inherent limitations in its usage. Researchers rmadte every effort to minimize these
limitations through sound protocol and methodology.

Generalizability has plagued qualitative researcha some time. A
fundamental and long-standing dilemma within cdsdysresearch is that the method
requires a focus on a very small number of stiesthere is often a desire to draw
conclusions which have a wider applicability thegtjthat small number of cases
(Walford, 2001). The current research offered ncepxion as only one school served as
the research site. There are two opposing viewsaraing generalizability for case
studies: either assuming that one cannot genemliedo the inherent nature of the
research design, or attempt to strengthen genabdlity by using various techniques
(Merriam, 1998). In the current research, attem@e made to strengthen the
generalizability. Stake (1985) used the notionatralistic generalization to explain the
idea that full and thorough knowledge of the paltc allows one to see similarities in
new and foreign contexts. Yin (2003) proposed tbase studies, like experiments, are
generalizable to theoretical propositions and agtdpulations or universes” (p. 10).

Lincoln and Guba (1985) discussed the notion ofdierability and argued that
readers can make informed decisions about thecgtylity of the findings to their own
or other situations. According to Lincoln and G{b885) the researcher needs to
“provide the thick description necessary to enablmeone interested in making a
transfer to reach a conclusion about whether trester can be contemplated as a
possibility” (p. 316). The research in this stymgvided the thick, rich description

necessary to maximize the potential for transfditgbi
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A further limitation in this study involved the strgth of the small school model
as the unit of analysis and its possibility fongterability. The small school model is
only one of many restructuring models that havéased in the high school reform
initiatives. While selecting this specific modehybe seen as limiting the
transferability, the small school model was sel@ttecause of its potential applicability
to many of the other models. The small school rhisde more basic restructuring model
that possesses many of the concepts fundamerited tither high school reform
initiatives. This selection was purposeful on piagt of the researcher as a way of

strengthening the proposed research and again vingrthe likelihood of transferability.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS
Introduction

The purpose of this case study was to investigegetfects of the small school
model on the collective efficacy beliefs of teachas experienced by the participants
themselves. The study was conducted at a subhighrschool in the northeastern
United States which operated under a grade-lewsddngystem. The researcher gathered
information by use of a 21-item survey, digitalicorded interviews, observation, and
document analysis.

The research questions explored possible linkagigden the small school
model and teachers’ collective efficacy beliefdirdle questions provided the focus and
structure for this study. They are as follows:

1. What contextual factors prompted the shifti® $mall school model and how
was the plan implemented?

2. What structural elements, factors, or processtge small school design are
perceived to most strongly influence (promote/hmdeachers’ collective efficacy
beliefs? Why?

3. In what ways does the small school model coutei to or detract from the
primary sources of collective efficacy beliefs: neag experience, vicarious experience,

social persuasion, and affective states? Why?
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Historical Context
Demographics

Cedar Ridge is a suburban school district locatetie northeastern United
States. Just over 20,000 students attend therfitéementary (grades K-6), five middle
(grades 7-9), and three high schools (grades 10r1Rg district. Located in an upper-
middle class community, 92% of CR 2007 graduatdatdued their education at two or
four year colleges, as posted on the district websi

Currently there are three high schools in the €&ildge school district. CR
Washington, formerly Cedar Ridge High School, weesdriginal and oldest high school
in the district. As enrollment increased, a sedoigth school, CR Adams, opened its
doors in the early 1970’s. Most recently a thirghhschool, CR Jefferson, opened in
2004 to again accommodate increasing enrollmethfde high schools operate under a
grade-level, house system with a semester blockdsdd and a common program of
studies. Although strong efforts are made to naanéquity amongst the buildings, each
school has adopted unique components with slighdtians resulting in three distinctly
unique climates and cultures. This research wadwzied at the newest of the three high
schools, Cedar Ridge Jefferson which was in itk ffear of operation at the time of
research.

Rise of CR Jefferson

The house concept was adopted in Cedar Ridgééat999-2000 school year as
a response to the tragedy at Columbine High Schblé incidents at Columbine
occurred on April 20, 1999. Immediately followitttat tragedy, the community and

administration of Cedar Ridge responded by progpirthe school board a shift to a
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house system. It was their hope that the hougeraywould provide a framework that
better fostered relationships and connected eaclest to at least one adult in the
building. At the time, each of the two high screoalas operating with one building
principal and two assistant principals, one hampdiiscipline and one attendance. A shift
to the grade-level house system required a thsdstant be added to the two existing
high schools. In addition, their responsibilitiesre restructured so that each assistant
principal operated as a house principal for onegad’, 11", or 12) while the building
principal continued to oversee the overall operetid-urthermore, the school board also
approved an additional counselor be added to eaitdirg, bringing the total for each
building from five to six (two for each grade) wiproviding another structural change
to foster relationships with students. Conseqyetiie two Cedar Ridge high schools
opened the 1999-2000 school year operating undendtvly adopted house system with
a house principal for each grade and an additiomahselor in an effort to maximize
connections with students.

At the same time discussions began regarding teriog of a third high school
to accommodate increasing enrollment and futurgeptions. With board support, a site
was obtained and architectural plans were develbgeal building costing upwards of 80
million. As a mandate from the superintendent,rtée building would operate with the
existing grade-level house structure. The bigddéftrence between the new building
(Jefferson) and the existing two schools was thigyato design CR-Jefferson to
physically accommodate the house system. The desiyided for a three-story

structure with each grade operating on one fldofhouse office” was designed on each
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floor to accommodate the house principal, two celors, and two secretaries. With the
design in place, building proceeded and Jeffersas siated to open in the fall of 2004.

As with any building project, redistricting was esesary to establish a sending
area for the newly built Cedar Ridge Jeffersonwds decided that students would be
pulled from both of the existing high schools tpplate the new building. Amidst
moderate grumbling (most prominently from the studevho would be seniors),
students, teachers and community members wererpeefia the opening of Jefferson
for the 2004 school year. As the construction preged, it became apparent during the
summer of 2004 that the building would not be refalySeptember, but instead would
be delayed until January of 2005, for second seanedthe decision to delay the opening
for an entire semester was based on the semestdrformat. Since students assumed a
new course load each semester, a more natural imesakreated by opening Jefferson at
the semester break. Unfortunately, all preparatitad been made for Cedar Ridge High
School-Jefferson to operate as an autonomousumatitfor the fall of 2004. Sports
teams were prepared with coaches, uniforms andlatdse Student schedules were
arranged and teachers rooms assigned based oxpinetex opening.

This unanticipated delay presented the biggestearige for administrators,
teaches, and students alike. Unanimously, alivreges subjects described the delay in
opening as the biggest hurdle in the opening ofJéfferson. After reviewing several
options, it was decided that students would stdfieit sending school (either
Washington or adams) for the first semester anchexa would be divided between the
buildings. Students were identified as CR-Jefferstoidents even though they attended

classes along side of the students in the alreaercmwded existing high schools



75

(Washington and Adams). House principals traveketaveen buildings, sports teams
competed with the Jefferson name although theydadactice and play at satellite
locations. Students described themselves as “3efieAdams” and “Jefferson-
Washington” based on the sending school in whiely tiesided. The CR Jefferson
yearbook for the 2004-2005 school year shows phapdg of students in two different
uniforms sitting in the cafeteria on game daysrotigh the turmoil, separate classes,
separate clubs, separate sports, and separatatsfioddernments made the best of a
difficult situation and waited for their building be completed.
Staffing and the CORE Team

The school year prior to CR-Jefferson opening nthtke beginning of staffing
considerations. In the spring of 2003 both curpeircipals showed interest in becoming
the principal of CR-Jefferson. Both participatadhe application process which
involved interviews and writing samples. Upon cdatipn of the process, the
superintendent selected the principal of CR-Wagbimgs principal of the new building.
Next, teachers at the existing schools (high schantl middle schools) were asked to
indicate their interest in moving to the new schadlany members of each staff applied
for the transfer; however, the remainder of thatpos were filled by invitation of
current teachers and hiring of new staff from algghe district. The principal noted that
during staffing an effort was made to balance tivaloer of teachers from each of the
existing high schools, particularly since he wasitg from Washington and he did not
want to give the impression that preferential tresit was given to his staff. He also
described the process to be “not as difficult agppedescribed, it was filling needs and

getting good people on board.” Teachers alsoriestthe staffing process as smooth
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and non-confrontational. Once the staff was fiedi the building principal began the
critical process of establishing a Core Team tcettgvthe fundamental operating
principles for the new CR-Jefferson. As the ppatidescribed, “the main goal of the
Core Team was to develop vision, values, and doal¥efferson and address the core
issues facing the school.”

The Core Team was comprised of twenty-one membelsding the principal,
teachers, house principals, guidance counselorgtéed important staff members
(secretarial staff, security, custodial staff, &idletic Director). The team met monthly
beginning in January of 2004, a total of approxehaeight to ten times. The principal
hand-picked each of the members of the team arsdbipalty facilitated the work of the
group. The yearbook described the Core Teams&isimental in establishing the new
high school. In the words of one Core Team mentber, main purpose was to unify
students, teachers, and staff members so it waibddmooth transition for everyone
involved.” In addition to the district's ongoingmmitment to the principles &reaking
Ranks: Changing an American Instituti(®®96), the work of the Core Team was guided
by DuFour and Eaker’s (1998) work on professioaalhing communities. Each
member of the Core Team received a copy of DuFodrEaker’s (1998) book which
subsequently steered the work of vision statem@ratisle 4.1), goals (Table 4.2) and
value statements (Table 4.3).

Table 4.1

Cedar Ridge Jefferson Vision Statements

Students— Cedar Ridge Jefferson students will:
» Be respectful of each other, themselves, adulésctimmunity, and facilities
» Assume responsibility for their own learning asIvesl their own actions
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* Develop a connection to C. R. Jefferson that ré&flaad promotes school
pride
Parents— Cedar Ridge Jefferson parents will:
* Act as partners in the educational process of ttieidren
» Serve as effective role models in citizenship afedibng learning
* Provide support through their involvement in schoolctions and activities
Teachers— Cedar Ridge Jefferson teachers will:
» Continue to develop professionally by being actiembers of a
collaborative learning community
* Create learning environments that are safe, pesand inclusive
* Foster student success through high expectatiofiaborative learning and a
challenging curriculum
Administration — Cedar Ridge Jefferson administrators will:
* Be accessible, visible and responsive to studstaff,and community
» Support and promote a safe and successful leaemvigonment for students
and staff
* Model and promote the vision of the professionaihég community
Staff — Cedar Ridge Jefferson staff will:
* Promote a sense of pride and ownership in the $choo
* Demonstrate an involvement in the development ardavement of the
school community
» Contribute to a safe and caring climate
Curriculum — The curriculum at Cedar Ridge Jefferson will:
* Be based on high academic standards
* Provide diverse and challenging experiences tleatedevant and meaningful
to students
» Be collaborative and interdisciplinary
* Be innovative and evolving
Reputation — Cedar Ridge Jefferson will be recognized as:
* A community of excellence
* A safe and caring learning environment
* A leader in innovation and sound educational pcasti

Table 4.2

Cedar Ridge High Jefferson Goals

Academic Achievement

Develop strategies to positively impact:
» Student performance on standardized tests
» The number of students recognized as Merit Scholars
* The number of students participating in A.P. cosirse
* The graduation rate
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Collaboration

Encourage teachers to choose the collaborative mabm the Cedar
Ridge Professional Development Plan. An exarnonaif best practices
would be included in the collaboratfmocess.

Operations
Develop procedures, which ensure:
* A smooth and efficient transition
» Student and faculty safety
e Maximum utilization of available resources

Climate

Develop procedures to increase the sense of caanextd belonging among all
members of the school community.

Table 4.3

Cedar Ridge Jefferson Value Statements

The Cedar Ridge Jefferson Community will:

Demonstrate excellence in
* Academic standards
» Collaborative teaching/learning
» Extra-curricular endeavors
» Enthusiastic life-long learning habits
» Creative thinking and quality craftsmanship

Model responsible citizenship through
* Respect for self and others
» Responsible choices and behaviors
* Open-mindedness
* Tolerance
* Positive attitudes

Encourage a positive school climate through
e Caring and supportive attitudes
» Concern for all members’ physical and emotiona¢saf
* Experiencing and expressing school pride

Demonstrate pride in
* School building and grounds
» Self and others
* All of our endeavors




79

These fundamental documents were eventually diggtbto the entire staff during the
introductory faculty meeting as the foundationtfue new CR Jefferson. In addition, the
Core Team was also involved in many of the prakttioasiderations involved in opening
a new building. Several members of the Core Tezllaated on the experience of
working with the architects to design their spec#reas, particularly in the elective areas
(Technology Education and the Arts). The team a¥ss involved in ordering necessary
equipment and supplies as well as teaching thetstaf the building worked.

During the course of research, interviews weredocted with eight members of
the Core Team. Core Team members, including tineipel, were asked to describe the
non-negotiable terms which served as a guide far thork. Upon further probing, these
were the mandates that were dictated by distrfategfmore specifically the
superintendent. The non-negotiable terms deschligedachers and administration were:
(1) semester block schedule with four 90-minutes®a consistent with Washington and
Adams, (2) the same program of studies as the mmently existing for Washington and
Adams, (3) a grade-level house system segregatéiddry (4) a house office on each
floor to accommodate the house principal, two celors, and two secretaries, and (5)
planning centers (pods) for teachers that wouldoeadepartmentalized but would be
integrated by subject area. Using these univgrsdelines in conjunction with the
created vision, goals, and values, the Core Tesableshed the fundamental operating
principles for the staff and students. The primaogsideration made by the Core Team
was the development of the climate and culturerbgheasizing relationships as a core
value. One Core Team member reflected, “the gbddeoCore Team was to create our

own culture with an emphasis on community and ieghips.” A goal which they
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successfully attained, based on comments and fekditman various staff members, such
as, “Jefferson is a very different climate from tiker high schools, we focus on climate
much more by building relationships with our studen All in all, it was the work of the
Core Team that set the groundwork for the emer@iRglefferson community and
steered the transition process.
Student Advisory Committee

In addition to the Core Team, a Student Advisoryn@uottee was also formed the
year before Jefferson was slated to open. Thigpgod Jefferson-bound students from
both Washington and Adams met with the newly apedimdministrators to discuss
student-relevant issues. It was this group thatsadvadministration on the student
perspective and served as the “student voice'Uelsshat were addressed by the Student
Advisory Committee included: school colors, schmalscot, rules, and student
transitional activities. The transitional actiesiwere opportunities created for the
student body to ease the transition as well agfosw traditions. Activities included:
senior open house (a night for only seniors to tbemew building), sophomore-junior
open house (a similar night for sophomores andjgii Titan Tent event (an evening,
outdoor event with food, music and dancing), amamgepep rally, a dedication
ceremony, and special accommodations for the“fiest carpet” homecoming. Initially
the Student Advisory Committee met independenhefGore Team but eventually the
two groups collaborated as the opening nearedurnmmary, the Student Advisory
Committee, in conjunction with the Core Team, ketdroundwork for establishing a
culture unique to Jefferson while blending the sgréraditions of Washington and

Adams.
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The Opening of CR Jefferson to CR Jefferson Today

The fall of 2004 came and went and CR Jeffersdmdt open its doors. Instead,
Jefferson students remained at their respectiveisgischools of CR Washington and
CR Adams, calling themselves “Jefferson-Adams” ‘a@lafferson-Washington”.
Administrators, teachers, staff, and studentsu#it tbest to operate three separate high
schools under only two roofs. Again, preparatimese made for the opening of
Jefferson for second semester. In the weeks frithre opening, students visited the
building for Senior Open House and Sophomore-Ju@men House. Both evenings,
depicted in the yearbook, described “an excitingetfor students to wander the new
halls, find their lockers and classrooms, pick hgartschedules, and finally see the school
they would spend their next years.” The semestde@ on a Friday in January and the
following Monday Jefferson opened its doors. SalWerachers described the short
transition period as challenging, but were alsy grick to note the dedication and
excitement felt by the staff during those few weeBsiilding administrators and many
teachers spent the entire weekend at Jeffersonngfkal arrangements, preparing
classrooms, and bonding around the transition goc&tudents from all grade levels
joined together to decorate their new school wittodul posters, balloons and other
decorations to welcome everyone to the new schodonday. Several pages in the ‘04
-‘05 yearbook were dedicated to the move, pictlyridépicting “Traveling to Jefferson”,
“Remembering Adams”, “Remembering Washington” a8étting Up House: The
Excitement Builds”.

January 31, 2005 Cedar Ridge Jefferson celeb@peding Day. As the students

describe in the yearbook,
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It was a cold January morning when we finallyvead at Jefferson. After

months of anticipation, we walked through the ddordhe first time. We were

the first students to roam these halls betweersetaand the first to eat lunch

atthese tables. Jefferson was finally a reality\we began to feel at home.
While many were optimistic and ready to turn overeav leaf, many others had trouble
letting go of the engrained traditions from Waslkamgor Adams. Washington and
Adams had traditionally been rival high schoolshwihique cultures and traditions.
Students, faculty, parents and the community nosvtbaome together under one roof to
develop a new culture and embrace their so caNedsr As one teacher on the Core
Team described, “we worked really hard at tryingni@ke a culture independent of the
other schools while blending the two together.” ofkrer teacher noted, “...for so many
years they had been told that the students attttez school (Washington or Adams)
were their rivals and now they were supposed tthbie teammates, friends, and
classmates. There was definitely a lot of tensiothe beginning — trying to make two
schools that had been rivals one community.” @didhers and administrators agreed that
this was indeed the biggest challenge once thdibgilwas opened. As an example of
this sentiment, one teacher offered, “the biggkatlenge was getting people from
Adams to not think they were at Adams anymore attirgy the people at Washington to
not think they were at Washington anymore, insteatcbme tighter as a Jefferson
family.”

The community also brought challenges of their @wring the transition. With a
rich tradition in place at Washington and Adamsnpyeommunity members had grown

up in the district for generations and had esthblisallegiances to a specific high school.
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In particular were families with multiple childreinat graduated previously and
maintained the expectation for all their childrels one house principal noted,

In this community there are many people who haenkhere for generations —so

if my family allegiance is this, how do | createvsething different? This carries

over into the classroom too...my brother or mother thés teacher and | had
planed to have that teacher and now | can’t. Trseseme resentment in that.

There were layers of expectation we were battlggjrest while still remaining

positive and providing opportunities to draw kidsand have ownership over

what we were doing.
It was evident that many of the challenges preskoyethe students were also echoed in
the community.

On the other hand teachers did not seem to haveatime issues in transitioning
to the new building. “Teachers were really excit@da new building, new technology,
and new culture,” as one teacher described and witneys echoed. Teachers described
a meshing of personalities during the opening weakisone that was shrouded with
excitement. Many staff members credited the adstretion, specifically the principal,
for orchestrating a smooth transition. In par@écuteachers recognized that he stressed
the idea of community and culture, and selectegkally good mix of teachers” that were
eager and enthusiastic. Teachers also notetheh&tansition was made somewhat
easier because of the district-wide use of sembgiek scheduling. As custom had it,
this meant that teachers and students were statielgwith new classes at the same time

they were opening the doors of Jefferson, as a&sotie case at Washington and Adams.
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By making the transition at the semester’s enclgated more of a natural break for both
students and faculty alike.

Unfortunately, for many students the transitiors\@donger, more difficult
process. Many students were not so quick to leatheld their old school, rich with
culture and tradition and embrace the idea of adrew, antiseptic feeling building.
Fortunately, much of that has faded. During therse of interviews, teachers were
asked if the students could now be described asteduJefferson” community. All
teachers responded affirmatively, but lamentedas & process that evolved over time.
Teachers described the complete transition asgdkiee or even four years to occur. It
was their belief that the Jefferson culture waalfinunified once the class that started in
January 2005 had graduated. In other words, btirntieethe students that began at
Jefferson the following fall had eventually gradadgtthe “Jefferson” culture had been
defined. Teachers believed that by spending #rdire three years of high school at
Jefferson, students were finally able to unite fa®dl at home at Jefferson. As one teacher
described, “the first three years were rough ferkhls, particularly for the seniors that
only came for one semester the first year. Wehdik some kids that were ‘gung-ho’
but we also had many that were completely agasy$ighting it to the very, very end.”
Similarly, another teacher noted, “for a while &svhard because of the tradition, but
now after four years this is home.” “[The pringipreally stressed the idea of creating a
community here, but it has really taken the pasteho four years to establish a true
‘Jefferson’ spirit and tradition — where you feikkl this is its own school....before that

your felt like we were still pulling from Adams afdashington,” shared another teacher.
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During the years following the opening, facultydadministration worked hard
to blur the distinction between Washington and Adatudents. Extensive efforts were
made to build cohesiveness through celebratoryte\aanwell as day-to-day community
building. Students remained active in the planr@a@ series of “first” celebrations were
orchestrated, for example: first homecoming, fiisthday, first graduating class, and
first graduating class to attend all three ye&aculty and administration described a
period of positive growth and continued excitermfemin the teachers and staff. Many
believe that it was the positive encouragementpandistence of the faculty that were
fundamental in forging the new CR Jefferson. Whih passage of time, distinctions
were blurred and Jefferson traditions began tostebéshed, school spirit improved, and
unity began to emerge.

In summary, there now exists overwhelming consetisat CR Jefferson is a
unified building with a unique culture and tradrtguniquely their own. While initially
there were struggles and a period of growth, it thescombined efforts and persistence
of students, teachers, staff, and administratianridceived credit. Perhaps this is best
summarized by one administrator's comments:

Administration did a fabulous job giving studeatsoice — starting with the Core

Team and moving forward. It meant a lot they cquittk colors, the logo, and

the mascot — it was important to them. The traorsiactivities permitted kids to

‘find fun’ that was meaningful. For example, ogheol-wide first birthday party

on January 30, 2006 - we had a cupcake and parfpihavery student. That

went a long way — that freedom, that encouragenagit.empowerment for

students went a long way to making all studentktfeg was a place they have a
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voice. On the flip side, the faculty worked hasddteam up ways for students to

connect and own the process while constantly remgpositive. All this was

meaningful to kids because they appreciated tltaitiamembers were willing to

clearly go above and beyond, coaches went frord feefield the first year....this

sent a message we would do anything to make it.work
According to faculty and administration hdsworked. As an outside observer of the
culture and spirit of Jefferson there is an enemyy excitement today that even as a
visitor you experience just from walking into theilding. A building that had a
tumultuous opening, through persistence and dedicaf a professional staff, created
the Jefferson of today. A Jefferson that will agouaé to evolve, deepen their traditions,
and enhance their unique culture.

Collective Efficacy
Overall Survey Results

The conceptual framework applied to the currergaissh was the notion of
collective teacher efficacy; in particular, the mapof the small school design on
teacher’s collective efficacy beliefs. Initial dain collective efficacy beliefs were
collected through administration of Goddard’s (20B0-item Collective Efficacy Scale.
The researcher attended a faculty meeting to inttedhe study and distribute a packet
containing: Recruitment Letter (Appendix B), Imgplilmformed Consent Form — Survey
(Appendix F), Teacher Survey: Collective Efficaayat (Appendix C), and the
Interview Volunteer Form (Appendix E). Staff membeere given time at the meeting

to complete both the survey and the volunteer foAnotal of 103 surveys were returned
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from a total staff of 126, capturing 81.7% of thedlty. Demographics of respondents
are summarized in Table 4.4.
Table 4.4

Survey Respondents Demographics

Demographic Number of Respondents
Art 4
Business Ed 5
Counselor 5
English 13
S Family/Consumer Sciencg 2
Qo Health/PE 3
f Library 1
8 Math 16
o) Music 1
03) Science 14
Social Studies 14
Special Ed 14
Tech Ed 2
TV/Communications 1
World Languages 8
- 1-5 years 35
c8 6-10 years 28
n 8 11-15 years 22
> 'g 16-20 years 8
w 20+ years 10
0 8
E = 1 11
% e 2 10
o S 3 12
> 4 26
5 36
Present for ves 46
Opening | no 57

The survey contained 21 statements related toatmléeefficacy and measured
the teachers’ beliefs about the collective capidsliof the faculty. The respondents were
asked to rate each statement on a 6-point Likalesanging from “strongly disagree” to

“strongly agree”. Both positively (+) and negativé) worded items appeared in the
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scale in the areas of group competence (GC) akdatadysis (TA). This produced four
types of items to assess collective efficacy bgligfoup competence/positive (GC+),
group competence/negative (GC-), task analysidipegiTA+), and task
analysis/negative (TA-). In analyzing data, eackitpvely worded statement was valued
in ascending order from 1 to 6, with 1 representsigongly disagree” and 6 representing
“strongly agree”. For the negatively worded statats, values were assigned in
descending order from 6 to 1, with 6 representstgohgly disagree” and 1 representing
“strongly agree”. An “item value” was calculateat £ach statement by multiplying the
number of responses in each scale by the desiguahael (1 to 6), then summing those
for the individual statement and dividing by themher of respondents for the item.
Each item value ranges from one to six, with ompeegenting a low level of collective
efficacy and six representing the highest posdésel of collective efficacy (Table 4.5).

Table 4.5

Collective Efficacy Scale: All Respondents

Iltem TOTAL ltem

Iltem # Type SD MD D-A A-D MA SA # Value
1 GC + 0 0 0 0 14 89 103 5.86
2 GC + 0 0 1 9 63 30 103 5.18
3 GC + 0 0 0 6 43 53 102 5.46
4 GC + 0 0 1 5 45 51 102 5.43
5 GC + 0 0 2 9 51 41 103 5.27
6 GC - 52 42 7| 1 1 0 103 5.39
7 GC - 17 21 16 29 18 P 103 3.84
8 GC - 33 29 18 17 4 2 103 4.62
9 GC - 93 10 0 d 0 103 5.90
10 GC - 45 39 10 4 q 0 103 5.12
11 TA + 11 5 15 23 44 5 103 3.96
12 TA + 3 5 10 41 33 10 104 4.24
13 TA - 74 16 4 1 4 4 103 5.39
14 TA - 34 50 12 6 0 0 102 5.10
15 TA + 3 1 1 4 23 71 103 5.49
16 TA + 0 1 2 14 49 36 107 5.1%
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17 GC + 1 0 0 3 32 67 103 5.58
18 GC + 0 1 0 6 41 55 103 5.4%
19 TA - 92 11 0 0 0 0 103 5.89
20 TA - 24 37 23 15 3 1 103 4.59
21 GC - 43 43 11 4 @ 2 103 5.16
GC + 5.46 AVG 5.15

GC - 5.00 GC 5.25

TA + 4.71

TA - 5.24 TA 4.98

The overall collective efficacy beliefs of the $ta$ a whole averaged 5.15 on a scale of
1to 6. The group competency/positive (GC +)esteents averaged 5.46, group
competency/negative (GC -) averaged 5.00, task/sisgbositive (TA +) averaged 4.71,
task analysis/negative (TA -) averaged 5.24; thusgucing a total group competency
average (GC) of 5.25 and task analysis (TA) avecd@e98. The overall average
collective efficacy scale of 5.15 provided the sgsher an initial indication that the staff
possessed a strong sense of collective teachea&ffi

While visiting CR Jefferson for the initial facyltneeting, the researcher quickly
observed the positive energy present amongst thétya This was substantiated by the
high response rate of the teachers (81.7%) andwhléngness to participate in the
survey, and was further validated in the collecg¥fecacy survey response average of
5.15. In addition, this positive climate was adswcdotally evident in the conversations
and tone of the meeting in general. Teachers geneinely responsive not only to the
survey, but were interested and receptive toath# on the agenda, including: the
principal’s discussion on assessment practicestanthculty coordinator’s review of the
graduation project process. At all times, teachsk®d questions, responded openly to

the information presented, and were exceptionaltgptive and responsive. The final
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item on the agenda was from the faculty Spirit Cott@® and involved initial planning
of the annual Halloween celebration. Teacherskiyiimoved into groups to discuss
themes for their pod with a refreshingly, and altabsldlike manner. Their genuine
excitement and spiritedness was the first glimgsbepositive energy present amongst
the faculty and supported the initial findings eclied in the survey that day.
Factors Contributing to Collective Teacher Efficacy

The overall positive survey responses seguedimanterview phase of the
research. Interview participants were obtainedtsy of two methods, on a volunteer
basis or through invitation. During the initiactdty meeting, staff members were given
the opportunity to volunteer for participation mdividual follow-up interviews. At this
meeting, 32 teachers indicated a willingness tmterviewed. Additionally, interviews
were also secured through invitation, particuléolythe administrative staff. In total, 30
interviews were conducted over the course of thmeaths; 26 voluntarily and 4 through
invitation. Arrangements for interviews were mageemail; it was at this point that a
few of the initial volunteers opted out of the pges. Prior to the interview, each
interview subject consented by signing the Inforr@exhsent Form (Appendix G).
Interviews were digitally, audio recorded, eachgiag from 30 to 60 minutes in length.
Interviews were semi-structured in nature, witrearphasis on identifying factors
influencing collective teacher efficacy beliefs €Spterview protocol Appendix C). The
researcher responded to each interviewee and entkeging ideas of the respondent as a
means of guiding the interview. Upon analyzingititerview data, several themes
surfaced as factors contributing to the teachakctive efficacy beliefs, namely and in

order of prominence: house system, pod arrangerneaakership/planning, faculty
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composition, Titan Forum, building/facility, commtyy and student body. Table 4.6
summarizes the number of staff members who idedti#ach of the above named factors
during the interview process.

Table 4.6

Factors Promoting Collective Efficacy — Intervievatd

FACTOR Teachers | Administrators | Counselors TOTAL
(22) (4) (4) (30)
House System 21 4 4 29
Pods 22 3 3 28
Leadership/Planning 19 3 4 26
Faculty 20 4 1 25
Titan Forum 18 3 2 23
Building/Facility 16 0 2 18
Community 5 1 0 6
Student Body 5 0 0 5

Each of the identified factors promoting collectafficacy beliefs will be detailed
further.
House System

The House Layout

The house system at Jefferson was unique fromréngous systems at Adams
and Washington primarily due to the ability to dgsa new building to physically
accommodate the house system. The small schoollrtinadell three Cedar Ridge high
schools utilized was a grade-level house systetCRAJefferson, the three-story design
allowed one grade, tenth through twelfth, to beu$exd” on a separate floor. As one of
the new teachers described, “looking at this bngdrom the outside, it's huge! You
walk in the door and right away it is split intartts.” Furthering this concept, a grade
level house office was established on each flo@cttnmmodate the house principal, the

house principal’s secretary, two grade level colomseand the counselors’ secretary.
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The main floor of the building was identified ag thenior house. The lower floor was
the sophomore house, and the top floor was thejumduse. The house principal and
corresponding counselors remained with their degeghclasses for all three years
resulting in each house office relocating duringg $ammer to matriculate to the next
grade floor with their students. The five coressks (English, Social Studies, Math,
Science, and World Language) were spread througheuhree floors based on the
corresponding grade level. The elective classets (Business, Family/Consumer
Science, Health/PE, Music, Technology, and TV/Comications) were all located on
the main floor separate from the academic arearelwere two designated elective
areas located on the periphery: Health/PE on ateedithe building beside the cafeteria
and the remainder of the electives on the other sidrounding the auditorium. The
center of the building was comprised of the comamic classes and the corresponding
house office. The identical arrangement abovelahol, constituted the core academic

areas and served as the basis for the “house”rd@sigure 4.1).
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FIGURE 4.1. Floor Plan of CR - Jefferson

The house office served as the hub for the flooraas intended to provide
stability and consistency for the students in cating with a core group of adults in the
building, in the words of one teacher, “...as fabgganization of a school and breaking a
large culture into smaller structures, the houstesy is a great way to do it!” Teachers
describe the house as a positive factor for stesdeBécause the house staff remained
with the same grade for three years, teachers negadjthe benefits, “...the house
principal doesn’t have to get to know differentkebch year and kids don’t start from
scratch each year, there is consistency and tladly get to know the kids.” In addition,

house principals described having a great dealiimy and really felt as though they
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were “the principal of 600.” As one teacher ddsexd, “...the house system is very
effective in that house principals have a lot dhauty, if you have an issue with a
student in your classroom you have access fairiyaeaiately — the house principals are
very supportive and have the history with thosesKid'l love the idea that the house
principal has the opportunity to have the same &mtsimpact them as a leader,”
reflected one teacher. In the words of yet anagecher, “...with the house system,
there is a structure, and you always know who ttogteachers and students).”

Faculty & Students

For faculty members, room assignments were gdge@hsistent from year-to-
year. Initially, considerations were made in agiag teacher schedules to assign
classrooms corresponding to the grade level talogltich teacher. In speaking with the
house principal that was originally responsibledoineduling and assigning classrooms,
it was evident that this system contained impeidest Most notably, there were very
few teachers that taught a pure grade-specificdidae In other words, many taught a
mixed grade level schedule. Social Studies andigingere identified to be the most
pure in terms of remaining on the correspondinglgiiavel floor. Math and World
Language tended to vary primarily based on studabtsty. For example, it was not
uncommon for Geometry classes to contain a mix08fand 11" grade students and
likewise for most of the world language offeringScience was given mixed reviews in
that, it was rather pure initially, but as studdrggan to take electives, courses were
scattered throughout the building. Another confling factor was that most teachers
were assigned to a specific room and were vergdufently moved once they were

initially assigned. As a result, a teacher’s cewsshedule may change from year to year
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with different grade levels, but the classroom rex@@d on the originally assigned floor.
In summary, although attempts were made to maimtamsistent grade-levels on each
floor, it was evident that this was not always @ty.

For students, the house system provided a smalle communal environment
as well as consistency with counselors and houseipals. As one teacher described,
“for students, having their own respective printigad floor feeds into the idea of
personal relationships and streamlines everythitdptse offices were constantly
buzzing with activity. The reception area contdiadarge seating area and two
secretaries (one for the house principal and onthéocounselors) seated side-by-side.
Each house office also contained two counselocedfia conference room, a kitchenette,
and a house principal’s office. A steady flow i@ftic was evident in the house offices.
Students were very comfortable coming to the hadsee as a resource for various
concerns and had clearly developed a friendlyiagahip with counselors, house
principals, and even the secretaries. Sever&eobffices had candy bowls which drew a
steady stream of visitors! As one teacher reftkctieids really connect with people in
the house — principal, guidance counselor, evehdlse secretaries. Kids really feel
like they have a place to go when they have areis#iithey have a problem they know
their house principal or counselor will take tinogtdlk to them.” The house offices
would easily be described as a hub of activitystoildents and staff members alike.
Teachers reported using the main office solelyctlecting mail, while the house office
is where all daily business was conducted.

In regard to the house system and the impactumtest schedules, interesting

trends emerged. All three Cedar Ridge high schopésate on a semester block
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schedule with four, 90-minute blocks daily. Studemay enroll for four courses each
semester, or be assigned a study hall for any exsib&d period. Teachers taught three
classes each semester, which varied from fall tagp The original intent of the
scheduling process aimed for each student to attemdany classes as possible on their
respective house floor. Administration worked hrdhouse” the core academic
classes, keeping in mind that seniors were housd¢ddeomain floor, sophomores on the
lower floor, and juniors on the top floor. Howevelective courses for all grade levels
occurred on the main floor. As a result of this #melteachers somewhat hybrid
schedules, students’ schedules were not purelyc@d on the respective house floor.
When asked how many courses each students attendedir house floor most teachers
indicated three or even two (out of four possibl®ne teacher described and several
others echoed, “That was one of those ideas thaidsal good at the beginning, keeping
one grade on each floor, but the practicality & ttis just not totally possible.”
Administration saw this a bit differently, one heysincipal noted, “consideration is
given to keep the core classes on the house fésopaire as possible so kids have some
consistency. It is not 100% pure because of lmgist And in the words of the principal,
“...we look anecdotally at many kids schedules...obsigdor PE, music, and electives
they are out [of the house], but in general theyiarthe house more than you might
think...basically they are in one area and they male one outlier, one semester or one
each semester worst case.” The principal alsatregthat he never received any
complaints about kids having to travel outsidehef thoused” area, on the contrary, he
described initial concerns voiced by the kids rdgay the isolation of the system. “Kids

felt they didn’t see their friends because there lgas movement, but that died down
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after the first year,” the principal described thsspart of the “growing pains” and
challenges in the initial transition.

Counselors / Counseling Staff

Counselors provided a different perspective ormthgse system based on
interviews with four (of the six) counselors. Timest positive factor noted by the
counselors was their ability to get to know eacidsnht in depth over the course of three
years. Staying with the same group of kids pradithe opportunity to individually
connect several times each year with every studgatond, was the ability to deal with
the same issues for the entire year. Since eagtsetor's caseload contained only one
grade level, there was the opportunity to focush@eneeds of that particular
developmental age, which one counselor describgtinesitally I'm dealing with one
grade each year.” In particular, tenth grade fedusn “getting to know you” and
transition to the high school, eleventh grade fedusn preparation for the college
application process, and twelfth grade focusedamsttion to college and post-graduate
opportunities. Thirdly, the house system proviteglopportunity to work closely with
the staff in the house office and provide servicekids on multiple levels, particularly
in conjunction with administration. Specificalljpe house provided for consistency with
discipline during the three year period since stislevorked with the same house
principal during their tenure. The counselors aescribed the smaller office
arrangements to be beneficial in that there “wetet@o many hands in the pot.” With
only two counselors in each house office, it preddhe opportunity to get things done
more readily. In general, the positive consendubeocounselors centered around the

sense of community and connectedness that the Isgatam provided.
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This idea of connections was further supportethbge separate weekly meetings
that occur in the house offices, namely: (1) hauseting, (2) guidance department
meeting, and (3) child study meeting. The housetimgs were facilitated by the
respective house principal and included the coonsgthe class advisor, the secretaries
(for the beginning only), and occasionally the gi@itbn project coordinator and/or class
officers as needed. The purpose of the house ngeetis addressing: house issues,
procedural items, and calendar items. As one hpuseipal described, “...it connects
the house each week, we discuss events, assenmalpg®snings...it's our time to discuss
what’s going well and what's not.” Second, thédgmce department meetings were
held weekly on Wednesdays for approximately onen®and a half hours. These
meetings were attended by all grade level counsealiod the building principal (for the
first part only). The purpose of these meetings weaddress guidance level issues,
timelines, and departmental processes. The pahaitended in both a supportive and
supervisory role. The third meeting was the weekiyd study meeting. These meetings
involved just the house principal, two counselarg] occasionally the nurse and/or
special education coordinator. The purpose ofelmsetings was to review individual
case studies of students that have exhibited befsyattendance, emotional, or
academic concerns. Each house office conductezelychild study meeting for their
respective grade to directly address and track/iddal student concerns. From this
meeting, referrals were made for academic supptudent assistance program, truancy
remediation, or any other individually decided u@amtion. Counselors and house
principals alike appreciated the connections mhd®sugh the various meetings. As one

house principal described, “....we look at it asartefrom secretaries to counselors to
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myself, we're tracking kids and keeping in closatienship with them and the
counselors.”

On the other hand, the counselors also noted alestegillenges to the house
system. First was the notion that counselors wotk a different group of teachers each
year as a result of the teachers remaining withegiic schedule and counselors moving
to the next grade. As a result they felt as thabgly needed to reacclimate each year (of
the three year cycle), “making it difficult to ddéop a year-to-year rapport with the staff.”
Counselors felt as though they never truly gotriow the staff because of the annual
movement and the three year cycle. In additionnselors also described an
inconsistency in the workload between each of theglevel responsibilities. All
agreed that sophomore year was the lightest, andrsgear the heaviest (and often times
overwhelming) in workload. Another challenge notesk the physical movement of the
offices each school year. Although they have bexantustomed to the move, all
counselors described the antiseptic appearanteinfdffices to be a result of having to
“pick up and relocate each year.” Most did noetéhe time to personalize and make
their space cozy knowing that it would all changtha end of the year. The next
concern was focused on caseload concerns. Allssors noted, and even emphasized,
the perception of having a large caseload (apprataiy 300 students each). Many of
the comments revolved around the fact that the sslors at both Adams and
Washington had “significantly smaller caseloadsirtithe counselors at Jefferson.
Likewise, Adams and Washington both operated fromlarge guidance office (as
opposed to separate house offices) with an alpltahegrade-level division. Counselors

at Jefferson felt disadvantaged by the inequityhercaseload numbers, the lack of one
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large guidance area, and an alphabetical systartheir estimation, one large guidance
area would provide for multiple perspectives invga problems and addressing daily
issues. The alphabetic division would allow colmrseto be responsible for entire
families. Using the house system, a family wité l&ist name “Smith” would have a
different counselor if there were multiple childrevhereas an alphabetical system would
assign the same counselor to the entire familyunSelors also contended that the
alphabetical system would provide for a steadietklead from year to year since each
caseload would contain all grade levels. Admintgirg however, asserted that in
alphabetical, mixed caseloads, seniors alwayspedeedent and consume the majority
of the counselor’s time and impede their abilityatldress the issues of the sophomores
and juniors. The building principal directly adslsed these concerns in a subsequent
interview, as he was well aware of the concernsasbby the guidance department.
Perhaps this is best summarized in his words, “iBhghere the
Washington/Adams/Jefferson division grinds the WwoBut it really comes down to
‘what’s best for kids.’ In the house system, theglly get to know kids beforgenior
year.” Interestingly, the guidance coordinatoraaned with this statement.

Another interesting perspective to consider ishibese office dynamic created
with the personnel and the physical arrangemenggdcii office. Comments in this
regard were made by administrators, counselorstesmwthers alike. The house office
was one of the distinguishing characteristics li@ernewly created CR Jefferson, an
arrangement that was not present at either WagnrgtAdams. Due to the fact that
Adams and Washington were much older buildinggjiwaily built to accommodate the

traditional, comprehensive high school, they westatble to accommodate house offices
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as Jefferson could design in the new constructisa result, these offices created an
initial buzz, primarily with the staff that woul@side in the actual house office. The
issues raised by the counselors have been addmi@ssedusly. The secretaries
presented a different perspective. The guidanaetey and the house principal’s
secretary had joint desks behind a shared count=adh of the house offices. The house
principal’'s secretary moved each year, following blouse principal and supporting
his/her work. On the other hand, the guidanceetaigr remained in the house office
each year. The rationale being that the guidaecestary would specialize in one grade-
level and remain there to support the counselotseasrotated through. As one of the
counselors described, “The guidance secretary,staystly because of the complexity of
the college application process — so this is rdide/their house, when we come we
adapt to her and her house keeping.” All counselgported mixed feelings regarding
this system. Much of it depended on personalibesyeported that each year offered a
fresh start and after the readjustment period thseitled in. The guidance coordinator
regularly offered the following advice to the coalwss, “...when you move into the
house office you're going to their (guidance seamgs) office — accommodate the
systems that are in place.” One house principatdbed the house dynamic, “It
reinforces the family with many different membernghwess sense of division between
rankings. We each have our own roles and respititisgbut we recognize how they
overlap and are interdependent...the physical sgamesaus to close our doors when
necessary, but to open and share as appropriéte’teachers perception of the house
dynamic was voiced as confusion about the moveinehe house offices. Most

prominent was the uncertainty about which secretay present in a given office during
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a given year. They seemed to be more certaindegpthe house principals location,
less certain about the counselors, and least neabaiut the support staff. Regardless, all
teachers were confident in knowing where each gleds office was located and where
to report if support was needed.

Administration

Interviews also provided information from threeremt or former house
principals. As residents of the “house” they dlad a unique perspective to offer. The
comments offered by all were overwhelmingly pogtivlhis was particularly poignant
when considering that all had previous experiencae mon-housed building and after
comparing the two systems, voiced overwhelminggyegfce for the house model.
Perhaps this was best summarized by one housepgaintrhe house system is very
unique, it works very well - breaking the schoolatointo a small community.” Each
shared that they really felt as though they weperecipal of 600 and the role of house
principal carried significantly more responsibilityan a traditional assistant principal.
This sentiment was further supported by the faat the house offices were autonomous
units, physically separate from the main office &odh each other. Each maintained
governance over a particular floor with distinctineelors, teachers and staff. Although
students occasionally travelled between floorcfasses, this sense of autonomy
remained. One house principal reflected, “We @te & assimilate into the culture of
the school where our particular grade is locategk-have core classes on this floor so we
can see them more often. It breaks a large bgildown so we can connect — really get
close to 600 students....I'm not sure those relaligoisswould happen otherwise.” In

addition to the responsibilities in managing theide each house principal also had
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building-wide duties (such as facilities, testirmpadinator, calendar, security, student
activities) as well as several departments to sigpewria classroom observation. One of
the challenges described by the house principadstinaneed to balance the
responsibilities in the house with the building-eiduties. However, in most cases this
was more of a time management challenge than amedtal drawback. Things seemed
to work most smoothly when building responsibibt#ovetailed with house duties, for
example, the junior house principal handled PSSArtg coordination as he/she would
be most familiar with the junior students and indidal student needs.

The building-wide administration team, comprisédhe principal and three
house principals, demonstrated a solid team dynamdgresented as a unified front.
Weekly, Monday morning meetings served as the comgnound for coordinating
efforts and updating on items such as: counselavgsngraduation project updates,
security review, curriculum/instruction issues,utg/department meeting agendas,
building initiatives, assessment concerns, anchdalereview. Aside from the weekly
meeting, most of the communication was describadfaamal, typically through email,
phone calls, or drop-ins. One house principal sanmzad this best,

| feel like we are connected. We can alwaysaalthe other administrators. Just

as relationships are important here at Jeffersationships are important among

the admin team as well. We care about each otftec@ammunicate that to others
and also make ourselves available to our staff thatss important because we

need to depend on each other to do a good job.
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It comes as no surprise that the faculty and slati identified the strength of the
administration as a positive factor in the develephof teacher’s sense of collective
efficacy.

Challenges

Overall, the house design was identified by adstiation and staff as the single
most significant factor influencing collective téac efficacy beliefs. This organizational
design was one of the non-negotiables prescribatidoguperintendent prior to
Jefferson’s opening. The district’s dedicationite small school structure was further
supported by the commitment to design the buildngccommodate the grade level
houses while fostering a smaller sense of commuamityemphasis on relationships.
However, it would be remiss to overlook the few @ams voiced during the interviews
regarding the house system, namely, the challemgenification and potential for
fragmentation.

The most significant challenge offered by twelvéhe thirty interviewees was
the potential for fragmentation that evolved asiamtended consequence of breaking a
large school into small parts. Consequently, élee posed a further challenge of
unifying the school as a whole. When asked hofedsin managed such dilemmas, one
house principal commented, “It definitely is a $thizophrenic — building both small
communities and unity simultaneously...I'm not stirere is one answer to that because
it Is a constant shifting from one focus to theeotAnd reminding students and staff that
both are important.” There are clearly many strced in place to build relationships and
small community, but when asked about opportunfoesvhole school activities, very

few respondents provided concrete answers. Inii@ahy had no response at all. Part of
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the dilemma lies in the fact that the building loadly one space, the gymnasium, which
could house the entire student body. As a redhdtonly opportunity named for students
to connect as an entire school was pep ralliedsi@iof school, several other
opportunities were noted, including: sporting egedances, and clubs/activities. During
the course of the school day there were some apubés for cross-grade interaction,
namely lunch and elective courses. However, itding entire school unity very few
specific opportunities were provided.

Faculty members reflected on the isolation infeecént way. The twelve
teachers that described a sense of fragmentatamedia feeling of not knowing the
entire faculty because of the size of the building the fact that many teachers “paths
simply don’t cross.” At faculty meetings, some f&$ though they were not familiar with
the entire staff, instead they were well acquainted the smaller group of teachers to
whom they had daily proximity. Of the teacherd tated this, feelings were mixed as
to whether it was problematic. Many simply desedilit as a natural consequence of the
house system and one to which they were accusto@#ukrs seemed to feel that the
fragmentation created a lack of unity to a certiegree. And yet others described an
even different experience. Some teachers reptntadhey “really did noteelthe house
system on a daily basis,” instead the house sysatasnsimply viewed as the structural
framework. Teachers that described themselves tinimune” to the house system did
emphasize the student benefit of the structureagpdeciated these inherent benefits.

Therefore the struggle for unity and overcomiraggfnentation remained, “The
house system versus the whole school — it is ditficecause you're really driving it in

two different directions. We want smallness fottsa big facility with houses, but we
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also wanbne oneJefferson.” This dilemma, which does not oversivathe strength of
the house system, was well captured by one ofuhemt house principals. One house
principal rationalized the dueling structures, “#mall school model makes kids feel
good about coming to school and being successfidnah turn makes them feel good
about the school as a whole.” Although some nttegotential for fragmentation, the
overwhelming majority of the staff touted the hoss®icture. These strong sentiments
were best summarized through several quotes frarausafaculty members, “...based
on studies, it's what's good for kids”, “...the wiedhouse system of making connections
with kids and making a big building smaller workg really works,” and finally, “...the
house concept, we’ve pretty much nailed it down!”
Pod Arrangements

The second most frequently named factor contrilgutio collective teacher
efficacy beliefs was the pod arrangements, idetiby 28 out of 30 interviewees. The
pod arrangement can best be summarized as theefuithentalized” structure of the
planning centers. One of the mandates given bguperintendent to the Core Team was
the notion of integrated, multi-disciplinary plangicenters. The blueprint of the
building was designed to accommodate six pod strest two on each house floor, one
on either side of the house office. The idea oltiralisciplinary pods was initially met
with resistance, as most teachers hoped to conwithethe traditional departmental
structure that was in place at both Adams and Wigstm. However, after forging ahead
with the notion, an entire “pod culture” has evalibat not even the principal
anticipated. It is a culture that permeated th&lmg, creating a uniquely positive and

vibrant culture at Jefferson.
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From an aerial view, each house floor was moompathavith the house office in
the center and each pod located on the ends ofdlo& with classrooms circling around
the pods, rooms C108, C135, C208, C235, C308, ©A3F=gure 4.1. One pod on each
floor contained the English and Social Studieshees(C108, C208, C308) and the other
pod housed the Math and World Language teacher§@1235, C335) for the respective
grade. The Science teachers’ classrooms wereslbcattside of the pod area in the
arched hallways connecting the house office to @ach The identical arrangement was
found on each of the three house floors, creatisigieked or silo arrangement for the six
existing pods and house offices.

The actual pod was an open work space with cubfoleeach teacher, a shared
Xerox machine, a large work table, a kitchenettel, @ small enclosed conference room.
Each teacher had his/her own computer and desieinubicle area. The cubicles were
not too tall, in order to encourage sharing antéabolration. Teachers in a given pod
were located in one of the surrounding classroanshkir instructional time. Many of
the classrooms were shared by several teachergythwat the day. Some teachers had
their own classroom, while others floated into salveooms throughout the course of the
day. Since most of the rooms were used every gethe pod area became a work place
for teachers when they were not teaching.

However, the pod was much more than merely a “plade” for the teachers. It
was quite evident that it also had a large socaimonent as well; a place for teachers to
develop camaraderie, a place to eat lunch, a ptalteent” about the daily struggles, and
a place to collaborate and exchange ideas. Iriiadgihe pod area also contained an

“open air” computer lab just outside the teacherknaom for teachers to use with their
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classes (labeled C109, C136, C209, C236, C309, 683F6gure 4.1). It was not
uncommon to see a teacher with a class of studemésfew students from study hall
finishing work, or even a few teachers collabomgimthe computer area outside of the
pod. When teachers were asked to explain the poandic, it was always a positive
response. For example, “The pod allows for casoiaVersation, sharing ideas, helping
each other plan, cross-curricular activities....ppens five minutes between classes,
before school, after school, while making copies| af course on free periods.” In
general, the pod was a place of communication an@lszation.

The introduction of the pod culture was rathequa in and of itself. When
Jefferson finally opened its doors in January @d£2@ll of the teachers had been housed
at Adams and Washington in buildings that operatigll classic department structures.
As teachers began to move into the new building tirere assigned to a classroom based
on their subject area and grade level, which in tietermined the pod assignment. One
teacher’s description follows,

The pod was different. It was fun getting to kneach other, but nobody really

knew what to do in the pod....conference room? Haweh? Meetings? We

were unsure of the desk situation. Some teacherised in their rooms but now
the pod has taken over — everyone goes in theqdd work!
The principal described the building as having @d‘pulture” which he never anticipated
taking over the way it did. One house principaatded the transition in the following
way,
| did hear at the opening some frustration thathers didn’t see their department

colleagues on a daily basis. There were groarogtshow that would
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negatively impact instruction, but | don’'t heartthaymore because they realize

the day-to-day things keep them in contact, pley tet the interdisciplinary

conversation with colleagues in the pods.
The pod culture had permeated the Jefferson infretsire.

Each pod had a dynamic and culture all its ows.oAe teacher described,

Pods are great; each one has its own feel. Hffeesbund them makes them —

you can see that by just looking in. Some are mdemrated, some are very

sparse, a lot have ‘fun food Friday’, and many loedee birthdays. Having that

central location lends itself to a lot of sharinggsson plans, ideas, and fun.
The three English/Social Studies pods had a muaie suxial structure than the three
Math/World Language pods. The tone on the Mathguaige side was much more work
oriented, quieter, and more serious. One of thgg &R pods in particular, was infamous
for their Friday morning breakfasts. They evencdégd other pods as having “pod
envy” as other pods made excuses to drop in ora¥sitb enjoy the ‘carb fest’” Another
one of the Eng/SS pods posted pictures of eadiegbdd members with a quote page
attached. Members of the pod then added quotesdates and stories to each other’s
pages as a light-hearted, team-building activitet another Eng/SS pod had an ongoing
Trivial Pursuit game in the center of their worlasp. Teachers would ask occasional
guestions during free periods or transition timamsther means of building camaraderie
and collegiality. On the other hand, the Math/L#age pods were a bit more serious in
nature. One pod described an occasional pot-lweshl which was orchestrated by one
of the teachers who was referred to as the “pod rhakside from that, the pods on the

Math/Language side of the building were much lessodated and much more work
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based. However, regardless of which pod teachers im, almost all described their pod
as “the best!” All teachers reported to eat lutadiether in their respective pods instead
of travelling to the faculty dining room. At Hall@en, the pod culture became the hub
of activity. Each year the social committee sa&da theme for the building and in turn,
each pod determined their corresponding costurmbsoughout the day, multiple events
were planned with costume judging and festiviti8sudents captured the celebrations
each year in their yearbook with a multiple-pagesad. This was one of the many
activities that helped students and staff builde¥ebn traditions and culture. In general,
the pod culture created a unique dynamic for fatihg collaboration, communication,
and also socialization.

Although the building was primarily organized anduthe pod culture, there still
existed a strong department structure. Departmeseting were held once or twice a
month to discuss specific department concernsioccilm, equipment/supplies, and
methodology. Admittedly, there was much less gidlesharing amongst teachers within
the department as a whole. The majority of théydaillaboration occurred in the pods
unless teachers were proactive in seeking each otii¢o discuss specific concerns.
Interestingly, most teachers did not report missiregr departments, instead they had
acclimated to the pod culture and still felt asuhio the department structure was in tact.

As positive as the pod experience was for theainat! teachers, there were many
teachers who were not part of the pod culturepiticlg, science teachers, special
education teachers, non-core elective teachersg@ddnce counselors. As outsiders to
the pod experience, their perspectives were qiffiereint. The Art, Music, Technology,

TV/Communications, and Family Consumer Sciencehieacwere all clustered around
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the auditorium area of the building (Figure 4.I).speaking to several teachers in this
cluster, they openly described themselves as “seslubut “even though we don't have a
physical pod, we have the spirit of one!” Thiswmf departments took it upon
themselves to associate themselves and form theirmod.” When spirit activities or
faculty meeting activities were clustered accordm@od, this group had defined
themselves to be an adjunct pod and “had theirthimg going!” One teacher described,
“we don't have a true pod...we are podless, so welddas a group to come together
and it is a neat group of people because it iscCtleative group’ — so it is a lot of fun.”
The Health and PE departments were housed on fhasid side of the building around
the gymnasium, pool and weight room (Figure 4Ihey were truly isolated in the
building with no pod affiliation or neighbors taifoas the Art group did. As a result,
they worked solely as a department and were ass$igna random pod for activities that
necessitated group affiliation. Two teachers iiagith that area were interviewed, they
described themselves as outsiders but did not g8a inegative light since they were
particularly close with their department memberd enjoyed the camaraderie just as
much. One teacher even described it, “at facultgting activities they will integrate us
with everyone else — which is cool because | seplpd don't ever interact with. |

guess others would say that was a negative, butorke well as a department.”
Counselors, as a group, also viewed themselvestaglers to the pod culture. “We don’t
have the camaraderie that others have, we don& barvown niche and our department
is split on three floors,” noted one counselor.e Tounselors seemed to align themselves
in three separate groups according to their hotfex @ffiliation. However, “it's been

six years and honestly it is something we don’liydie,” lamented one counselor and
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another stated, “we are our own islands!” Eacthefgroups residing outside of the pod
areas have found different ways to accommodatedbles as well as make the best of
the situation.

For the Science teachers, not being located wdahpd a different connotation.
Science teachers were located with the core class#®e house floor, but due to their
lab arrangements in the main hallway and ownershipeir rooms, they were not
clustered within a pod. They typically worked ofitheir rooms and only floated into
the pod for clerical needs, like xeroxing. As @so&nce teacher explained,

The pod is for teachers that have their own deskere, they stay in there for

their planning period. As science teachers we loaveown rooms, so | am taken

away from the pod. Still the pod is the place vehygyu do photocopying and can

drop in.
Some science teachers use the English/SS pod ethées used the Math/Language pod
depending on which side of the house office thesevi@cated. Science teachers tended
to use the pod that was located closest to thegscbom. It was anticipated that as
enrollment continued to increase, science teacheutd eventually become members of
pods since their classrooms would eventually be dseing their free periods. In that
case, science teachers would become active memioiys pod; but in the meantime,
they were seen as pod visitors or drop-ins witlzodésk or workspace.

Disaggregating the collective efficacy survey dadaed on pod affiliation
showed slight, but insignificant differences (Tabl&). The average efficacy of the total
sampled staff on the 21-l1tem Survey was 5.15,Ust fhe pod affiliated teachers

(English, Math, Social Studies, and World Languagejas 5.16, for pod accessible
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teachers (Science and Special Education) it we 50l non-pod teachers (Art,
Business, Family/Consumer Science, Health/PE, tybMusic, Technology Education,
and TV/Communication) it was 5.17, and for counseibwas 5.05. (Full item analysis
for the subgroups is shown in Table 4.7A — Tabl®4at the end of the document).
These consistently strong efficacy scores, regasdbé pod affiliation, supported the
notion that teachers outside the pod had effegtifeelnd ways to either informally
connect themselves to a pod or develop a ‘pod-tkéure in their own area. In essence,
the pod mentality had permeated the culture anebshibeyond the physical structures of
the pods.

Table 4.7

Collective Teacher Efficacy — Pod Affiliation

POD AFFILIATION n COLLECTIVE EFFICACY
ALL Staff 103 5.15
Pod Residents 51 5.16
(Eng, SS, WL, Math)
Pod Access 28 5.19
(Science, Special Ed)
Non-Pod Teachers 5.17
(Art, Bus, FCS, PE, Lib, 19
Music, Tech, TV/Comm)
Counselors 5 5.05

For teachers, the pod represented the fundamengt@hizational structure of the
building. Students were reportedly unaffectedh®ypgod culture. Furthermore, as the
only organizational design they had encounterddgh school, students viewed the pod
as the norm. Teachers had rallied around the pomta way that no administrator
anticipated at the opening of Jefferson. Even ansidsilar comments of fragmentation

and isolation that were voiced around the housesyshe pod culture received
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overwhelmingly positive reviews. “The blending @iaaemics has created a positive
feeling that visitors feel when they walk into &#on,” described one teacher. “Itis a
tremendous social support, and has built very, sgong family bonds,” echoed the
principal. “It creates opportunities for teach&rsnteract with each other. It is a ‘cross-
pollination’ where teachers can share techniqudsstnategies,” in the words of one
house principal. And finally from a veteran teachéh previous experience in the
traditional departmental design, “the pod gets Inmeugh a lot of days...seeing the same
people everyday whether we share things or comglgets me through....It's a great
structure.”
Leadership/Planning

The next factor impacting collective teacher eitig beliefs, mentioned by
twenty-six interviewees, was the leadership andmlay, particularly prior to the
opening of Jefferson. Numerous teachers spokeegptincipal’s impact and
orchestration in cultivating a positive, unifiednchte. Most teachers indicated that it
was his hand that set the tone for the staff ahthseewheels in motion for defining the
school community. Several examples follow, “[Thianpipal] really created that
[energetic] culture here — encouraging teachebetagents of change,” “I really liked
Washington a lot, we were bonded — but [the pria¢iprought that here and cultivated
the environment,” “under no uncertain terms, evang starts with my boss — [the
principal] is amazing!” “[The principal] has donenenderful job — he has a lot to do
with it,” “[The principal] has fostered this [posig] feeling; initially we did a lot to bring

the teachers together.”



115

The ‘we’ that worked so hard to bring the facutigether was primarily the Core
Team and the work they coordinated through thecppat's leadership. Membership on
the Core Team was by invitation from the principilost of the teachers selected for the
Core Team were more experienced teachers. As oreef@am member described, “The
older teachers that left their schools really ladd pioneers - and really wahis
experience.” By developing a core of “seasonedgxos”, the principal drew from their
experience while also creating liaisons with theufey at large. As one Core Team
member described,

Another component of the Core Team was gettingyéterans to buy in, we

knew the younger staff would buy in. Going to ¢nzzled veterans and getting

them to ‘fit our shoes on’ was another key compdondinere weren’t many that

didn’t change.

Core Team members were fully included in the pgedeom beginning to end.
“We really had ownership in the process. We satrdwith the architects and designed
our areas and equipment,” shared one Core Team arerAls part of the Core Team,
“we watched [the principal] put the staff togethdrwas a really good mix of older staff,
middle age staff and younger staff.” “Teacherd t@ane wantetb be here and that
created such a positive culture.” Many of the Cbeam members described an
interesting, rewarding process; one which conneittech to Jefferson in a very unique
way.

It was no accident that everything came togethemtay it did. The
superintendent intentionally selected the principadause of his previous success at

Washington and his proven ability to cultivate avimg, positive culture. Choosing him
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to ‘lead the charge’ was certainly orchestratedeed it was decisive and defining. The

principal and superintendent worked collaborativelget in motion a plan for cultivating
an environment that emphasized community, cultamd,relationships. For this reason,

it was DuFour and Eaker’s (1998) work on profesaid@arning communities that served
as the foundation. In conjunction with the priratip proven success and long-standing

reputation in the education community, Jeffersos waecipe for success.

The principal, through the Core Team, worked talndaveloping a sense of
community by emphasizing relationships. This ataaslated into establishing culture
and unique traditions in a building that had a klslate. After only five years, Jefferson
has proven success in this area. “Community waesyavord and so was culture —
developing a culture and identity,” reflected onemiber of the Core Team. In the words
of one teacher (not on the Core Team), “The tinrenspn building climate is worth
it...kids appreciate it too, we have a family feelind\nd finally from another member
of the Core Team, “We all agree fundamentally te&ttionships are an important piece
of what we do all day — everyone here knows tighat's important is relationships with
kids, that each individual student needs to fe@artant and empowered, that's a
fundamental belief that was established the daydoars opened. That is a powerful
starting point for teachers.”

The principal and Core Team were credited forahit setting the tone. Once the
building was open, much of the community and celtomilding was done through the
house system and the pod arrangements. Thesenfentk structures provided the
avenue for teachers to forge relationships withhedher and most importantly with kids.

Building this culture was no small task and waswiithhout its challenges. The principal
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was very open in stating that there was initiallpback from the Core Team regarding
the pod arrangements. Many wanted department ipigicenters, as this was the
structure they were accustomed to at the otheradshd his, however, changed quickly
once the pod became a reality and teachers hadhinsl experience with the pod culture.
In addition, some of the teachers that joined #feedson staff had middle school
backgrounds which were structured in inter-disaigly teams. For these teachers, the
notion of pods was very comfortable and also hethedemainder of the staff transition.
When the principal was asked to identify the biggbsllenge in opening the building,

he succinctly stated, “integrating the staffs.” diyet, today they are integrated. Perhaps
a tribute to the leadership and planning on mudtlplels: the superintendent’s choice of
principal, the principal’s choice of the Core Tedhg building administration’s choice of
faculty, and the emphasis on community and relahqs.

Teachers throughout the interviews credited thekwebthe administration in the
planning process, citing, “administration went otitheir way to bring people together.”
Teachers were also very complementary of the coatirefforts of the administration in
fostering the positive climate that was initiatedidg the opening of Jefferson. “We
have an administration that backs us, we feel caaifte and supported in what we do,”
stated one teacher. “Of all the schools | haven la¢gethis feels the most organized -
everybody knows their responsibilities and rolee Kviow who to go to, we have a lot
more people to support kids.” And finally, “adnstration here is very encouraging and
supportive, that makes us want to be better.” Memcrespected the open relationships

and positive environment that administration fostiewith the faculty; a tone that was set
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before Jefferson even opened its doors, an enveahthat has continued to be
cultivated.
Faculty Composition

The next most frequently identified factor durthg interviews was the faculty
composition and most notably their disposition.adieers, administrators, and counselors
all recognized the positive influence the facultgmbers made in the culture at Jefferson.
As a visitor to the building, this became evidemtiag the first site visit in which a
presentation was made at the faculty meeting todiice the research and administer the
survey. The energy and excitement seemed almasuahfor a high school staff!
However, through subsequent visits and further essations with individuals, it became
clear that this positive energy was not only geauont contagious. Teachers were
legitimately excited to be a part of Jefferson aadsistently demonstrated that in all they
did. As one teacher described, “I don'’t feel likme walking into a school building, |
can’t describe what it is....but it's just such atngace to be.”

The roots of this enthusiasm and positive enenghe staff were attributed to the
selection process and Jefferson opening. “Pebplecime to Jefferson, came because
they were willing to change, because they were dpeloing different things, they aren’t
stagnant and ultimately the kids connect to thdgscribed one member of the Core
Team. Early in the process, teachers in the distrere given the opportunity to apply
for a transfer and the response was very stromg niajority of the faculty was obtained
through teacher application. In some instanceshtga were invited by the principal as a
strategy for building the foundation and estabhghkey players. There were only a

handful of teachers that were involuntarily transfd, primarily in specialty areas (like
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Tech Ed) and higher level courses (like Physicssaimde of the AP offerings), but once
invited they came willingly. Again, much credit svgiven to the principal for his
orchestration, as one teacher stated:

The people that came from other schools were pespieople. [The principal]

spent time trying to figure out the right dynamid¢$e wanted different

personalities, not the same person. One that @dtin the high level concepts
and one that could teach the challenged kids...Hedgroup that doesn’t
complain and keeps a positive aura while still gadiverse.
And eventually “once the building opened and eveeywas there, people really got on
board. We all came together,” reflected one teacteverybody loves to be here,
everyone was either picked to come or volunteevambime....those that came were like
pioneers and just willing to do more and willingn@ake changes,” summarized another
teacher.

The faculty that initially came to Jefferson watsue blend in terms of age and
experience. The majority of the staff was repdatddscribed as ‘young’ in general
terms, and based on the survey responses 63 b08kad 10 or less years of experience
(61.2% of the respondents). Likewise, the CoranTand the more seasoned group
noted that many of the teachers were young airedf the opening. However, they
were also quick to reflect that the older teachdre uprooted really forged new ground
and were genuinely eager for that experience. rakegeen described them as “young at
heart.” One of the house principals describedsgterans in the following way,

The veteran staff chose to come to Jeffersohepwere interested in trying

something new, a different school community thas Vess departmentalized —
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and were open to a different way of delivering setary education. That being

said, the Core Team and administration brought &odvwhe building blocks that

we were founded on.
And the younger staff naturally “brought energyeav energy, and because of that a lot
of connections were made amongst the staff...youlifeelou are coming to a
connected place,” described one of the newer staffibers. Two different teachers
made almost identical comments in describing thetpe nature of the staff, stating that
those that were not positive did not come to Jsffierbecause “it’s just not part of the
psyche here!”

Thus, part of the success was certainly the “bterekperience and youth,” as
described by several Core Team members. Howeverh of the success also stemmed
from the prior planning and thoughtfulness of tdenaistration. As one teacher stated,

[The principal] has the magic touch...he is incréddpfted at picking the right

people, he has wisdom. It starts with that, goeoite at the top. He picked the

Core Team and created a culture for everyone élgewas instrumental in

choosing the rest of the staff — nobody can hib@érun every time, but he is

unbelievable!
As a result of these efforts, it is quite eviddrgttthe faculty spirit is a driving force
behind the positive culture at Jefferson. Thef shet was in place at the time of research
still carried that same spirit. In the words ofesal teachers, “this is a more positive,
open staff than | have ever been a part of...| ceaytenough about them,” “new staff,
old staff, it doesn’t matter...we're all part of thesam, if we don’t get along we’re not

going to be successful,” “nobody complains herérevall in the boat, rowing oars in the
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same direction and we all, from cafeteria, secyetato you name it, everyone works
hard and has a great work ethic,” “teachers hexesame of the best, a lot of really good
teachers, all up for a challenge and a new adveritut was obvious that the teachers at
Jefferson do not mind work; in fact they seemedrbrace it. As the principal
described, “they are vibrant and eager, regardieage or experience.” They seemed to
function with a common goal as one house pringpated, “they [the staff] are growing
up in this culture together as professionals, 8§ Hre laying foundations for themselves
in conjunction with the principals. It is a cukwve are developing - emphasizing
connections and relationships.” And most importgntl this refreshing culture that has
become the ‘Spirit of Jefferson’, “our kids knovathhe staff cares about them, they
know the staff is in it with them as opposed td flsing their jobs.” This kind of
testimonial is every principal’s dream.
Titan Forum

The Concept of Titan Forum was another significaamponent identified toward
building collective teacher efficacy beliefs. Tlherum concept was the most noteworthy
program that evolved from the work of the Core Teadrhe primary focus of the Core
Team was building climate and community with an bagis on relationships. As such,
Titan Forum provided a fifteen-minute advisory pdrivhich met daily between first and
second blocks with the stated goal, “to increasemanity, decrease student isolation
and alienation, empower students, build self estaednpersonalize learning,” as
described on the Forum wikispace. All staff memsheere assigned a Forum of

approximately 15-20 students from one grade-ldva they mentored and advised for
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three consecutive years. The Core Team saw therFas the primary vehicle for
addressing the relationship element.

Members of the Core Team reflected proudly ondéneelopment of the Forum
concept. The district as a whole had a bit ofrdigdhistory with the notion of
homeroom and advisory, according to the princiddle other two high schools had tried
several frameworks for homeroom/advisory and weiacessful in generating any
momentum from either the staff or students. Theeefwhen the Core Team tackled the
“advisory challenge”, they felt strongly that it beique, empowering and free of any
negative connotation. One Core Team member trBoaam back to the tragedy of
Columbine, “Forum came out of Columbine....where ladsld be invisible and no adult
knew them well. We didn’t want that to happen. W#nted one adult that knew each
student for the entire three years.” A counsehat @ore Team member stated the charge
in this way, “we were a large building with 200@&j what could we do to create
connections and mentoring — what would it look AkeThe house principal responsible
for coordinating the Titan Forum referend&eaking Ranks Il: Strategies for Leading
High School Reforrf2004) as further rationale for development of Fleeum.
Specifically as posted on the Titan Forum wikispacas theBreaking Ranks 1{2004)
cornerstone strategy which stated, “implement apretrensive advisory program that
ensures that each student has frequent and mealnapgiortunities to plan and assess his
or her academic and social progress with a facudynber” (p. 6). And further
substantiated with several of the core recommeodsti‘...High schools will create
small units in which anonymity is banished...Evergthschool student will have a

Personal Adult Advocate to help him or her persaeahe educational experience”
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(p-18). And so the concept of Titan Forum wasbok fifteen-minute, daily advisory
period with the same staff member all three yeassiged students with the opportunity
to connect with at least one adult in the buildasgwvell as with each other. Each day
Forum advisors facilitated a discussion on an assidopic as part of the advisory
process.

Inevitably, there were many logistical considemas that accompanied the idea of
Titan Forum. Most prominently was the questioraftent and curriculum. The Core
Team struggled with how much structure should lowided for the staff regarding daily
plans. Ultimately, it was decided that preparednal lesson plans would be provided
for the entire school year. A binder was prepahadng the summer prior to opening as
a manual for each staff member, under the direcfanhouse principal. Each lesson
plan included: objective, materials, anticipatogy, &nd procedure. In addition,
references were provided as well as appropriatddwas. Topics included:
orientation/team building, educational (test ankigualities of a good teacher,
procrastination, technology, plagiarism, interredety), health (sleep, breakfast,
nutrition, caffeine, drugs/alcohol), school evegctions, governor’'s school, graduation
project, PSSA testing, SAT, prom safety), and sticlerance, patriotism). Topics
varied by grade level to ensure appropriatenesspplicability.

From an administrative perspective, extensivereffwere made to ensure a
diverse population in each of the grade-level faurgach forum contained a mix of
students based on: gender, grade-point averagesesaihg middle school. The house
principals responsible for assigning Titan Foruraatiéed it in this way, “each forum

contained kids that wouldn’t necessarily sit atclubogether but by the end of three years
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they would often form strong bonds.” Once forumsenestablished in the tenth grade
year, they remained consistent for each subsegeant Newly enrolled students were
added to already existing forums based on size.

And finally, at one of the preliminary faculty niggs, the concept of Titan
Forum was presented to the entire faculty. CoenTeembers in conjunction with
administration explained the philosophy of Forumirbuted the manuals, and discussed
the logistics. Teachers were expected to addnesddily topic by either implementing
the prescribed lesson plan or developing their siretegy to meet the objective.
Responsibilities, as posted on the wikispace, ol “implement lesson plans or create
lesson plans that meet the day’s objective, bedest advocate, ensure that no student
becomes anonymous, make a connection with eachrdfudcilitate the articulation of
student voices, and encourage patrticipation inestugovernment and school activities.”
The Core Team felt strongly that Forum not be wedws an additional prep for teachers,
but instead a vehicle for building relationshipgot surprisingly, the concept was met
with mixed enthusiasm. Some teachers embraceiddd¢henhile others struggled. The
principal also described teachers as having diftetemfort levels with the concept of
mentoring which also impacted receptiveness. # fwathat reason that plans were
provided but not required, thus allowing teacherpdrsonalize their Forum based on
their own style and comfort level. Although thag ttake a beating at first from some
parents and teachers saying it was a waste of tineeStructure remained and has
evolved, according to the principal.

Once the Forum became operational and througpabsage of time, teacher’s

feelings began to change. As one teacher descfibatie concept of Forum is
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phenomenal, the idea of mentoring kids, the ideaheze relationships outside the
classroom...relationships really happen for thosewaat them to happen.” Counselors
were strong proponents of the Forum, “....rarely hias@ in a department meeting when
a problem came up that Titan Forum couldn’t handlde.adaptability of Forum is
great.” Another counselor shared, “the Titan Fodoms a better job making us a small
school than the house system does....it's a key Yiebeachers were able to see the
connections and relationships that Forum fostéfeatum is amazing....we celebrate
birthdays, we decorate together, we work througheas, we bond!” However, not
everything was positive. The most prevalent anetanching complaint lodged by
teachers as a whole centered on the specific lgdaos. Many teachers echoed the
sentiment shared by this teacher,
We understand the goal is to connect with kidss deally good we have the
same kids for three years, good that they don’tagtt...but the lesson plans are
a little ridiculous, a little corny...so we get om¢gents sometimes, but that’'s
connecting too....many teachers do the same thirid,kmow we’re ‘doing right
by the kids.’
Almost every teacher interviewed shared the opitinan the Forum was well-
intentioned, but a bit confined and prescribedh®ylesson plans. Teachers willingly
admitted to “picking and choosing” from the lesgbans in order to have the ability to
have “real conversations” and really connect wittskHowever, teachers felt that
administration supported them in these choicesusecthe ultimate goals were still being

met.
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Indeed, the house principal responsible for aeargy Forum confirmed the
teachers’ beliefs,

Teachers are ok with Forum but they don’t alwayshaoplan. We tell teachers

(over and over!) that plans are there as a supipamtd when you need them. Our

expectation is they are making connections witls kpdoviding students with

information to have access to ALL programs, clubd @pportunities. We want
mentors to be coaches and advocates to kids irstefishevelopment of character

— talk about what is respectful and appropriategatwbsponsible citizens do — so

we're not as concerned if they follow the plan eékacThere are teachers that

aren’t as comfortable stepping out of their conteef, interacting with teenagers
without a support — that's what the plans are fbis not our goal that every
teacher says the same thing at the same time dagryThey need to do it in

their own way and so it works for the kids in tlhem.

Regardless, some teachers still had trouble coeiplffeeing themselves from the
prepared plans as the house principal continuedyé.have instilled in our staff that
professional responsibilities should be treatedh the importance that they deserve — as
such, it is hard for them to let go of the lesstamp.”

Once the Forum became operational, a house paineigs designated to oversee
and facilitate the daily operations. The origibadder that was developed prior to
opening was quickly amended. As issues surfacddraiionally and in the smaller
school community, adjunct lesson plans were createlddistributed to address concerns.
Teachers also provided feedback about the Forurerixqee and again changes were

made. The most significant and positive schoohgeahat resulted from the Forum was
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with a graduation tradition. It was the traditianall Cedar Ridge High Schools to read
the names of the graduating seniors in alphabetdickdr. At the first Jefferson
graduation this was again the case; however, asatfggnony proceeded most of the
Forum teachers came forward to congratulate treuf students after receipt of their
diploma. As a result, it became a flurry of adtivan one side of the stage as mentors
shuffled to greet their respective students. Tioeeea change to the graduation tradition
was made for the following year. Instead of al@tedally reading the list of graduates,
names were read according to the assigned Foromiaf the mentor teacher to greet
each student and offer congratulations in a grodpone of the house principals
described,
The best example to show the strength of the progr we have reorganized
graduation because mentors wanted to hug their &ms$it was an odd little
chaos, but it reflected their relationships, sor@structured the ceremony so we
graduate by Forum instead of alphabetically....thetorestands at the edge of
the stage after receiving their diploma they areelkebrating — the whole Forum-
it literally gives me goose bumps. It is a goodigation we are doing something
right!
It was no surprise that several teachers mentidmedeaningfulness of this culminating
experience at graduation during the course ofvrgeus.
Over time, the students seem to have warmed thetmlea of Titan Forum.
“Initially kids complained about Titan Forum butwgou don’t hear that because it is
part of the culture,” described one teacher. Aaotbacher shared several stories about

Forum kids supporting each other and bonding, asxample, “....some forums become
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so bonded they have sleepovers, and bowling niglase forum had a student who was
so nervous to do her graduation presentation hieatvhole forum escorted her and
waited in the hall with her before she presentethey.find unique ways to support each
other.” Keeping in mind that these students stlaoigt in tenth grade as a completely
mixed group with sometimes very little in commorahng how these relationships
evolved was quite impressive. One teacher sughestés a bridge building device that
opens their eyes to tolerance and seeing beyorebsgpes...it is a manifest experience
in that!”

Most recently, students became involved in théuaten process of Titan Forum
through surveys administered two times each yew jolate fall and one in the spring.
Students were asked consistent questions, for deahnpy Forum helps them feel
connected to the building, how it supports theadmmic and personal goals, how it helps
with graduation project, and how it helps themneabout school programs and
activities. It also asked students to identifyestadults they have connected with, beside
their mentor. Survey data were compiled, sortad,shared with the faculty as a whole.
Data were also disaggregated by grade and mosttheby individual forum. A newly
added component asked teachers to reflect onftreim’s individual responses to
identify: strengths, areas of growth, staff devele@pt options, and programmatic
suggestions. Although specific survey results weteshared with the researcher, some
general trends were provided. As for the teachiesgata were eye-opening. “There are
some mentors that believe they are building refatigqps when they are just hanging
out,” described the house principal. It was adstmtion’s hope that some targeted staff

development might be provided to better supporsta#f. As for the student’s
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perspective, the principal reflected, “...from thev&y you can see the differences in
kids from 1", 11", and 13' grade — 18 and 11" really like Forum, by 12 grade they
are a little tired of it and drop off a bit....we et hit the mark with 12 grade yet.”
Consequently, the Forum continues to be refineld wiprovements and modifications
made each year.

“Forum is always a work in progress — the mairc@iee are doing really well is
the connection and relationship piece,” stateccttwdinating house principal.
Technology has also played a role in the modiftcaprocess. Instead of using a paper
manual to communicate the daily lesson plans,\af#i(teacher-only) Titan Forum
wikispace was created to post all the informatiertganing to Forum, including:
individual lesson plans for each grade level, atimigrcalendar of topics, lesson
archives, games/icebreakers, graduation projectrmdtion, goal tracking forms, and
discussion boards for teachers. Since it haddpalality to be changed in ‘real time’ it
allowed for much greater flexibility in changingapls and being able to respond to
current issues and concerns as they arose. Inngehe wiki, it was evident that there
was a wealth of information available to the teash&Vhile many of the teachers do
access the site for planning purposes, the dismugsiard feature was used very
infrequently. It was the hope of administratioattthe wiki site would be a continued
area for growth. In addition, they also identifiédne area we want to expand and be
more effective is providing kids skills in persoiedrning plans and academic
achievement...while also having students monitor tben progress by measuring their
grades against their goals. We think that can pp@ngerful piece of Titan Forum, but it's

still in the development phase!”
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When asked to define Titan Forum, one teacheoresgd, “RELATIONSHIPS!”
Indeed, Titan Forum has provided students the appity to connect to an adult mentor,
to CR-Jefferson and to each other. Teachers fuadtatty believe in the concept of
Titan Forum even though the formal plans, althowgh intentioned, are often
abandoned for a more personal approach. Studevdscloane to accept the structure as a
cultural norm. All the while, administration hasntinued to refine the advisory concept
to meet the needs of all students while inspirlmgteachers to aspire to the qualities of
an effective mentor as posted on the Titan Forukispace, “sincerely care about all
students, demonstrate enthusiasm toward all stsidiesten to and value student
opinions, model respect and effective communicagiilts, guide student self-reflection
and group cooperation, plan developmentally appaitgactivities, identify students
needing more intensive guidance and support, afiseggogress of the Titan Forum
program, understand the mentor’s role and respiitis# participate in discussions to
improve the role of mentor and foster a positivieost climate.”

Building/Facility

The actual building was another factor identifilgothe staff as a contributing
factor to the collective efficacy beliefs. Simpiated, the building was amazing. In one
teacher’s words, “the newness of the building,aésthetics, it is beautiful and gives
teachers a much more positive place.” The AthBtrector described the reaction of
visiting teams when they first step foot in thelthmg, “Away teams are amazed at how
nice it is — they just stare!” As an outsider coguinto the building, it was hard not to
notice the magnitude of the building when steppmg the two-story foyer with terrazzo

marble floors, immense windows, and arching opemise The over 80 million dollar



131

building was referred to, on more than one occasisrthe ‘Taj Mahal’. Teachers
described that community members also refer tedsdh in that way, particularly as it
first opened; although that reference has reportiedled. “People call this the ‘Taj
Mahal’ but it really is a beautiful building,” st one teacher.

Aside from being new, the architecture was quitejue. First and foremost, the
building was designed to specifically accommodhagshouse system, house offices, and
the pod arrangement. Therefore, the three-stanysh area’ contained three identical,
stacked arrangements. Each area shaped as a treschight U-shape, with the house
office in the middle and the two pods on either @figure 4.1). In the center of the pod
area was the glass-enclosed pod office and an@pwputer area. Around each pod was
a cluster of classrooms arranged in a large ci@te pod housed the math and world
language teachers and the other housed Engliskaamal studies. Science classrooms
with labs were located along the crescent on hid#sf the house office, connecting to
the pods. One of the most notable features catbieitecture was the open space and use
of light. Wide hallways, high ceilings, and lotsvandows were predominant features.
Lockers were placed in low standing islands in edotthe pod area instead of along the
hallways.

Overwhelmingly, teachers and administrators aita the physical plant as
another positive factor in influencing the cultared collective efficacy beliefs. The
“design has a lot to do with it....every room hasduaws, lots of light, and high
ceilings,” stated one teacher. While another desd,

The atmosphere is really neat. The hallwaysagel there is a lot of light - you

don’t get the sense that kids are closed off...tlas@ve all glass and you can see
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people walking in the halls. There is a lot ofiviigty, the kids respond well to
being seen,” another teacher described. “The lagoes play a huge, huge
role...the wide open hallways, low lockers, and gahepenness....we can see
each other...kids you have in class you can see btsewn school.
And finally, “part of the positive culture is thaylout of the building, it is a beautiful
building with great resources....for example, the patars outside the pod area...today
a teacher had a group of students at the compautera group of students in the
classroom, you can see your students workings-apen, cordial, and friendly- just a
great atmosphere!”

Moving away from the house floors and pods foemamination of the non-core,
elective areas revealed the same sense of gran@euthe main floor a larger U-shape
sprawled in the opposite direction of the houserflgigure 4.1). The main entrance and
principal’s office were located in the center of td-shape. On one end resided the
auditorium and all of the Art, Music, Tech Ed, @ddmmunication classes. Connecting
the Arts to the Main Lobby was a beautiful Librafye Library contained minimal hard-
copy resources, but instead had numerous computerk tables, and lounge areas for
students to access material electronically. Tlespvas wide-open and inviting with a
two-story wall of windows allowing for natural lighnd exposed beams. On the other
side of the main office was the Physical Educatiomg, including a 25-meter pool,
fitness room, two large gyms, locker rooms, a virggtoom and the trainer's room. As
one PE teacher described, “this is a PE teachezal” Connecting the PE area to the
main lobby was the cafeteria. The cafeteria woelst bbe described as a ‘food court’ as

opposed to a traditional school cafeteria. Agakposed beams and lots of windows and
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light provided a welcoming, casual environmentodravas served by a contracted food
service company and presented in food court stybdyding: a deli, a salad bar, hot
lunch buffet, snacks and frozen novelties. At gvarn, the building exhibited the
positive energy that so many of the faculty memblesscribed and was evident to even
an outside visitor.

Another positive factor of the physical plant vilas cleanliness and respect of
property that was clearly evident. “We have a supantenance staff. They keep the
building clean day in and day out....a lot of theldhnig appearance has to do with
them,” described one teacher. Likewise, the stisderre also very respectful of the
building. Rarely was there any visible trash, féeftlon cafeteria tables, or smoke in the
bathrooms. “Kidglotake care of the building,” reported one of thedgnce counselors.
Teachers, staff, and students worked together totena the appearance in a building in
which they had a great deal of pride.

The immensity of the building was certainly a proemt feature even from the
outside of the building. Creating a building withen space, lots of light, house floors,
and pods certainly translated into a large phygtait. One of the unintended
consequences of this arrangement was the formatisab-cultures around the building.
Each pod seemed to have their own community, athdidrt wing and the PE area. As
one PE teacher described, “...sometimes we feel rethbecause PE is completely
away from everything else but there is really neeotway to do that because the facility,
it is just so big.” Or in the words of a socialdies teacher in describing the pod
mentality, “you do feel like you're the only onedathere’s nothing else going on in the

whole school — like a school-within-a-school.” kikise, a veteran Tech Ed teacher of
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29 years who came from Washington, and was on tihe Team stated, “I miss standing
out in the hallways and getting to know those kidg walk by everyday...the only kids
that walk by here are going to Art or Tech Ed... ghathat | miss most, getting to know
more kids.” Many teachers did not seem to be yethby the clustering, while others
seemed to miss the camaraderie and larger sta#ligation.

Another interesting reflection on the structureswlze challenge of creating
traditions and culture in a brand new, sterileding. Both Adams and Washington were
buildings with rich traditions and long-standindtaee. Initially, the transition was
difficult. As one house principal described, “madipeople feel that this brand new
facility with nothing on the walls was a home amanéortable andheir space....students
made comments like ‘it's just bricks, there’s natihion the walls, it's like a prison’ so it
was hard to make it feel their own.” Teachers athchinistrators worked hard to develop
traditions and culture, inevitably time was a mdgmtor for bridging this gap and some
of the sterility had begun to fade. Trophy casegained CR-Jefferson trophies, music
showcases contained playbills from their musicatsl art showcases contained unique
student work. A college caliber school store, hdusatside the cafeteria, contained a
complete line of CR-Jefferson clothing, apparet anpplies much of which was
designed and selected by students. With the pasdagne and continued efforts from
the staff and students, traditions will continuggtow and become solidified.

There was no doubt that the CR-Jefferson statieeoért facility was a
contributing factor to the positive culture. Tearhcollectively expressed, “we are very
fortunate...the design of the building and the setou@efferson make for a positive

place.” Or in the words of another teacher, “etrenarchitecture lends itself to higher
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expectations.” Certainly having a quality facilisya contributing factor, but it was not
the most significant factor (noted by 18 of theil¥®@rviewees). One teacher summarized
this best, “the building — over 80 million dollag&) MILLION dollars! But it means
nothing compared to who | share it with....thereasraich more, this is just a
phenomenal district.”
Community Support

Six of the interview respondents mentioned theroomity as a positively
contributing factor to the culture and collectiv@aacy beliefs at Jefferson. The entire
Cedar Ridge school district was located in an uppeipper-middle class area; however,
each of the three high schools maintained a uniepetation based on the communities
in which they were located. Adams had the repotadif being the most affluent with the
strongest focus on academics. Washington andrseffevere both viewed as upper-
middle class communities with solid academics a$ agestrong athletic programs.
Washington was the oldest school in the districkaas located in the town center
within walking distance to quaint local shops, laffices, the courthouse and other local
establishments. CR Jefferson, the newcomer, seneclroadest range socio-
economically and was located on the outskirts efdistrict. “Kids have the resources
they need, we are a fairly affluent school distaied it definitely shows,” stated one
teacher. Families at Jefferson were reported upgortive of the schools, this is a
great community, parent support is great so ety positive.” A Jefferson math teacher,
who previously taught and attended Adams, repof{édfferson] parents value
education but they are not as high powered in caffas Adams]...they are more laid

back and put less pressure on their kids. Théeidein] parents are more open and
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supportive and realistic about who their kids areich allows us to be here more for the
kids.” Although a minor contributing factor to tkellective teacher efficacy beliefs, the
sense of community support was consistently pasitiv
Student Body

The final contributing factor noted by five stafembers was the student body.
“We have such good kids, everyone here feels hieg know everyone else...they are
more social, even outside of their social cliquegscribed one teacher. A social studies
teacher went on to describe, “The student populatigou just can’t complain! We
don’t have problems with kids....they come here @oretheir parents are supportive and
motivate them too.” Across the board, teacherseabtieat students rarely presented
discipline problems, aside from the occasionalessuattendance concern. In general
students were described as “motivated, even thersemnho are close to graduation.” In
addition, several teachers noted the number oestisdvho stayed after school and got
involved with activities. “Kids are much more peas, hanging out after school and that
helps build relationships too,” described one efthath teachers. Overall, teachers were
very complementary of the student body, even thndbg tough transition initially;
students have settled in at Jefferson and embtheecllture.
Summary of Efficacy Factors

Several factors were identified as contributingh® collective efficacy beliefs at
CR Jefferson. Most prominently mentioned, the kaystem, provided the fundamental
structural feature for downsizing the larger schmwhmunity into three distinct grade-
level subgroups. For faculty, the pod arrangemegdted interdisciplinary professional

learning communities with strong bonds and oppatiesifor collaboration. The
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leadership and planning from the district and boddadministration provided a strong,
research-based foundation for the new CR Jeffer3twe. faculty members themselves
represented a contributing factor to the collecéffecacy beliefs, with their positive and
youthful vibrance. Titan Forum served as a powedaol for building relationships and
connectedness between the students and staftidiiam, the physical plant fostered a
positive culture simply in its grandeur and stafi¢he-art architecture. And finally, the
supportive community and receptive student bodyrdmrted to the culture at Jefferson.
Together, these factors contributed to the colledigacher efficacy beliefs in a building
established on the ideals of building relationslaipd strong learning communities.
Sources of Efficacy

Bandura’s (1997) work on efficacy identified faources fundamental in the
development of collective teacher efficacy: mastxgerience, vicarious experience,
social persuasion, and affective states. The fesgarch question explored the ways the
small school model contributed to or detracted ftbenfour primary sources of
collective efficacy beliefs.

Mastery Experience

Bandura (1997) identified mastery experience asttongest source of efficacy
information. As Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004) slate

It is through the learning of group members thigbaizational learning occurs.

Teachers as a group experience successes anédailBast school successes

build teacher’ beliefs in the capability of the liétg, whereas failures tend to

undermine a sense of collective efficacy...Indeedoizations learn by

experience whether they are likely to succeedtairahg their goals (p. 5).
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Cedar Ridge as a district had a long-standingttoadof excellence Following in that
custom, the opening of Jefferson was viewed ascgmgion of an already established
and thriving system.

In opening CR-Jefferson, the principal estimatext 85% of the faculty relocated
from within the district. Therefore, the collective succdsthe district was already
engrained in the majority of the staff. Masterpesence would also indicate that
subsequent years of successful experience buadbées’ beliefs in the capability of the
faculty (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Analyzing t@ellective Efficacy Scale survey
data based on years of experience supported th@n(@able 4.8). (Full item analysis
for the subgroups is shown in Table 4.8A — Tab8&4n Appendix H).

Table 4.8

Collective Teacher Efficacy — Years of Teaching &ngnce

YEARS EXPERIENCE n COLLECTIVE EFFICACY
1-5Years 35 5.10
6 — 10 Years 28 5.14
11 - 15 Years 22 5.22
16 — 20 Years 8 4.98
20+ Years 10 5.32

Each interval of experience showed an increaskedarCollective Efficacy Scale, with one
exception, the 8 teachers with 16-20 years expegiein this subgroup there was a slight
decline. In general, the survey data did supp@thastery experience theory,
demonstrating strong collective efficacy scaleslimaged by sustained success.
Vicarious Experience
The second source of efficacy beliefs, vicariagsegience, involves indirect

experiences as the source of information abouécitiVe efficacy (Goddard, Hoy, &
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Hoy, 2000). Organizations learn by observing otirganizations (Huber, 1996).
Likewise, perceived collective efficacy may alsodmdanced by observing successful
organizations, especially those that attain singtzals in the face of familiar
opportunities and constraints (Goddard, Hoy, & H2804). A common example of
observational learning is the tendency of schanlgplicate educational programs that
have succeeded elsewhere (Goddard, LoGerfo, & Bla§4). The Cedar Ridge school
district opened CR-Jefferson using the vicarioyseeience of CR-Adams and CR-
Washington, as well as a solid research base.

There were several factors that were improvedrafided when plans were made
for opening the third high school in Cedar Ridgé&x District. First and foremost, the
building was specifically designed to accommodagshouse system and pod
arrangement. “It [the house system] is really obsihere [at Jefferson] because we are
all on one floor,” remarked one teacher. Admiristm took the already successful
house concept from the other two high schools @&sihded the three-story structure
with the designated house office. This was unigom the other two buildings which
had modified an already existing comprehensive badtool into a small school design.
As one teacher stated, “at the other high schdbilseaadministrators were in the main
office, and we could go weeks without seeing théftith the house floor design you will
see an administrator at least once a day — in d gay!” The Jefferson house system
also restructured the guidance department by hgugio grade-specific counselors in
the house office. It provided a closer partnersbigounselors and house principals,
particularly when dealing with individual studemincerns. As one counselor described,

“It is a different mindset, we have to have a tegproach, particularly with proximity to



140

the house principal.” In general, the Jeffersdrastructure provided for an improved
house structure as one teacher summarized, “.. farde it's really like three small
schools in one.”

In addition to enhancing the previously existimgibe system, CR-Jefferson also
embraced the concept of professional learning coniiies through the pod structure.
The pods provided an inter-departmental, smalhiegrcommunity organization.
DuFour (1998) described professional learning comitias as the most promising
strategy for sustained, substantive school impr@mmFor that reason, the
superintendent embraced DuFour’s (1998) work offiegsional learning communities
and mandated the de-departmentalized pod arrangehough many teachers balked
at the idea initially, it was quickly accepted ansititutionalized. A teacher of 33 years
who had previous experience at both Adams and Wgtin before coming to Jefferson
as the Athletic Director articulated this sentiménte have a unique culture with the pod
system...the faculty has truly developed their owituces.” On a more personal level,
one teacher described, “At Washington | was ald% 8f the time in my room and
never saw anyone. This is so much better, sharjpignning area with other teachers
there is much moreommunication.”

The final major improvement made in the openingeiferson was the
establishment of the Titan Forum. As the princigedcribed, “Washington had a more
traditional advisory period, and Adams had triedesal homeroom arrangements....we
needed to be sure we would find something sucdebsfuwas also somewhat different.”
A Core Team member expressed, “we didn’t want ‘h@oe’ or ‘advisory’, we wanted

to put together both ideas, combine it with gragumaproject advisement and have the
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same person for three years.” Ultimately, “The&C6eam had a strong feeling about
bolstering the house system by building relatiopsihwe explored a number of options
and finally picked the idea of ‘Titan Forum’,” sunanzed a Core Team member. And
although Forum experienced some growing painsnérged as the most prominent
structure for building relationships with studen@ne house principal shared the
following analogy, “...Titan Forum is to the kids, @ pod is to teachers.”

In addition to building on the vicarious experieadrom Adams and Washington,
the district historically continued to build on e@sch-based initiatives. As the principal
described, “We started our planning with DuFourtgkvon professional learning
communities that was our original foundation....&rdaking Rank$oo — those were the
two rocks that we worked from.” In April 2006, Walter the opening of Jefferson, the
superintendent led the district in an initiativerfr Willard Daggett, emphasizing ‘rigor,
relevance, and relationships’. Throughout the sewf interviews, five separate
interviewees mentioned the work of Daggett whichcHcally validated Jefferson’s
emphasis on relationships as part of their coreesal One teacher described, “the time
we spent on building climate was worth it....kids nappreciate it too, we have a family
feeling.” Allin all, the vicarious experienca®im Adams and Washington were
instrumental for Jefferson in developing the hosysstem, the pod culture and the Titan
Forum. These structures were further informeddigtioued commitment to the research
based initiatives from Breaking Ranks (1996, 200j)-our (1998) and Daggett (2001).
Both of which contributed to the vicarious expederas a source of collective teacher
efficacy beliefs for CR-Jefferson, as one teaclescdbed, “a lot of things were done

right here— in fact, most things were done right!”
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Social Persuasion

Social persuasion is another means of strengtgenfaculty’s conviction that
they have the capabilities to achieve their go@ksddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Social
persuasion may occur when a strong leader suctiggsfusuades organizational
members of their collective capabilities; it mayolve discussions in the faculty room,
or it may occur through professional developmemorfunities (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy,
2004). In the case of Cedar Ridge, the two prinfiacyors identified as positively
contributing to the social persuasion at Jeffersere the strong leadership and pod
interactions.

During the course of interviews, eight facultymiers made direct reference to
the strength of the principal in orchestrating aotlivating a positive climate at CR-
Jefferson. Many others alluded to the strong, ghtful planning as a main contributing
factor of the climate, and one which indirectlydits the principal. This positive social
persuasion on the part of the principal began thighinitial planning stages. Members of
the Core Team described, “I watched [the principal]this staff together, he put
together a group of teachers to build Jeffersarally good mix by age, personality and
teaching style.” There was a general consensushi@drincipal created the culture by
“getting the right people on board.” One teacheatesl, “he has the magic touch and is
incredibly gifted in picking the right people.” ®wvand over, staff members
complemented the principal and showed incredibiymegard for the work he did to set
the culture and establish a positive climate. ddion, this was the main reason the
superintendent selected the principal for the pwsinitially. Prior to opening Jefferson,

the principal had a long-standing positive repotaboth in the district and the
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community. In a sense, he was somewhat of an ietaving come through the system
as a teacher, athletic director, and principakvhs very highly regarded by all
constituencies: staff, students, administration @mmunity alike. It was no accident
that the superintendent selected him for the chgdeof opening a new building, and no
surprise that his leadership provided a socialyzeien clearly identifiable to the staff.

Secondly, the pod culture and social interactieitisin the pod provided a fertile
ground for positive social persuasion. The pod eescribed by many teachers as a
“social support” with strong bonds and open comroatidon. As one teacher described,
“The social component to the pod makes you feetgdmut your job — we are social
animals and the pod brings us together.” The satmaosphere of the pod is “what gets
me through the day” described another teacher. pfiheipal noted the following about
the pod culture, “there are unique interactionthapod areas, as teachers walk back and
forth and around they see kids unlike you get \atig hallways...it is much more
social...it lets our kids know that the staff carbsat them. They know the staff is in it
with them as opposed to just doing their job...thd goa unique community center in
six places.” The relationships and social intecas that the pod provided were
influential to the teachers in establishing a pesitvork environment. These small pod
communities in conjunction with the strong leadgysif the principal, presented
mechanisms for social persuasion that were quieedal.

Affective States

Finally, affective states serve as the final sewtcollective efficacy beliefs.

The affective state of the organization plays a mlinfluencing the culture and

collective efficacy beliefs of the school. Thedéwf arousal, either of anxiety or
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excitement, adds to perceptions of group-capatmlitncompetence (Goddard, Hoy, &
Hoy, 2004). For CR-Jefferson, the affective steés an obvious strength based on the
overwhelmingly positive culture that was both obseérby the researcher and described
by the participants. In the words of a veteractieaand Core Team member, “there is a
very different philosophy here, different socideiractions; this staff is very open to
kids...just a positive environment and | can’t sagwgh about the staff....they are
refreshing...a youth mentality.” A first year Jeffen teacher with seven years previous
experience in another district described, “the liggduere is very connected and energetic,
they have a big bearing on the culture and theggnarthe building.” “The teachers’
positive energy channels down to the kids,” stateother teacher. There was an
overwhelming sense that teachers truly loved batnlgfferson and genuinely shared a
common purpose, as one teacher explained, “Thitstdfare hired have positive
attitudes, all are here for the kids — all are lxreause we want to be here.” Another
teacher summarized it this way, “We are just hapgye here! The climate is positive,
you don’t hear complaining. [The principal] didibting those people in and when new
people come, we teach them — this is how we opdtatas our culture — we don’t
complain here. We get our job done and we havE fun

In so many ways, the affective state at CR-Jedfersas overwhelmingly
positive. Teachers thrived in the pod culture small learning communities they
created. However, there was also an undercurfesblation that was mentioned by
twelve interviewees. Most of these comments stechfrom the fact that teachers did
not seem to know the faculty in its entirety. Maxpressed not knowing or recognizing

everyone at the monthly faculty meetings. Teacterded to socialize and eat primarily
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in their pod areas. The physical plant was in @initself so large that it was described as
an inhibiting factor to the larger socializationtbé staff. Many teachers not in the pod
areas described themselves to be “somewhat isblated everything. “The layout
really divides people, it can be a little isolating/ou don't really know everyone,” one
teacher expressed. A few teachers, approximately Eonveyed a desire for more
department contact, “l don’t see two-thirds of ngpdrtment, more time to talk within
our department would be nice.” And yet, althougimsnrecognized the fragmentation of
the building as a whole school culture, that wasldy overshadowed by the positive
subcultures that have emerged as a result of theehgystem and pod culture. As one
Physical Education teacher described, “the vilidigschool is amazing....the set up is
great....it is quiet down here, but the buildingustjso big.” “Likewise a math teacher
stated, “we may not see people the entire yearydowjust let that part go and embrace
that this is just a big school!” Perhaps this Wwast summarized in the following
statement, “It is a great system - | wouldn’t knetat would make it better. We can’t
change that the building is huge, the pods corthecteachers and are great!” In
conclusion, the affective state of the building wasrwhelmingly positive in a
contagious sort of way. The smaller pod structpresided a means for socialization
and interaction, and although it was somewhateae#pense of nurturing a building-
wide collaboration, all teachers identified thetaré to be positive and productive. In
summary, the four sources of efficacy identifiedBandura (1997) as: mastery
experience, vicarious experience, social persuaaiwh affective states were each

identified as contributors to the collective teachiicacy beliefs at CR Jefferson.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

Introduction

This purpose of this case study was to investitfeeffects of a widely
advocated organizational reform for secondary sishdle small school model, on the
collective efficacy beliefs of teachers. According-ee and Ready (2007), school size
represents a potential organizational correlatedstructuring our high schools. As Dee,
Ha and Jacob (2007) described,

Recent state and federal policies designed to imgpfamerican public schools

have generally focused on introducing standardseffample, No Child Left

Behind) or choice (for example, charter schools\anethers). However, another

increasingly prominent approach to reform has emsigkd the possible benefits

of creating smaller schools as well as small, feddsarning communities within

schools, particularly at the high school level. {p).
The various small school models are intended tib thal large comprehensive high
school into smaller components, with the intentrefating a more productive and safer
learning environment. The small schools movemebesed on the theory that
organizing schools into smaller educational envinents will help build collaborative,
collegial communities of teachers (Supovitz, 200Rherefore, the notion of collective
teacher efficacy served as the conceptual frametooikvestigating possible linkages to

the small schools model.
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Collective efficacy provided a powerful constrémt assessing the small school
model because of its emphasis on group goal atenhf&Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004).
As Sampson, Morenoff, & Earls (2000) described,

The power of collective efficacy perceptions tbuance organizational life and

outcomes lies in the expectations for action thatsacially transmitted by

collective efficacy perceptions. Furthermore, ediive efficacy beliefs are

important to group functioning because they exphaiw organized capacity for

action is tapped to produce results. (p. 638)
As such, collective efficacy beliefs directly afféloe diligence and resolve with which
groups choose to pursue their goals. Perceivedativk efficacy is a potent way of
characterizing and coming to understand the strammative and behavioral influence
of an organization’s culture (Goddard, Hoy, & H@904). Therefore, knowledge about
collective efficacy beliefs is critical to undensting the influence of school culture on
teachers’ professional work.

The research questions posed in this study explheepossible linkages between
the small school model and teachers’ collectiveeatly beliefs. Specifically:

1. What contextual factors prompted the shifti® $mall school model and how
was the plan implemented?

2. What structural elements, factors, or processtge small school design are
perceived to most strongly influence (promote/hmdeachers’ collective efficacy

beliefs? Why?
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3. In what ways does the small school model coutei to or detract from the
primary sources of collective efficacy beliefs: neag experience, vicarious experience,
social persuasion, and affective states? Why?

Summary of Results

The case study was conducted at a suburban higlolsio the northeastern
United States which operated under a grade-lewsddnsystem. The district contained
three separate high schools, each with approxign@@0 students in grades ten through
twelve. Research was conducted at the newesedhtbee schools, having opened five
years prior with a brand new, state-of-the-art|dig costing upwards of 80 million
dollars. The researcher utilized the Goddard (2@a6item Collective Efficacy Scale,
personal interviews, observation and document arsafs data sources. Initially, the
written survey was administered to the faculty,taepg 103 of the 126 teachers.
Interviews were then conducted with 30 member&efstaff, producing the most
significant data source. Lastly, observation aocuthent analysis supplemented the data
collection process.

The district adopted the house concept for thé®4830 school year in response
to the tragedy at Columbine High School. The giladel, house design was
implemented as a means of fostering relationsihipigling smaller communities, and
providing a more personalized high school expegeridue to increasing enrollment, a
third high school was slated to open for the 200@852school year. A solid transition
plan was put in place by the district administnatiased on the researchBykaking
Ranks(1996, 2004) and DuFour and Eaker’s (19B8)fessional Learning Communities

at Work. In addition, a Core Team and Student Advisory Cottamiwere formed to
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supplement the strong leadership of the princijpaspite all efforts, the opening of the
new school was delayed by one semester, creaeges of challenges which initially
proved difficult, but ultimately unified the staff-or students, the transition was a longer,
more difficult process because of their loyaltiestteir original schools. However, after
three years, reports indicated that transitiondwde to full fruition, with students

joining the staff in embracing the culture and camnity unique to Jefferson.

The staff at Jefferson consistently demonstratean#agious, positive energy that
set the tone since the building’s opening. This fuather substantiated by the Collective
Efficacy Scale that was administered to the staith) 81.7% staff participation. On a six
point scale (six being the highest), the overalffstollective efficacy was 5.15 (Table
4.5). This provided an initial indication of thigsg sense of collective efficacy beliefs
present throughout the building. Through the witav phase a more detailed
understanding of the small school design and pleskiikages to the collective teacher
efficacy was obtained. Upon analyzing the inteawiganscriptions, several themes
emerged as factors contributing to the teachetaove efficacy beliefs. Those themes,
in order of prominence were: house system, podigemments, leadership/planning,
faculty composition, Titan Forum, building/faciljtgommunity, and student body.

The house system was most frequently identifietelbghers as a factor
influencing collective efficacy beliefs; more sezlly, it was the fundamental
structural feature for downsizing the larger schmwhmunity into three distinct grade-
level communities. It instantly subdivided thelding with each grade residing on a
separate floor. A designated house office conthihe house principal, two guidance

counselors and a respective secretary for eacbf athom remained with the students
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for all three years. Core academic courses wsreladused on the corresponding grade-
level floors, in hopes of creating three small si#eo Teachers praised the house design
for providing students a smaller, more communalremnvnent as well as consistency
with counselors and house principals. Some did tia challenge of maintaining a pure,
grade-level floor based on teacher’s room assigtsraerd course load. In addition, a
concern was also raised regarding the potentidtrdgmentation as an unintended
consequence of subdividing a large school. Howdkiese sentiments were
overshadowed by the overwhelming support for theskastructure.

Several other salient features came to light e®fa impacting the collective
efficacy beliefs in the building. Almost as impamt as the house system, was the pod
arrangement. In lieu of the traditional departnstnicture, pods provided
interdisciplinary professional learning communitiesteachers, producing strong bonds
and opportunities for collaboration. The entirdding was described as having a “pod
culture,” a structure which had become institutlaea and embraced by the entire
faculty. The leadership and planning from thergisand building administration also
provided a strong, research-based foundation antlioted to the collective efficacy
beliefs of the staff. The faculty members themsglrepresented another factor, with
their positive and youthful vibrance. Titan Forumased on an advisory model, served as
a powerful tool for building relationships and cestedness between the students and
staff. In addition, the physical plant fosterepasitive culture simply in its grandeur and
state-of-the-art architecture. And finally, thgapartive community and receptive student

body were identified as contributors to the cultardefferson. Together, these factors
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were attributed to the strong collective teach@caty beliefs in a building established
on the ideals of relationships and strong learcm@munities.

Assessing the data in light of Bandura’s (1997y feources of efficacy
substantiated the strong sense of collective effigaesent. Disaggregating the survey
data based on teaching experience illustratedhtstery experiencgource by showing a
progressively increasing trend as years advanSedond, th@icarious experiences,
particularly as gleaned from the other two disthicth schools, were instrumental for
Jefferson as building blocks for implementing peogs and establishing culture. Most
notably, was the refinement of the house systeejniplementation of the pod culture,
and the adoption of Titan Forum. Thisshcial persuasioprovided a source of efficacy
through the strong relationships and social inteyas of the pod, as well as through the
strong and supportive leadership of the principat many teachers credited. Fourth, the
affective statat CR-Jefferson was overwhelmingly positive, vitirand energetic.
Although the building was large with a risk of fragntation, teachers identified the
culture to be both positive and productive. Ouethe four sources of collective efficacy
were each identified as contributors to the strooltective efficacy beliefs of teachers at
CR Jefferson.

A Caveat

The particular site selected for this case stugbensitates a caveat before
proceeding to the conclusions. The site for thsecstudy was an extraordinary facility
specifically designed to accommodate the small slotiesign, an anomaly in and of
itself. This design readily facilitated the implentation of a house system and also

provided for the eventual development of the pdtlicel that was so prevalently noted by
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participants. The exceptionalities and advantaféisis particular facility, specifically
its state-of-the-art design and the inherent analoois benefits of the physical plant
itself, make it difficult to readily generalize tdher schools attempting to implement a
small school model within an existing structures Barling-Hammond, Ross, and
Milliken (2007) stated, “questions about the ef§eat school size may need to be
considered very differently when weighing decisiabsutstartingnew small schools or
breaking upexisting large schools” (p. 180).

The criterion used for site selection in this stuas based on evidence of
exemplary implementation of the small school desi§electing an exemplar, a sterling
instance of small school success, provided the ippity to explore connections
between the small school model and collective teaefficacy beliefs. To maximize
generalizability beyond the studied case, one ifimgsis on general structural features
and programmatic design elements.

Conclusions

The findings from this study are summarized in fgeneral conclusions about
the small school design and collective teachecadfy beliefs. First, the house system
serves as an effective downsizing strategy, buteai® not enough for impacting
collective teacher efficacy beliefs. Second, psienal learning communities,
specifically pods, provide a necessary and meanisgfucture for building collective
efficacy beliefs through collaboration when embetistethe small school design. Third,
an advisory component, such as Titan Forum, isdorehtal in personalizing learning
and fostering relationships which ultimately entetie sense of community and

efficacy beliefs. Fourth, inspired leadershipegash-based planning, and a vibrant staff
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are essential in building a small school model sttiong collective efficacy beliefs. It is
the nexus of these elements: the house system, lsaraling communities, advisory
structure and strong staffing that collectively iliute to the strong sense of efficacy.
The House Is Not Enough
The movement toward small school models for higiosts continues to be
popular in the lexicon of contemporary school ref@nd reflects the nation’s ongoing
emphasis on school improvement (Lee & Ready, 20@0ntemplating restructuring
strategies requires an assessment of the two éseafrischool organization, bureaucratic
and communal. As Lee and Smith (1995) described,
The theories defining these alternative formseathing and learning are well
established in American education and have undkrdihistorical and theoretical
debates about the proper direction of school reflmmat least a century....One
form has been dominant in secondary schools, thealaratic, comprehensive
high school....Calls to restructure schools suggéshdamental shift from the
bureaucratic model toward the communal organizatiorodel. (p. 243)
George and McEwin (1999) expanded on this notion,
Contemporary attempts at restructuring the higiosccan be characterized as
aimed at restoring the balance between curriculbdhcemmunity. High schools
must have both a rich and rigorous curriculum astt@ng sense of community,
where faculty and students feel connected to onéhanin appropriately personal
ways. (p.15)
And thus, educators are searching for ways to raaie schools feel smaller,

restructuring the schools so there is smallnesdarthe larger whole.
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For traditional comprehensive high schools, thestwithin-a school model
presents an economically advantageous method fimtai@ng present buildings while
still reaping the benefits of a smaller schoolegsence, reducing the size without
building new schools. As Lee, Ready, and Johns8@l(pdescribed, “Two threads bind
together suggestions for reforming high schoolstdddeepen and broaden the personal
connections among school members, and (2) to retiecgize of organizational units”
(p. 366). And thus, the study of small school elednight logically be grounded in
literatures about school size or social relatiopshor both. Two large-scale quantitative
studies focused on how high school organizationssae influence academic outcomes
concluded that “smaller is better” (Lee & Smith9591997). As McQuillan (1997)
described,

What may be the most radical and difficult chat@menact that | propose is

simple: Make schools smaller. The main rationateshdorsing smaller schools

derives from the benefits promoted by a more peaiscontext, in particular

enriched student-teacher relations. (p. 645)

Indeed at CR Jefferson, the house system servib@ dswnsizing instrument by
immediately breaking the building into thirds. Ma@pecifically, three grade-level
houses. Lee, Ready, and Johnson (2001) believedetthacing size by creating smaller
organizational units within larger schools may hesaful mechanism for facilitating
more personalized social relationships within leghools, as a smaller number of
students and teachers would see one another neopgefntly and over more sustained
periods. However, in the case of CR Jeffersonlfacoembers did not describe the

house system as a device for building social k@iati but merely a downsizing structure.
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This sentiment was echoed by Darling-Hammond, Rass Milliken (2007) stating,
“Quite often house structures are little more thasuperficial overlay’™ (p. 180).
Furthermore, this capability was somewhat comprethlsy the fact that most students at
CR Jefferson attended at least one of four dadgses outside of the house. In other
words, many students traveled outside the desidratase confines for either elective
courses or for courses that met off the grade-lgdwet. This opinion was also shared by
administrators in discussing the challenges of tamimg a pure grade-level house when
assigning teachers to classrooms. The house sysigiementation did not strictly
adhere to Lee, Ready, and Johnson’s (2001) ndtdni)l-model SWS high school, all
students and most teachers are members of onlgummit” (p. 365). In some instances
students and teachers traveled between house,forgpromising the purity of the
house system. And thus the effort to personatizéents’ educational experiences
through downsizing did not seem to reach its fatigmtial, contributing to the notion that
“the house is not enough.”

Hence, the house system proved to be necessanyshbifficient in promoting the
strong sense of community and fostering colleatiffieacy beliefs. During the course of
interviews, all respondents readily identified mtivan one factor as contributing to the
collective efficacy beliefs at CR Jefferson. Res®s ranged from three to eight factors,
with an average of five factors named by each stafinber. This further substantiates
the notion that the house structure, althotigtfundamental downsizing framework, did
not stand alone as a restructuring tool for fostgdollective efficacy beliefs. Lee and
Smith (1995) also recognized the need for a midtetl approach for effective

restructuring; in their recommendation, “schoolswdt target their reform efforts to a
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modest number of communal practices — practicdsptiadably should be adopted
neither singly and serially nor in large numbefstiowcase’ a school’s superficial
commitment to reform” (p. 263). Darling-HammonddR, and Milliken (2007) offered
the following,

Although it is possible to tease out elements dipgear to have been associated

with more and less successful small-school inites; it is not possible to

articulate a set of factors that will guaranteecessful reform. There are so

many variables at play in the schools and distiese reforms are undertaken

that an approach which appears to have been sfuldessne district may be less

successful in another. (p. 192)
At CR Jefferson, the most frequently noted fadtoe, house system, clearly provided the
foundation for several other structures for fostgistrong collective efficacy beliefs.
Ultimately, itwasthe downsizing through the house system thatvaiéid opportunities
for personalization and relationship building agtfar manifested in the pod structure
and Titan Forum.

Professional Learning Communities — The Pod Caltur

With the house system providing the framework,gbd arrangement fostered
teacher collaboration through the creation of shealfning communities. Indeed, the
physical layout of the building allowed and enc@ad this unique expression of
community. Teachers repeatedly reflected on theacaderie and collaboration provided
by the pod structure, both of which are essentidluilding a strong sense of collective

teacher efficacy. As Bryk and Driscoll (1998) désed,
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Literature suggests that school communities pewdre support for the work of
teaching and learning than traditional bureaucrsttiecture; they are less a
coexisting alternative than a replacement foMithat distinguishes school
communities from bureaucratic organizations is thair members are bound by
personal as opposed to purely utilitarian ties.miers of a community care
about one another because they share experiengémawledge of each other in
common as well as perform practical functions foe another. (p. 2)
As such, the pods provided an opportunity for dmlation and community; a structure
uniquely different than the traditional departmdéinted system so prevalent in high
schools. George and McEwin (1999) strongly recomded a movement away from
strict departmentalization to interdisciplinaryriesaas a way of empowering teachers. In
essence, this translated into using an organizatgirategy to build a sense of
community and collaboration amongst the facultyJeféerson did in designing the
building around the pod structure.

Initially, many teachers were cautious and everstant to the pod concept and
wished for a purely departmental organization. Ewev, within the first year of
operation, teachers quickly embraced the idea d$ pdhich have continued to flourish
and even grow. As Lee and Smith (1996) descritim$ides the obvious personal
benefits that accrue to teachers through socigbcowith their peers, cooperative
professional relationships are also important wettgping an effective school culture”
(p. 106). Indeed, the pod concept was quickly soiesl as a fundamental element of the
culture at Jefferson. Supovitz (2002) expresseddea that these collegial and

supportive communities of practice fostered theiagaof information so that teamwork
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becomes a functional goal of the school. The “paltlire” defined the professional,
social structure at Jefferson so strongly thathteexcnot assigned to a pod, created their
own. Again, this provided a further validationtbe strength of community and
collaboration perpetuated by the pod structure.
Pods also served as a fundamental source forihgitwllective efficacy beliefs.
As Hoy, Sweetland, and Smith (2002) described,
Teachers need role models to demonstrate hove skil applied to achieve
successful outcomes. Direct positive experienoesvecarious experiences are
two critical aspects in the development of efficaéys teachers experience
success and observe the accomplishments of tHEgagaes as well as success
stories, they develop beliefs in their own capébsi (p. 81)
The pod structure provided these direct positiygeeiences and vicarious expereices
through collaborative opportunities on a daily basteachers consistently reported how
important the pod was in their daily interactionsl ome even shared that it was “what
got them through the day.” The direct observatimmg artifacts in the pods not only
validated this statement, but also provided anangiion for the overwhelmingly
positive culture. Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004 xdssed the idea of collective efficacy
and culture in this way,
A faculty’s sense of collective efficacy helpsetplain the differential effect that
school cultures have on teaches and students. elHe e reasonable (and
correct) to expect that some schools have a pesitiluence on teachers whereas
the impact on other schools is much less productiva example, some teachers

will find themselves in schools with low morale amdepressed sense of
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collective efficacy whereas other teachers will kvior schools possessed by a

high degree of mutuality, shared responsibilityd aonfidence in the conjoint

capability of the faculty. (p. 8)
The latter was certainly the case at Jeffersore gdsitive culture at Jefferson was
contagious and the sense of collective efficacyngfr While it is difficult to conjecture
on the directionality in this relationship, suffit¢o say the positive culture and strong
sense of collective teacher efficacy positively aoied each other. The small
collaborative communities provided by the pod striteewere a fundamental component
of this operative culture.

“Developing a professional community in a scha&ajuires both deprivatizing
practice and increasing collaboration among teacaenoss discipline — in essence,
dissolving the specialized task structures thafyypost secondary schools” (Lee &
Smith, 1996, p. 106). Pods represented the vefaclkeccomplishing that goal, and in
doing so, further fostered the positive cultureor&bver, evidence suggests that
teachers’ sense of collective efficacy is positvelated to aspects of organizational
context such as positive school climate (Goddam;, & Hoy, 2004). For teachers, the
pod was the prevailing and fundamental organizatiefement that impacted their
efficacy beliefs through daily interactions. Alement implemented and supported by
the initial design of the building’s structural ay.

The Power of Advisory

Titan Forum served dBe cornerstone structure for building relationshi¥thin
the house system, it provided another vehicle fommting community and connecting

adults and students. As such, it also served affiaacy building structure which many
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teachers identified as pivotal to the school comitguriThe concept of Titan Forum was
based on the advisory model promote@reaking Ranks Il: Strategies for Leading High
School Reforn§2004). The core recommendation8Boéaking Ranks 1{2004) suggest,
“high schools create small units in which anonynmstpanished” and “every high school
student should have a Personal Adult Advocate lip lien or her personalize the
educational experience” (p. 18). Furthermore, @inthe seven cornerstone strategies for
improving student performance stated, “Implemecb@prehensive advisory program
that ensures that each student has frequent anuimgéa opportunities to plan and
assess his or her academic and social progresavaitulty member” (National
Association for Secondary School Principals, 2@04). Therefore, CR Jefferson
implemented the Titan Forum based on the researttined inBreaking Ranks 1{2004)
as a means of providing opportunities for teacheeteam with colleagues and develop
closer relationships with students.

The concept of advisory is strongly supportedigyresearch on social relations
in schools. As McQuillan (2008) stated, “Relatstips are key,’ in a smaller setting,
students, teachers and administrators interact mt@esively, over time and in multiple
contexts allowing a greater opportunity to develot” (p. 1792). “There is general
agreement on the importance of positive sociatimla for adolescents’ academic and
social development and little dispute that the lEghool should be a major locus for
generating and sustaining such supportive relatipss (Lee, Ready, & Johnson, 2001,
p. 367). And from Lee & Smith (1995), “ ‘restrudng practices’ make a difference in
student achievement and engagement when they syygsonal and sustained

connections between students and adults in theokshtiing, and when they facilitate
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the sharing of knowledge about students as indalgland learners” (p. 263). The
research base for personalizing students’ expergeiscrobust. The preponderance of the
sociological evidence about high schools suggbsts'smaller is better’ since social
relations are more positive in smaller schools (ke€eeady, 2007). Thus, the Titan
Forum advisory model, was the essential mecharosruilding social relations, another
fundamental and necessary element supported blyeesaas strengthening the collective
efficacy beliefs and sustaining the positive cudtur

A Sustainable Plan with Key People

Restructuring a school around the communal, smohthal model with an
emphasis on relationships naturally elevates tiportance of people within the system.
First and foremost is the leadership provided eyatiministration. Bryk and Driscoll
(1988) described, “the actions of a school principere than any other single
individual, can shape the academic and social enmient of a school, and as a result
play a major role in the development and sustenahaecommunal organization” (p.
30). Bandura’s (1997) four sources of efficacy@d to this notion when discussing the
affective states of organizations. The behaviagabiool leaders influences the affective
state of a school in either positive or negativgsv@gloy, Sweetland, & Smith, 2002). In
the current research, the principal’s sustaineddeship was an essential contributor to
the affective state of the organization and in ttine collective efficacy beliefs.

Furthermore, the principal’s leadership was thpatus for developing and
fostering a dynamic, efficacious staff. “It is retough to hire and retain the brightest
teachers...administrators should be attentive taltfmensions of efficacy” (Goddard,

Hoy, & Hoy, 2000, p. 503). When teachers belidvaytare members of a faculty that is
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both competent and able to successfully meet thkertges of the task at hand,
collective efficacy flourishes (Goddard, Hoy, & H®000). The contagious enthusiasm
and positive climate amongst the staff was conslistevident and supported by the
strong response in the areas of leadership/plaramddaculty (Table 4.6). These factors
contributed to the social persuasion and affettaée as sources of collective teacher
efficacy.

Likewise, attending to the sustainability of tHarpis also an essential component
for effectiveness.

Changing school size or structure without attegdanthe purpose for such

changes may not improve outcomes....the challengetigist to adopt

innovation, but to learn how to use new structioesnhance faculty and student

concern for learning of high intellectual qualitwithout aiming toward this end,

there is little reason to implement innovative stmes (Darling-Hammond, Ross,

& Milliken, 2007, p. 180).
The strong research base and thoughtful architdatesign at CR Jefferson provided a
framework for the small school design. When codpigh the strong leadership and
dynamic staff, a foundation for positive culturelaefficacy beliefs was established.
Recommendations

This case study constitutes a useful additioiméogrowing literature focus on
small schools models and especially the connetitatwween small schools and collective
teacher efficacy beliefs. The extant literaturatams limited investigations of collective
teacher efficacy and fewer yet examine the relahgnbetween collective efficacy

beliefs and the dynamics of the small school mo@sillective teacher efficacy
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represents a powerful construct for investigathmgdmall school design because of its
potential for impacting student achievement. Baa@du(1993, 1997) studies provided
evidence that teacher beliefs about the capakildf¢heir faculty are systematically
related to student achievement. Further reseaslshpported the strong connection
between collective teacher efficacy and studenieaement (Goddard & Skrla, 2006;
Goddard, Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 2002; Goddardy,RKoHoy, 2000). Thus,
collective efficacy provides a meaningful concepftemework for investigating the
small school design.

Evidence from this case study suggests that tladl sechool downsizing is not
solely sufficient for positively impacting collecé efficacy beliefs. Indeed, it is a
powerful scaffolding from which to begin, but adalital factors are necessary to
effectively support the communal structure, spealfy, structures for building
professional learning communities (pods), advisnogdels for students (Forum), and a
dynamic personnel (administration and staff). Ehesnclusions present several
recommendations for consideration.

First, utilize the small-school downsizing struetas the framework for
personalizing learning and fostering community.e Boshool-within-a-school design
represents a shift toward the more communal orgéinizal model. In particular, the
structural features that resonated, include aut@usnsub-units, consistent leadership,
and an emphasis on community. In order to maxinheesffectiveness for the SWS
model several considerations should be made. &iaitte purity of the sub-units
through appropriately designed physical spacerthiaiimizes blending, ideally on

separate floors. Lee and Ready’s (2001) findimgpheasized the value of coherent,
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autonomous units and the positive results achig@vedhools where students were
separated into distinct subunits. Darling-Hammd®alss, and Milliken (2007)
described, “one set of problems with the desigsonfie small schools includes splitting
teachers’ time and obligations between the schabima school and the larger school in
ways that dilute the possibilities for personalizelhtionships between teachers and
students” (p. 188). To that end, eliminate teadvanership of classrooms. Instead of
remaining in one classroom, teachers should fl@atiooms that maintain the integrity
of the house and keep students within the propesénconfines to the greatest degree
possible. Leadership and support (house princgradiscounselors) should remain with
their assigned house for three years to providenaumy and foster relationships with
students. The small school design should mair@aiemphasis on school climate and
relationships at its core. A strong house desagues as the scaffolding for additional
programmatic options for enhancing efficacy.

Second, beware of fragmentation. An unintendetgequence of creating
smaller structures within the larger school comrtyuisi the potential for isolation.
Opportunities for school-wide activities shouldgrevided with intentionality. This
applies to both students and staff. The sensehafad unity should remain strong
regardless of the small school model implementatioressence, the small school model
should support the efforts of the larger school mamity, requiring a duality in principle
and purpose.

Third, establish a culture that fosters relatigpstand collaboration. For staff
members, implement professional learning commuit&bandon the traditional

department centers and instead institute a systémbeo-disciplinary professional
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learning communities. This provides a focus onaaelations amongst faculty resulting
in collegiality and greater personalization. Elatiing the curricular commonality
connects teachers around the core work of tea@ndgstudents instead of content area.
In turn, interactions are enhanced and opportungrevided for vicarious experience and
social persuasion as sources of efficacy. Forestisd institute a well-planned advisory
program for building relationships amongst staffl atudents. Effectively implemented,
advisory programs instill a core value on relatlops and school climate. The smaller
learning community is enhanced by providing oppattes for teachers to team with
colleagues and develop closer relationships witdestts.

In the larger scope, an additional recommendatiould call for further research
to explore the effects of collective efficacy b#dien student achievement. Limited
research exists exploring the connection betwe#acdtive teacher efficacy and student
achievement. Extant research (Goddard, Hoy, & 2690; Goddard, LoGerfo, & Hoy,
2004; Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 2002) suggests &ipeselationship between
collective teacher efficacy and student achievemémain era of accountability that
focuses heavily on student achievement, reseal@mieing how collective teacher
efficacy impacts student achievement proves teeltdd ground. Such research could
expand on specific subgroups to address largerlgomuos, including rural, suburban,
and urban schools along with various socio-econ@maps. On the basis of the
research findings in this case study, further evgtion of collective teacher efficacy
beliefs and student achievement suggests a powsgfudrtunity for future investigation.

In sum, many high schools undertaking restructueffiorts are utilizing the small

school models based on the reform research addgdsigih school improvement. The
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reform of downsizing large high schools into snraflebunits offers much promise.
Collective teacher efficacy provides a powerfuhfeavork for exploring the
organizational transformation of the small schagdign and the communal structure
because of its suggested connection to studergaahient and in light of increased
accountability. This study of small school desitmpugh the lens of collective efficacy
beliefs, presents an opportunity to understandrozgéional culture and its influence on
participants and groups in promising new ways facpcal understanding concerning

the improved function of the modern high school.
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APPENDIX A
October 15, 2008

Cedar Ridge School District
XXXXX
XXXXX, XX XXXXX

Dear Cedar Ridge Administration:

| am currently engaged in a study of collectivectes efficacy in small-school high
school structures through Pennsylvania State UsityerYour district is of particular
interest because of your small-school (house) desigl your significant experience with
this model. To help me gain further insight imi¢starea, | am asking teachers and
administrators to participate in the study. Pgéition will involve a brief survey
(approximately ten minutes to complete), which &gk teachers to respond to twenty-
one statements about their perceptions of colle¢gacher efficacy in the high school.
The Collective Efficacy Scale is a research-basetideveloped by Goddard, Hoy, and
Hoy (2000) and has been used in numerous studiedlettive efficacy. Several
respondents will then be invited to participataithnirty-minute follow-up interview, to
be conducted at the teacher’s school, which wilifoon their overall perceptions of
collective teacher efficacy and the small schoalgie In addition, administrators will
be interviewed regarding the background of the kstdlool design and implementation
history.

| am requesting permission to conduct the survegmaed above at Cedar Ridge
Jefferson High School. Please note that, althgegmission to survey may be granted,
each teacher and/or administrator has the rigimdiwidually determine whether he/she
will agree to participate in the study.

It is understood that participation in and respsrisgquestions in the survey, and the
interview session, will be held in the stricteshftdence, and the rights of all employees
will be respected at all times.

Respectfully,

Amy A. Meisinger

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkkhkkkkkkkkhkkhkkkhkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkhkk *kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

On behalf of the Cedar Ridge School District, Idigrgrant permission to survey the
administrators and teachers of the Cedar Ridgerdeff High School in an attempt to
collect data for the doctoral study you are conmpietor Pennsylvania State University.
Your study pertains to influence of the small sdtstucture on collective teacher
efficacy.

Cedar Ridge School District, Administrator
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APPENDIX B

PENNSTATE
-l

Recruitment Letter

October 6, 2008
To the Staff of Cedar Ridge Jefferson High School:

My name is Amy Meisinger and | am currently condugtesearch as required by
Pennsylvania State University for the fulfillmeritroy doctoral dissertation. My
research focuses on the impact of the small sdhooise) design on collective teacher
efficacy. Collective efficacy is the perceptiorigeachers in a specific school that the
faculty as a whole can positively affect studeritiagement.

Your school is of particular interest because afry@mall-school (house) design and
your significant experience with this model. Thesearch has been approved by the
administration at Cedar Ridge School District. hedp me gain further insight, | am
asking teachers and staff to participate in thdystuParticipation will involve:

(1) a briefsurvey (approximately ten minutes to complete), which agk
teachers to respond to twenty-one statements aeiuiperceptions of collective
teacher efficacy in the high school.

(2) a_voluntaryfollow-up interview, which respondents will be invited to
participate in at the conclusion of the survey.e Titerview will be conducted at
the teacher’s school, and will focus on their ollgrarceptions of collective
teacher efficacy and the small school (house) desig

| kindly ask that you consider participating in megearch. If interested, please read the
enclosed implied consent form and complete the buevey. An invitation for the
follow-up interview is also enclosedRlease return all completed forms to the
designated box in the main office.

It is understood that participation in and respsrisequestions in the survey, and the

interview session, will be held in the stricteshftdence.
Respectfully,

Amy A. Meisinger
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APPENDIX C
PENNSTATE
W“' TEACHER SURVEY: Collective Efficacy Scale

The following survey will assess the level of cotlee efficacy in your school. Please
respond to each of the following statements acogrth the scale: strongly disagree,
moderately disagree, disagree slightly more thaeeaggree slightly more that disagree,
moderately agree, and strongly agree. This sus/ayesearch-based tool developed by
Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) and has been usednrerous studies of collective
efficacy.

At the end of the survey you will be asked to pdevilata pertaining to your professional
status. You will NOT be asked to provide your nahany point.

Thank you in advance for your participation.

>0
> @ %‘ ) S’ % % S o %‘ -
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1. Teachers in this school have what it takes to] 2 3 4 5

get the children to learn.

2. Teachers in this school are able to get 1 2 3 4 5 6

through to difficult students.

3. If a child doesn't learn something the first| 1 2 3 4 5

time, teachers will try another way.

4. Teachers here are confident they willbe § 1 2 3 4 5 6

to motivate their students.

5. Teachers in this school really believe every 1 2 3 4 5

child can learn.

6. If a child doesn’t want to learn teachers h¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6

give up.

7. Teachers here need more training to knoyw 1 2 3 4 5

how to deal with these students.

8. Teachers in this school think there are sol 1 2 3 4 5 6

students that no one can reach.

9. Teachers here don’t have the skills needed tg 2 3 4 5

produce meaningful student learning.

10. Teachers here fail to reach some studen 1 2 3 4 5 6

because of poor teaching methods.

11. These students come to school ready to| 1 2 3 4 5

learn.




12. Home life provides so many advantages| 1 2 3 4 5
they are bound to learn.

13. The lack of instructional materials and 1 2 3 4 5
supplies makes teaching very difficult.

14. Students here just aren’t motivated to le; 1 2 3 4 5
15. The quality of school facilities here really 1 2 3 4 5
facilitates the teaching and learning process|

16. The opportunities in this community helg 1 2 3 4 5
ensure that these students learn.

17. Teachers here are well prepared to teach 1 2 3 4 5
the subjects they are assigned to teach.

18. Teachers in this school are skilled in 1 2 3 4 5
various methods of teaching.

19. Learning is more difficult at this school 1 2 3 4 5
because students are worried about their safety.

20. Drug and alcohol abuse in the communif 1 2 3 4 5
make learning difficult for students here.

21. Teachers in this school do not have the | 1 2 3 4 5
skills to deal with student disciplinary

problems.

Demographic Information:

Position: Faculty Support Staff Administrator

(circle one)

If faculty, department:

Total Years in Education:

Total Years at this school:

Were you present during implementation of the h@ays¢em? YES / NO

Do you have previous experience in a school-witgchool design? YES / NO
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APPENDIX D
Interview Protocol

| am conducting a research project as requireddmngylvania State University for the
fulfillment of my doctoral dissertation. The resgafocuses on the impact of the small
school design on collective teacher efficacy. €alle efficacy is the perceptions of
teachers in a specific school that the faculty afale can execute courses of action
required to positively affect student achievement.

| will ask you several questions and | would likeuyto take your time and answer them
as honestly and as openly as possible. | am dapiog our conversation in order to
ensure accuracy. No one other than myself wilehascess to the tapes or my notes. Do
you understand? Do you have any questions befolgegia?

Please state your position in the school.
Please state your total years of professional eefimi education and the number of years
service at Cedar Ridge Jefferson High School.

1. The results of the initial survey indicatedtthany staff members felt that collective
efficacy was generally [high/moderate/low]. In@thvords, teachers at your school feel
that they are able (or not so able) to positivélga student achievement. Can you
identify some factors that might make teachers feskthat way?

How do they promote/hinder?

2. Can you identify any characteristics of the kis@hool design that make teachers feel
that they can positively affect student achieveradtidw do they promote/hinder?

3. Can you describe the implementation of the ksthlools model?
What factors made for a smooth transition?
What factors posed challenges to implementation?

4. What changes, if any, could be made to impregaetliers’ feelings about reaching
students in this building?
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PENNSTATE
II*"T APPENDIX E
i INTERVIEW VOLUNTEER FORM

As part of my doctoral research with PennsylvanaeSUniversity, | am asking teachers
to participate in a 30-minute interview. If intsted, | would appreciate the opportunity
to visit your school to conduct an interview in winiyou will be asked questions
regarding the small school design and the effectadiective teacher efficacy (teachers’
feelings that they can positively impact studeri@zement).

The data you provide will be recorded by utilizatiof a letter-coding system, and your
responses will be identified as Participant 1A/XB/1 2A/2B/2C, etc. Your

participation in and responses to questions irstimeey and the interview session will be
held in the strictest confidence.

| welcome questions about the research at any tiioelr participation in the study is on
a voluntary basis, and you may refuse to partieipatany time without consequence or
prejudice. Any questions you have about the rebeean be directed to me, Amy
Meisinger, office phone (610) 240-1018, or emmadisingera@tesd.net

Signing your name to this form indicates that you gree to take part in the_interview
portion of this study. | appreciate your willingness to participate antll be in contact
to arrange a time for the interview. Please rethimform to the designated box in the
main office.

Participant’s Name Participant’s Signature Date

Contact Information:
(phone # or email address)
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APPENDIX F
PENNSTATE
W'E‘- Implied Informed Consent Form - Survey
The Pennsylvania State University
Title of Project: The Influence of Small School High School Redesa@n
Teachers’ Collective Efficacy
Principal Investigator: Amy A. Meisinger, Graduate Student
Conestoga High School
200 Irish Road
Berwyn, PA 19312
(610) 240-1018; aam186@psu.edu
Advisor: Dr. Nona Prestine

302 Rackley Hall
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 863-37621apll@psu.edu

Purpose of the Study:The purpose of this research study is to exantisecommunal
nature of high schools and collective teacher affjc(perceptions of teachers that they
can positively impact student achievement) throaghlysis of the small school redesign
model.

Procedures to be followedYou will be asked to complete a 21-question survaythe
conclusion of the survey, participants may elegiddicipate in a follow-up interview for
more in-depth discussion. Interviews will occurtla¢ participant’'s school and will be
tape recorded.

Duration: It will take about 10 minutes to complete theveyrand the interview, if
elected, will take approximately 30 minutes.

. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is confidehtihe
survey does not ask for any information that woiddntify to whom the responses
belong. In the event of any publication or presgmmaresulting from the research, no
personally identifiable information will be sharbdcause your name is in no way linked
to your responses.

Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Amy Meisinger at (610) 914-0102h wit
guestions or concerns about this study.

. Voluntary Participation: Your decision to be in this research is voluntafyu can stop
at any time. You do not have to answer any questyon do not want to answer.

You must be 18 years of age or older to take pdtiis research study.

Completion and return of the survey implies thati ymve read the information in this
form and consent to take part in the research.sBl&kaep this form for your records or
future reference.
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APPENDIX G
PENNSTATE _
[ i Informed Consent Form - Interview
W The Pennsylvania State University
Title of Project: The Influence of Small School Hjh School Redesign on
Teachers’ Collective Efficacy
Principal Investigator: Amy A. Meisinger, Graduate Student
Conestoga High School
200 Irish Road
Berwyn, PA 19312
(610) 240-1018; aam186@psu.edu
Advisor: Dr. Nona Prestine

302 Rackley Hall
University Park, PA 16802
(814) 863-3762napll@psu.edu

. Purpose of the Study:The purpose of this research study is to exantfisecommunal
nature of high schools and collective teacher affjc(perceptions of teachers that they
can positively impact student achievement) throaghlysis of the small school redesign
model.

. Procedures to be followed:You will be asked to participate in an interviesvdiscuss
your experiences with the small school model ardtdacher’s perceptions about their
ability to positively impact student achievemeniThe interview will occur at the
participant’s school and will be tape recorded.

. Duration/Time: The interview will take approximately 30 minutes.

. Statement of Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is confidehtrt no
point will you be asked to provide your name. Daitt be collected through a coding
system in which each participant will be assignedimber. The data will be stored and
secured at researcher’s residence in a lockedatieessible to the researcher only.
Recordings will be transcribed solely by the recsear and retained for five years. In the
event of a publication or presentation resultingnir the research, no personally
identifiable information will be shared.

. Right to Ask Questions: Please contact Amy Meisinger at (610) 914-0102h wit
guestions or concerns about this study.

. Voluntary Participation: Your decision to be in this research is voluntafyou can
stop at any time. You do not have to answer amgtions you do not want to answer.

Page 1 of 2
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You must be 18 years of age or older to consetake part in this research study. If you
agree to take part in this research study andnfoennation outlined above, please sign your
name and indicate the date below.

You will be given a copy of this form for your reds.

Participant Signature Date

Person Obtaining Consent Date

Page 2 of 2
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APPENDIX H

Collective Efficacy Scale: Pod Residents
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TOTAL Item
ltem # SD MD D-A A-D MA SA # Value

1 0 0 0 0 8 43 5] 5.84
2 0 0 1 4 34 12 5] 51
3 0 0 0 5 20 26 5] 5.4
4 0 0 1 4 21 25 5] 5.3
5 0 0 2 7 29 13 5] 5.0
6 26 20 5 0 0 0 5] 54
7 11 10 9 13 6 2 51 4.0
8 12 16 7 12 3 1 51 4.3
9 45 6 0 0 0 0 5] 5.8
10 19 21 14 4 3 G 51 5.7
11 3 2 7 18 18 3 5] 4.0
12 3 1 6 18 16 6 5( 4.2
13 36 9 1 0 2 3 5] 5.3
14 16 22 8 4 0 0 5( 5.0
15 0 1 1 3 12 34 5] 5.5
16 0 0 1 10 22 17 5( 5.1
17 0 0 0 1 13 37 5] 5.7
18 0 0 0 4 19 28 5] 5.4
19 48 3 0 0 0 0 5] 5.94
20 15 14 14 7 0 1 51 4.6
21 22 19 7 2 0 1 5] 5.1

AVG 5.16
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Table 4.7B

Collective Efficacy Scale: Pod Access

Item
Value

5.89

5.21
5.48
5.54
5.50
5.54
3.71
4.86
5.96
5.32
411
4.29
5.46

5.11
5.48
5.29

5.39
5.29
5.98
4.5y

5.0y

5.19

TOTAL
#

2§

2§

28

28

2§

2§

28

28

28

2§

2§

28

28

28

2§

28

28

28

2§

2§

AVG

SA

25
10
14
15
16

20
15
16
13

MA

14
12
13
10

16

10
12

A-D

11

13

D-A

MD

11

13

11

11

SD

16

13
27
16

21

10

26

12

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
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Table 4.7C

Collective Efficacy Scale: Non-Pod

Item
Value

5.89
5.32
5.68
5.39
5.4Y
5.21
3.79
4.79
5.89
5.21
3.79
4.0%
5.26
5.32
5.68
5.00
5.58
5.68
5.68
4.68
5.26

5.17

TOTAL
#

19

19

19

19

19

19

AVG

SA

17

12

14

11
12

MA

13

10

15

A-D

D-A

MD

11

12

10

SD

17

12

13

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21
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Table 4.7D

Collective Efficacy Scale: Counselors

Item
Value

5.8(
5.2(
5.2(
5.6(
5.6(
5.0(
2.6(
5.2(
5.8(
5.2(
2.6(
4.8(
6.0(
5.2(
4.8(
5.4(
5.6(
5.4(
6.0(
3.6(
5.4(

5.05

TOTAL
#

AVG

SA

MA

A-D

D-A

MD

SD

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
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Table 4.8A

Collective Efficacy Scale: 1-5 Years

Item
Value

5.88
5.09

5.44
5.49
5.20
5.49
3.54
4.37
5.89

5.20
4.08
4.14
5.49
4.91
5.51

5.3b
5.49
5.34
5.86

4.46
4.91

5.10

TOTAL
#

34

39

35

34

34

AVG

SA

29

17
19
14

24
14
19
15

MA

22

15
14
16

13

18
14
17

A-D

13
17

D-A

14

MD

12

17

19

12
17

SD

20

31

14

27

30

10

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
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Table 4.8B

Collective Efficacy Scale: 6-10 Years

Item Value

6.00
5.18
5.48
5.46
5.29
5.3
3.89
4.7%
5.98
5.18
3.89
4.11
5.00
5.18
5.48
5.04
5.61
5.50
5.89
4.46
5.3

5.14

TOTAL
#

28

28

28

28

28

28
28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

AVG

SA

28

13
15
10

17

18
15

MA

16
14
12
16

10
10

14

12

A-D

D-A

MD

12

11

10

12

10

12

SD

13

26
13

16
11

25

13

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
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Table 4.8C

Collective Efficacy Scale: 11-15 Years

Iltem Value

5.82
5.27
5.36
5.19
5.2y
5.3p
4.09
4.91
5.86
4.5%
4.23
4.48
5.86
5.2y
5.59
5.14
5.7Y
5.50
5.95
4.9%
5.14

5.22

TOTAL
#

22

22

AVG

SA

18

11

10

17

17
13

MA

12

13

13

A-D

D-A

MD

11

11

SD

10

10
19

19

21

11

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17

18
19
20
21
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Table 4.8D

Collective Efficacy Scale: 16-20 Years

Iltem Value

5.7
5.2
5.7

[»
4

[»
4

5.38
5.2

4.7

[»
4

3.8¢
4.6

r
v

6.0(
5.38

3.1

f
v

4.5(
5.0(
4.75
5.2
4.5(
5.0(
5.0(
5.7
4.5(
5.2

[»
4

4.98

TOTAL
#

AVG

SA

MA

A-D

D-A

MD

SD

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
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Table 4.8E

Collective Efficacy Scale: 20+ Years

Iltem Value

5.80
5.30
5.60
5.70
5.50
5.70
4.20
4.50
5.90
5.70
4.00
4.20
5.40
5.40
5.50
5.30
5.90
5.90
6.00
4.70
5.50

5.32

TOTAL
#

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

10

10
10

AVG

SA

MA

A-D

D-A

MD

SD

10

ltem #

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
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