¢
SH\"[[ PM} I Hl} Seattle Pacific University

LIBRARY Digital Commons @ SPU

Education Dissertations Education, School of

Summer August 31st, 2015

Organizational Monitoring Systems and Student
Academic Achievement

Adam Swinyard
Seattle Pacific University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.spu.edu/soe_etd

b Part of the Educational Leadership Commons, and the Elementary and Middle and Secondary
Education Administration Commons

Recommended Citation

Swinyard, Adam, "Organizational Monitoring Systems and Student Academic Achievement" (2015). Education Dissertations. 1.
https://digitalcommons.spu.edu/soe_etd/1

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Education, School of at Digital Commons @ SPU. It has been accepted for inclusion
in Education Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ SPU.


http://digitalcommons.spu.edu/?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.spu.edu/?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.spu.edu?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.spu.edu/soe_etd?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.spu.edu/soe?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.spu.edu/soe_etd?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1230?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/790?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/790?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.spu.edu/soe_etd/1?utm_source=digitalcommons.spu.edu%2Fsoe_etd%2F1&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

Organizational Monitoring Systems and Student Academic Achievement
Adam Swinyard

Seattle Pacific University



Organizational Monitoring Systems and Student Academic Achievement
by
Adam Swinyard
A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirement of the degree of
Doctor of Education
Seattle Pacific University

2015

Approved by

(Dr. Thomas Alsbury., Chairperson of the Dissertation Committee)

(Dr. John Bond)

(Dr. William Prenevost)

Program Authorized to Offer Degree

Date

(Dr. Rick Eigenbrood, Dean, School of Education)



Copyright Page
In presenting this dissertation in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the

Doctoral degree at Seattle Pacific University, | agree that the library shall make its copies
freely available for inspection. | further agree that extensive copying of this dissertation is
allowable only for scholarly purposes, consistent with “fair use” as prescribed in the U.S.
Copyright Law. Requests for copying or reproduction of this dissertation may be referred
to University Microfilms, 1490 Eisenhower Place, P.O. Box 975, Ann Arbor, M1 48106,
to whom the author has granted “the right to reproduce and sell (a) copies of the

manuscript in microfilm and/ or (b) printed copies of the manuscript from microfilm.”

Signature

Date




Acknowledgement Page

First and foremost, | give thanks and all honor to my Lord and Savior Jesus
Christ, for the fruition of this journey rests on the provision of his blessings. To my
wonderful and beautiful wife, Ashley, | owe immense gratitude for her endless support
and sacrifice. Her unwavering love forged the bonds of perseverance and sustenance for
our family. Thank you to my mother and father, Joe and Faye, who provided endless
encouragement in the pursuit of my dreams. Their love, care, and guidance shaped the
core of my foundation that made this accomplishment possible. | extend immense
appreciation to my Grandfather Greg. Without his belief and expectations, | would not
have had the determination needed to succeed and overcome the many challenges along
the way. And last, to the Seattle Pacific University Faculty and fellow students, thank you
for your invaluable partnerships in learning. This includes my deep appreciation to my
committee chair, Dr. Alsbury, for his expertise, wise counsel, and encouragement, and to
committee members: Dr. Bond and Dr. Prenevost for their invaluable feedback and

perspectives on leadership theory and practice.



Table of Contents

LISt Of TabIes. ..o v
LSt OF APPENAICES. ...ttt e vi
Chapter One: INtrodUCHION. ........oei e e 2
School Improvement PIans. ....... ..., 3
Tests Scores to Measure SChool SUCCESS.........oovvviiiiiiiiiee, 4
School Improvement Plans Reliance on Tests SCOres...........ccovvvviiiinnennnnn.. 5
School Improvement Plans and Organizational Learning.............................. 6
The PreSent STUAY.......o.oiriei e 7
Theoretical Framework. ... ..o 8

Systems Thinking as a Component of Organizational Learning.............9

Using Monitoring Systems to Assess Effective Organizational Learning.10

Statement of the Problem...... ... 11
Purpose of the STUAY.........oooiii 12
Hypotheses of the Study...... ..o 13
Hypothesis (NUll) 1., 13
Hypothesis (Alternative) 2..........oovviiiiiiiii e, 14
Hypothesis (NUll) 3., 14
Hypothesis (Alternative) 4.........oooiiiiiiiii e e, 14
Hypothesis (NUll) 5., 14
Hypothesis (AIternative) 6..........ooeiiiiiiiiiii i e, 14
Research Methods. .........ouiii e, 15

Significance of StUAY...... ... 16



Structure Of DiSSErtatioN. ...ttt 17

Chapter Two: Review Of LIterature...........oooiiiniii e, 19
Theoretical Frameworks. ... . ..o 19
School Improvement...... ..o 19
Organizational Learning...........covvueiiiiiiii i 25
Systems ThinKING. ..o e, 32
Effective School Systems....... ..o, 38
MONItOrING SYSTEMS. ...t 42
EMPIrical REVIEW. ... ... e 48
SUMIMIAIY .ttt e e e et e et et et et e et et e et e e aas 54
Chapter Three: Research Methods. ..........cooiiiiiiiii e, 55
Hypotheses of the Study...........cooiii i, 55
Hypothesis (Null) 1. e, 56
Hypothesis (Alternative) 2..........oovvieiiiiiii e, 56
Hypothesis (Null) 3. e, 56
Hypothesis (Alternative) 4..........oooviiiiiiii e, 56
Hypothesis (NUll) 5. e, 56
Hypothesis (AIternative) 6...........coovieiniiniiii i, 57
RESEAICH DESION. ... et 57
1151 Y-SR 57
SaAMIPIE. . 58
Variables. ... 60
Definitions of Key Terminology...........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 60

ii



PrOCEAUIES. . oot 61

IVIBASUIES . . ..ottt ettt et ettt e et e e e e et e e e aeans 63
Statistical ANAIYSIS. ... 67
INStrUMENTAtION. ... 67

Data ANalYSIS. ... 69
Qualitative ANalYSIS. ... ..o 72
SUMIMAIY .ttt ettt et et e e e et et et et et e et et et e eneeeenaes 73
Chapter FOUr: ReSUIES. ... e 75
Sample INformation. ... ..o, 76
Quantitative ANAlYSIS. .......oei i 78
SUNVEY INSITUMENT. ... e, 78
Predictor Variable Coding..........cooviiiiiiiiiiec e 79
Survey Scale Score CONStrUCtioN..........oovviiiiiii e, 80
Descriptive StatiStiCS. .. ..o 80
Correlational Analysis.........c.ooiiiiiiii 82
Multiple Regression ANalysiS..........coovuiiriiiiiiiiii e 84
Qualitative ANalyYSIS. ... ..o.eiiii e 87
SUMIMIAIY .ttt ettt et e ettt e e e e et 88
Chapter Five: Discussion oOf Results. ..., 91
Overview and Discussion of FINdings............ccoooiiiiiiii i, 93
Research Question 1: Staff Survey.............coooiiiiiiiiiii 93
Research Question 2: Process Data in SIP Development.................... 94
Research Question 3: Comprehensive Organizational Monitoring......... 95

iii



SeCONdary ANAlYSIS. .. ..o 97

Multiple Regression #1. ... ... 97
Multiple Regression #2. ... 98

Staff Survey Item AnalysiS. ... ..o 98
Summary of ReSUILS. ... 100
LIMITALIONS. ..o 102
Internal Validity...........oooiii e, 102

External Validity.............coooiii 103

IMEASUTEIMENT. ...\ttt e 103

Statistical AnalysiS.........oooiiiiii e, 104

Suggestions for Further Research..................cooiiiii, 104
Implications for School Practice..............cccoviiiiiiiiiiia, 105
CONCIUSION. ... e 106

iv



List of Tables

Table 1. Demographic Category MeaNS...........vuviniiriitit et 77
Table 2. Category FreqQUENCIES. ... ...vie ittt 79
Table 3. SUIVEY SCale SCOTE.......oeiie e e, 80
Table 4. Attribute Frequency COUNTS..........oiiriiri e, 82
Table 5. Biserial Correlational Analysis............cooiiiiiiiii e, 84
Table 6. Multiple Regression #1. ... ... e 85
Table 7. Multiple RegresSiON #2. ... 87



Appendix A

Appendix B

List of Appendices

vi



Seattle Pacific University
Abstract
Organizational Monitoring Systems and Student Academic Achievement
By Adam Swinyard
Chairperson of the Dissertation Committee: Dr. Thomas Alsbury

The current context of K-12 education emphasizes a strong focus on standardized
test results to inform school improvement planning. Concerns about this phenomena
center around the methodology used to determine actions intended to improve student
achievement. Some educational experts suggest many schools rely solely on test results
to develop school improvement plans (SIPs). Subsequently, solutions often address
symptoms rather than foundational issues. As a result, schools fall into a cycle of
selecting new initiatives that do not produce sustainable improvements. The concept of
becoming a learning organization by using a monitoring system to inform systems
thinking is presented as an alternative approach. Although empirical evidence exists that
supports organizational learning (OL) in schools, studies on the prevalence, composition,
and impact in American K-12 education is limited. This study is intended to assess the
relevance of OL in the context of high stakes accountability experienced by American
schools.

The findings provide evidence that organizational learning practices related to
organizational monitoring is linked to student academic achievement. Multiple aspects of
organizational monitoring were investigated to determine levels of statistical significance.
Practices related to the collection and use of data based on school attributes were

correlated with changes in the percentage of students proficient in reading and math.



Results provided evidence leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis aligned to each
of the research questions. Secondary analysis indicated student demographics were not a
substantial confounding variable and that the research survey demonstrated a reasonable
level of validity. The study supports organizational learning theory suggesting systems
thinking and organizational monitoring is linked to desired organizational outcomes.
Findings provided efficacious evidence that organizational learning practices related to

organizational monitoring are applicable in the context of American schools.



Chapter One
Introduction

The provision of a quality educational experience is a consistent theme
throughout the history of American public schools. Proponents of the educational system
often identify school outcomes as critical factors to economic and democratic success.
Despite a shifting definition of quality, providing access to schools and fostering high
levels of learning is a frequent topic of discussion and empirical research (Kyriakides &
Campbell, 2004). This encompasses an ongoing conversation regarding the realities of
school performance and the concept of improvement. Available evidence demonstrates
wide-ranging school reform occurred throughout the 19" century. This indicates the
pursuit of improvement is an enduring area of focus (Cuban, 1998). Recent years
witnessed a drastic expansion of school reform, leading some experts to contend that
reform initiatives are more prevalent now than ever before (Duchnowski, Kutash, &
Oliveira, 2004). This period of time coincided with a range of new challenges related to
increasing diversity, psychosocial barriers to learning (Adelman, 1996), and interest in
developing school-linked solutions to broad problems facing communities (Sailor, 2002).

Stimulated by several significant historical educational reform initiatives, pressure
to ensure students achieve high academic levels emerged as the central goal of the
educational system. With the release of the report entitled A Nation at Risk, concern
spread regarding the state of K-12 education (Guthrie, 2004; Richerme, 2012). This
report contributed to the development of a policy agenda that eventually resulted in far-
reaching federal legislation focused on improving academic achievement and eliminating

the achievement gap. In 2001, passage and subsequent implementation of the No Child



Left Behind (NCLB) Act mandated the development of academic standards and
established a framework for accountability and improvement (Dee & Jacob, 2011). Less
than a decade later, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) created the
federal grant program Race to the Top, that encouraged states to adopt a set of national
academic standards and new evaluation policies for teachers and principals (Finnigan &
Daly, 2012). In the past few decades, the evaluation of individual school performance
received a historic level of attention.

School Improvement Plans

The relevance of enhancing the school improvement process stimulated the
pursuit of alternative models (Dunaway, Kim, & Szad, 2012). As such, approaches to
school improvement are garnering both theoretical discussion and empirical investigation
(Fernandez, 2011). An increasing amount of attention is being allocated to the conditions
necessary for the development of successful school improvement plans (SIPs) (Holmes &
Maiers, 2012).

Since the passage of NCLB, most states now either require or strongly suggest
schools establish a SIP (Dunaway et al., 2012). This typically involves the development
of a SIP document that outlines assessment goals and specific actions (Fernandez, 2011).
Plans usually include some form of evaluation on an annual basis, that informs actions
implemented and success monitoring (Holmes & Maiers, 2012). In many cases, the SIP is
created by a representative team of school staff members and aligned with school
structures, resources, and professional development (Barnes, 2004). As a result, the plan

is intended to form the basis for continuous school improvement, as well as acting as a



monitoring instrument to measure progress towards specific areas of whole-school
development (VVan Der Voort, 2014).
Test Scores to Measure School Success

In the current context of the school improvement movement, accountability
galvanized the influence of high stakes standardized tests (Shen & Cooley, 2008).
Educational experts contend performance on standardized tests hold enormous
implications for schools, and a reliance on improving test scores now shape how schools
measure student improvement (Thornton, Peltier, & Perreault, 2004). Test results are
used to shower praise or unleash condemnation on schools and in some cases, result in
progressive sanctions, such as mandated reforms initiatives. The use of tests in this
manner currently consumes the attention of educational stakeholders. Standardized tests
are perceived to be invaluable and the focus on improving performance is widely
recognized as the critical metric in school success (Murray, 2013). Schools are expected
to analyze test data and engage in data-based decision making. Disaggregation of student
populations and trend data are expected to illuminate the components of school
effectiveness (Shen & Cooley, 2008). As a result, standardized tests are elevated as the
most significant factor in school improvement planning (Coburn & Talbert, 2006). This
practice created a singular focus on the output of the school process and the vigorous
pursuit of initiatives that improve test scores (Wasler, 2009).

Implementation of high stakes standardized tests and proficiency mandates
rapidly established the labeling of schools as “failing schools” (Dee & Jacob, 2011). The
inability of schools throughout the country to meet test score benchmarks fueled public

dismay with the educational system. Critics often proclaim a moral imperative exists to



close test score disparities between students of poverty and their more advantaged peers
(O'Doherty & Ovando, 2009). To address this pressure as well as legislative directives,
the concept of school improvement emerged as a prominent factor in public schools
(Duchnowski et al., 2004). The idea of school improvement is not new, and in fact as
early as 1978 schools have been advocating for funding to support school improvement
processes (Edmonds, 2012). Despite the historical existence of improvement processes in
some form or another for decades, the creation of a school improvement plan (SIP) more
recently became an institutionalized component of the educational system (Dunaway et
al., 2012).
School Improvement Plans Reliance on Test Scores

The use of test results to guide school improvement touched off an explosion of
school initiatives. SIPs are typically comprised of initiatives intended to raise
standardized test results (Thornton et al., 2004). As a result, a culture of incessantly
selecting new initiatives is now common practice across the country (Fullan, 2008).
Initiatives are incorporated into SIPs only to be abandoned the next year when tests
results do not increase. This introduced perpetual change as schools constantly seek the
next popular idea. Stakeholders often lament that each year brings along a new set of
initiatives to adopt (Van Der Voort, 2014). Not only does this inhibit the establishment of
a consistent focus, but this approach to school improvement does not appear to positively
impact student performance (Evans, Thornton, & Usinger, 2012). Inability to raise test
scores is usually accompanied by feelings of frustration and a negative outlook on SIP
processes (Minarik, Thornton, & Perreault, 2003). Individuals responsible for

implementing SIPs often become more resistance to change over time. Although



compliance in implementing SIPs may represent a change in actions, underlining beliefs
needed for fidelity commonly remain static (Spillane, 2000). This further exasperates the
cycle of limited growth and pursuit of new initiatives (Evans et al., 2012).
School Improvement Plans and Organizational Learning

SIPs are commonly based on feedback related to the current realities of the
school. This information is analyzed in order to identify problem areas and specific
actions for improvement. With the emergence of standardized tests and subsequent
pressure to develop SIPs that improve results, many schools now focus solely on tests
results. Feedback comprised entirely of tests results prompted concern SIPs do not utilize
information that can effectively support the development of foundational solutions to
student achievement. This concern contributed to ideas about the potential connection
between schools and the concept of being a learning organization (Collinson, Cook, &
Conley, 2006). Operating as a learning organization represents a vision for schools and
organizational learning (OL) is a perspective on the processes for how to become a highly
effective school system (Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1995). Proponents suggest
organizational learning (OL) practices represent an alternative to relying on tests results
to develop SIPs. The mechanisms of OL are described by some as the best method for
addressing the complex nature of public schools. Engagement in OL is identified as a
method for acquiring information essential to understanding the complex nature of school
organizations. OL is conceptualized as a critical component to school improvement
planning as staff members face a steady stream of novel problems and ambitious
demands (Schechter & Qadach, 2012). Process information acquired through

organizational learning practices offer the potential to identify solutions to foundational



issues rather than symptomatic problems. This information equips schools with high
quality feedback to use in SIP development.
The Present Study

The present study seeks to contribute to an understanding of how schools can
effectively implement reforms that result in higher levels of academic achievement. The
study proposes to determine if a significant relationship exists between improvements in
reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State’s Measurement of Student
Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s use of an annual staff survey
that collects process data related to the occurrence of school attributes. The study further
proposes to determine if a significant relationship exists between improvements in
reading and math proficiency rates on Washington State’s Measurement of Student
Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s use of data collected from an
annual staff survey that measures the occurrence of school attributes to develop a school
improvement plan. The study also purposes to determine if a significant relationship
exists between improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on Washington
State’s Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the
school’s use of comprehensive organizational monitoring. The theory of Organizational
Learning (Leithwood, Aitken, & Jantzi, 2006) serves as the foundational theoretical
model for the study. A connection is established between the emerging pressure to
improve schools and the prominent influence of standardized tests on school
improvement plans. Conceptualization of the study is based on the theory that
engagement in organizational learning practices provides critical information for schools

seeking to improve. Specifically, use of a monitoring system designed to measure



attributes of effective schools offers information about school processes that can guide
development of foundational solutions to student achievement.
Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework of this study is Organizational Learning Theory
(Leithwood et al., 2006). DiBella and Nevis (1998) defined OL as the use of past
experiences to make better decisions in the future. It is designed to be a model for
detecting and correcting problems to improve organizational effectiveness (Finnigan &
Daly, 2012). In the context of school improvement, OL is proposed as a sustainable
method for change and an opportunity for continuous improvement (Thornton,
Shepperson, & Canavero, 2007). Schools, often prone to reacting and adapting to
demands, are less skilled at tactics proactive in nature (Collinson et al., 2006). OL is
intended to be a proactive methodology that examines both process variables and
outcomes when developing SIPs (Anderson, Leithwood, & Strauss, 2010). This
represents an alternative to focusing solely on standardized tests and annually reacting to
results by implementing new initiatives. According to proponents, schools engaged in OL
become capable of examining and exploiting existing knowledge, as well as searching for
new information from a range of sources (Erdem, llgan, & Ucar, 2014). This involves
utilizing strategies and structures that strengthen the capacity to plan and execute change
in dynamic environments (Schechter, 2008). Effectiveness is systematically monitored
and if gaps in performance are found, modifications are made (Thornton et al., 2007).
Some proponents suggest that schools engaged in OL are capable of becoming a learning
organization with SIPs comprised of foundational solutions to student achievement

(Schechter & Qadach, 2012).



Systems thinking as a component of organizational learning. Due to
increasing interest, descriptions of how to engage in OL emerged. This usually involves
the identification of systems thinking as one of the critical components to OL (Cheng,
2011). Senge (1990) explained that systems thinking is the ability to understand
interactions and relationships in complex, dynamic environments. This involves viewing
the whole organization and the interrelationships of the parts of the whole to each other.
Systems thinking is described as the art of simplifying complexity and about seeing
through chaos, managing interdependency, and understanding choice (Shaked &
Schechter, 2013). Proponents suggest schools are highly complex organizations that
require a systems thinking approach (Senge et al., 2000). According to Thornton et al.
(2007), schools often fail to understand the interconnectedness of organizational
components. As a result, planned changes often address symptoms, not the underlying
root causes of problems, and therefore meaningful improvements do not occur.

Engaging in OL with systems thinking is linked to discussions regarding what
constitutes school systems. Seeking to identify specific components leads some to
consider research on effective schools (Demetriou & Kyriakides, 2012). This body of
literature offers numerous variations of what attributes are evident in high performing
schools. Information derived from this research is often used as a framework for those
seeking to understand schools from a systems perspective (Scheerens, 1991). Viewing
systems in the context of key attributes is described as a researched based approach to
understanding the processes of how schools function (Kyriakides & Campbell, 2004;
Thornton et al., 2007). Selecting established attributes of effective schools provides a

system of processes to understand and evaluate when attempting to improve critical
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outputs (Halverson, 2010; Wasler, 2009). This type of approach to OL in schools is
intended to enhance the usefulness of information used in school improvement planning.

Using monitoring systems to assess effective organizational learning.
Proponents of OL outline that mechanisms to collect information are essential for
systems thinking and effective OL to occur (Schechter, 2008). These mechanisms are
often defined in terms of monitoring systems that assess system components. Leithwood
et al. (2006) suggested effective OL depends significantly on the amount and quality of
systems related information available to the organization. Information acquired with the
use of a monitoring system offers a foundation for new learning. Monitoring systems can
serve as an effective method for developing organizational capacity to learn from prior
practices and to intentionally shape practice to achieve anticipated ends (Halverson,
Grigg, Prichett, & Thomas, 2007). In this context a monitoring system can be defined as
a concise description of what should be and a process to determine what is actually taking
place (Leithwood et al., 2006). For schools the use of a monitoring system represents a
shift from relying simply on output data. Shen and Cooley (2008) reported very few
schools utilize a comprehensive monitoring system and subsequently only use data from
standardized tests to make decisions.

With a systems thinking framework, monitoring systems can be used to provide
feedback on a set of specific processes (Scheerens, 1991). Advocates contend collecting
information in this manner can illuminate the extent to which schools are successfully
exhibiting key research-based attributes (Halverson, 2010; Wasler, 2009). This offers the
potential for monitoring to serve as the vehicle for systems thinking that results in OL.

School stakeholders become equipped to holistically evaluate a system of attributes and
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identify specific areas to target for improvement (Murray, 2013). As a result, SIPs can be
developed to address underlining issues rather than symptoms (Porter, 1991). Research is
available that suggests monitoring systems that inform systems thinking can enable a
level of OL that produces effective school improvement (Leithwood et al., 2006). The
present study seeks to contribute insight on the relationship between organizational
monitoring system practices and school improvement. A specific focus is allocated on the
use of comprehensive organizational monitoring designed to measure school attributes
and levels of student academic achievement.
Statement of the Problem

The current context of K-12 education has encouraged a strong focus on
standardized test results to inform school improvement planning. Concerns about this
phenomena center around the methodology used to determine actions intended to
improve student achievement. Some educational experts suggest many schools rely solely
on test results to develop SIPs. Subsequently, solutions often address symptoms rather
than foundational issues. As a result, schools fall into a cycle of selecting new initiatives
that do not produce sustainable improvements. The concept of becoming a learning
organization by using a monitoring system to inform systems thinking is presented as an
alternative approach. A range of studies demonstrate a significant relationship exists
between OL models and student achievement. Although empirical evidence exists that
supports OL in schools, studies on the prevalence, composition, and impact in American
K-12 education is limited. Prior research in this area primarily investigated the formal
implementation of OL practices through the assistance of outside experts. This study is

intended to assess the relevance of OL in the context of high stakes accountability
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experienced by American schools. Research methods are designed to focus on current OL
practices in the field and their effectiveness. As such, the problem this study addresses is:
Does a significant relationship exists between changes in reading and math proficiency
rates in public middle schools and the school’s implementation and use of organizational
monitoring system practices? The study findings result in conclusions on the relevancy of
OL in schools.
Purpose of the Study

This study seeks to investigate the relationship between the collection and use of
process data and improvements in organizational effectiveness. The first purpose of the
study was to examine the practice of administering an annual staff survey designed to
collect process data related to school attributes, and determine if the implementation of an
annual staff survey was linked to a positive impact on student test scores in reading and
math. This addressed the first research question: Is there a significant relationship
between improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State
Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s use of
an annual staff survey that collects process data related to the occurrence of school
attributes? The study population includes public middle schools in Washington State that
at least annually administer to certificated and classified staff members a survey
instrument that measures the occurrence of one or more school attributes.

The second purpose was to examine the type of data used in SIP development and
student achievement levels to answer the second research question: Is there a significant
relationship between improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the

Washington State Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and
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the school’s use of data collected from an annual staff survey that measures the
occurrence of school attributes to develop a SIP? The study population includes public
middle schools in Washington State that develop SIPs based on data collected from a
survey instrument that measures one or more school attributes.

The third purpose was to examine the use of comprehensive organizational
monitoring and student achievement levels to answer the third research question: Is there
a significant relationship between improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on
the Washington State Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools
and the school’s implementation of comprehensive organizational monitoring?
Systematic use of multiple organizational monitoring system practices was utilized to
represent the term comprehensive organizational monitoring. The study population
includes public middle schools in Washington State that use a range or organizational
monitoring system practices.

Hypotheses of the Study

Three research questions were utilized to guide the construction of the study.
Investigation of the research questions involved the development of hypothesis
statements. A null and alternative hypothesis statement were utilized for each research
question. This resulted in the creation of the six hypothesis statements outlined below.

Hypothesis (Null) 1. There is no statistically significant relationship between
improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State
Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s use of
an annual staff survey that collects process data related to the occurrence of school

attributes.
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Hypothesis (Alternative) 2. There is a statistically significant relationship
between improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State
Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s use of
an annual staff survey that collects process data related to the occurrence of school
attributes.

Hypothesis (Null) 3. There is no statistically significant relationship between
improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State
Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s use of
data collected from an annual staff survey that measures the occurrence of school
attributes to develop a school improvement plan.

Hypothesis (Alternative) 4. There is a statistically significant relationship
between improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State
Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s use of
data collected from an annual staff survey that measures the occurrence of school
attributes to develop a school improvement plan.

Hypothesis (Null) 5. There is no statistically significant relationship between
improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State
Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s
implementation of comprehensive organizational monitoring.

Hypothesis (Alternative) 6. There is a statistically significant relationship
between improvements in reading and math proficiency rates on the Washington State
Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) in public middle schools and the school’s

implementation of comprehensive organizational monitoring.
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Research Methods

A correlational research design was used to investigate the relationships between
organizational learning practices and student academic achievement. Purposive sampling
was utilized to select sample schools for the study. This involved researcher determined
criteria developed to identify schools functioning in a complex organizational
environment. Three predictor variables and one criterion variable served as the basis for
data collection and statistical analysis. The first predictor variable was school use of an
annual staff survey that collects process data related to the occurrence of school
attributes. The second predictor variable was school use of data collected from an annual
staff survey that measures the occurrence of school attributes to develop a school
improvement plan. The third predictor variable was school implementation of
comprehensive organizational monitoring. Systematic use of multiple organizational
monitoring system practices was utilized to represent the term comprehensive
organizational monitoring. A primary analysis was used to answer each research
question. In addition, a secondary analysis was used investigate levels of validity and
generalizability.

A composite score comprised of changes in the percentage of students proficient
in reading and math served as the criterion variable. Data collection involved the
administration of a researcher developed survey to sample school principals, analysis of
school surveys, analysis of demographic information, and retrieval of standardized test
results. Effort was made to enhance the validity and reliability of the survey instrument
through the use of a pilot process and statistical analysis. Research survey results were

utilized to categorize schools and construct a survey scale score. Statistical analysis
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involved evaluation of parametric assumptions and subsequent computation of bivariate
correlation statistics and multivariate multiple regression statistics. A qualitative analysis
was conducted on individual schools surveys to verify the validity of quantitative data.
Significance of Study

The conclusions of this study may be significant at substantive and practical
levels. Substantively, the study extends OL research by providing data for schools in the
United States. Although the concept of monitoring processes to inform SIP development
was frequently discussed by American educational experts between 1985 and 1995,
empirical investigation is limited. Consequently, investigating OL in American schools
provided useful information as the study allowed for evaluation of OL practices in the
context of high stakes accountability. The study supports conclusions regarding the
prevalence, composition, and impact of the OL practice of collecting and using process
data. As aresult, this study provides insight on the current state of organizational learning
practices in American schools. The study also contributes to the existing body of
knowledge and literature on OL theory. The inclusion of multiple data sources and
analyses provided insight on the impact of collecting and using information about critical
school processes. This highlighted the relevance of OL theory in the context of school
improvement. Qualitative and quantitative data supported the OL theory of utilizing a
systems thinking approach to develop foundational solutions that positively impact
student achievement. The study offers evidence that organizational monitoring practices
based on school attributes may facilitate systems thinking when developing school

improvement plans. This study demonstrated the value of evaluating data quantitatively



17

to describe the role of process data and systems thinking in school improvement decision
making.

Practically, the study shows local school leaders that OL practices may be a viable
methodology for school improvement planning. The data conclusions may provide
valuable information for better understanding the value of using a monitoring system to
collect process data based on school attributes. Provided the immense pressure to raise
test scores, the use of process data offers an alternative to focusing solely on tests results
to develop SIPs. This may serve as a solution for schools seeking to deviate from a
continual cycle of responding to tests scores each year with a wave of new initiatives that
are not successful. In a time when schools are expected to develop highly effective SIPs,
this information could be informative. Parties interested in this information could include
school administrators, teachers, central office staff, college preparatory programs, the
Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, and others.

Structure of Dissertation

The framework of this dissertation has been organized into four subsequent
chapters, entitled: Literature Review, Research Methods, Results, and Discussion of
Results.

Chapter Two contains a detailed review of the theoretical construct of
organizational learning, which is the foundational construct of this study. A summary of
quantitative and qualitative research related to the organizational learning practices of
monitoring organizational processes and systems thinking is presented and critiqued. This
summary examines the formal implementation of organizational learning models and

addresses potential gaps of knowledge in the literature. The chapter also includes a short
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discussion of various ways in which a monitoring systems can be used to facilitate the
development of SIPs.

Chapter Three includes a description of the methodology utilized in this study.
The hypotheses based on the research questions will be presented. The research design,
including participant selection and assignment, validity and reliability of the
instrumentation utilized, and procedural components are reviewed in detail. In addition,
the specific data analysis and statistical methods used in this study are discussed.

Chapter Four includes a comprehensive summary of the results for the study.
Descriptive and inferential statistics linked to the research questions are summarized in
both narrative and table format. An outline of the assumptions underlying the statistical
processes are included. The primary findings and/or trends in the data results are
identified for discussion in the final chapter.

Chapter Five provides a discussion of the statistical and practical significance of
the research findings as well as a comparison to findings in prior empirical studies. The
discussion also addresses the limitations, the threats to internal and external validity, and
suggestions for improvement to the study. Finally, the chapter concludes with
recommendations for further study in the area of organizational learning practices and

student achievement.



19

Chapter Two
Review of Literature

Chapter Two provides a review of theoretical and empirical literature essential to
the development of the study. Conceptualization of the research questions and
methodologies are based on the theoretical constructs of school improvement,
organizational learning (OL), systems thinking, and models of effective schools. A
review of each theoretical construct is provided in order to support the rationale and
conclusions of the study. The chapter also includes a summary of quantitative and
qualitative empirical research related to the OL practices of monitoring organizational
processes and systems thinking. This involves a focus on formal implementation of OL
models. In addition, potential gaps of knowledge in the literature as well as various ways
in which monitoring systems can be used to facilitate the development of school
improvement plans (SIP) are discussed.
Theoretical Frameworks

School improvement. School improvement represents the foundational
theoretical construct of the present study. The primary purpose of the study is to
contribute knowledge on how to improve school organizations. Conceptualization of
school improvement theory is essential to identifying appropriate improvement
methodologies. School improvement is rooted in theoretical ideas about organizational
effectiveness. Organizational improvement practices are commonly traced to the work of
W. Edwards Deming, as he led the revitalization of the Japanese industry after World
War 11, and are built around a conceptual model of continuous improvement (Bird,

Dunaway, Hancock, & Wang, 2014). The pursuit of improvement using standardized
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methodologies is a widely accepted practice and demonstrates universal applicability. A
number of projects during the 1980s and 1990s demonstrated improvement
methodologies are relevant to virtually all industries, including government, education,
and health (Juran & Riley, 1999). This resulted in wide ranging adoption of
organizational improvement practices.

Emergence of organizational improvement theory contributed to current role of
school improvement. The concept of organizational improvement in schools surfaced as
early as 1978 with schools beginning to advocate for funding to support improvement
processes (Edmonds, 2012). Some experts suggested recent years witnessed the most
widespread, intense, public, comprehensive, and sustained effort to improve education in
history (Van Der Voort, 2014). This represented growing attention focused on the
performance of individual schools and contributed to the use of terms such as school
restructuring, school reform, school change, and school improvement (Goldenberg,
2003). As a result, many models of school improvement now exist (Fullan, 2008). The
present study seeks to contribute to an understanding of how to effectively engage in
school improvement by investigating specific organizational learning practices.

Although school improvement processes were used in some form or another for
decades, the creation of a SIP recently became an institutionalized component of the
educational system (Dunaway et al., 2012). The passage of NCLB in 2001 prompted
most states to either mandate or strongly encourage schools develop and implement a
SIP. This process is typically represented by the development of a school improvement
document that outlines assessment goals and specific actions (Fernandez, 2011). SIPs

usually define processes that inform actions implemented and monitored for success
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(Holmes & Maiers, 2012). In many cases, the SIP is created by a representative team of
school staff members and aligned with school structures, resources, and professional
development (Barnes, 2004). The plan is intended to form the framework for continuous
school improvement and serve as a monitoring instrument to measure progress towards
specific areas of whole-school development (Van Der Voort, 2014). Proponents have
suggested that a school improvement model of strategic planning is critical to achieving
the learning for all standard (Knoff, 2007).

Literature on school improvement models illuminates the relevancy of utilizing
organizational learning practices. The articulation of specific school improvement
protocols offers insight on how OL can be infused into the school improvement process.
National and international review of school improvement models reflect substantial
variability in processes and components (Adelman & Taylor, 2007). School improvement
is described in a multitude of ways, including identification of the school improvement
process as a fluid, natural process, a management tool, and even its own discipline
(Education Quality and Accountability Office, 2005). Differences are often exhibited in
the length of the school improvement cycle and the number steps for creating a plan.
Many states provide extensive protocols for the development of a SIP in order to extend
support and foster consistency (Van Der Voort, 2014). State requirements often reflect
alignment with practices outlined in NCLB. Common components of SIPs include
scientifically based research, policies, and practices related to core academic areas,
professional development, measurable objectives, and parental involvement (Dunaway et
al., 2012). Evaluation of the SIP is also frequently referenced, however, evaluation

mechanisms and practices are rarely outlined in detail. Despite the provision of a
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sequential development process, procedures for evaluation are often absent. This
represents a void in describing the means, methods, and tools used to evaluate the impact
of a SIP.

Danielson (2002) outlined a theoretical framework for school improvement that
addresses the policies and programs of the school organization. Policies are defined as the
school organization policies and practices that affect students, policies and practices that
affect staff, and linkages beyond the school (p. 43). According to Danielson, programs
represent the curriculum, assessment, team planning, learning support, and teaching (p.
77). Development of a SIP should be conducted with awareness of the distinction and
interrelation between the categorization of policies and programs. Danielson explained
that in order for effective planning to occur, school stakeholders must answer four
essential questions. The first question is what the school desires to accomplish. A clear
articulation should be developed related to the specific outcomes the school intends on
producing. The second question is what school stakeholders believe philosophically
about the schooling process. This includes ideas about teaching, learning, environmental
conditions, and the development of children. The next question that should be answered
is what is known about schools. Answering this question identifies practices supported by
empirical research and establishes a standard for selecting specific strategic initiatives.
The final question centers on what is currently being done. This illuminates the current
realities of the school, which are essential to identifying strengths and areas in need of
improvement.

Lindahl and Beach (2013) provided a sequential model for SIP development. This

model intends to encompass critical factors of information collection, decision making,
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implementation, and ongoing evaluation. The authors identified distinct phases, but
indicated overlapping occurs and clear separation is not always discernable. Despite the
provision of a sequential process, school improvement is described as recursive in nature.
As evaluation data becomes available, it is often necessary to modify previous decisions
and actions.

The beginning phase of school improvement is identified by Lindahl and Beach
(2013) as initiating evaluation. Their inclusion of the phase is based on the rational of
originating from a strategic planning perspective, where evaluation frames the issues.
Strategic planning requires assessments of the organization’s health and connections to
external environments. Diagnostic evaluations of this nature are often characterized as
needs assessments.

According to Lindahl and Beach (2013), the initiating evaluation phase is
followed by the pre-planning phase. The purpose of pre-planning is to evaluate the
school’s readiness to begin the school improvement process. Readiness is evaluated in
relation to the specific improvement process under consideration and potential changes
likely to result from the process. This requires a review of the school’s climate and
culture, historical improvement practices, current initiatives, and available resources.
Evaluation of readiness informs the school’s decision to proceed, modify readiness
factors, or abandon the process.

Determination to move beyond pre-planning leads to the planning phase. Lindahl
and Beach (2013) indicated planning typically involves the establishment and
prioritization of goals and objectives. This planning informs the development of a

specific action plan that outlines steps for implementation, responsible parties, required
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resources, and criteria for success. It is widely acknowledged that a wide range of
methods exists for completing tasks associated with the planning phase. Prior to
engagement in the planning phase, it is recommended schools adopt a defined approach.

The implementation phase is followed by the completion of the planning phase. In
this phase actions outlined in the SIP are implemented. Lindahl and Beach (2013)
emphasized evaluation throughout the implementation phase. This centers on evaluation
of the implementation process, evaluation of the programs or methods being
implemented, effects on faculty, staff, and students, staff development associated with
implementation, and effects on school climate and culture. Focus is provided to both the
effect and fidelity of implementation.

Lindahl and Beach (2013) identified institutionalization as the final phase of the
school improvement process. Institutionalization represents no defined beginning or end,
but is characterized by evaluation of the current reality. Evaluation seeks to determine if
implementation resulted in deeply ingrained changes to the school’s culture and practices.
The institutionalization phase requires planning, action, and evaluation to ensure high
levels of sustainability. Evaluation is identified as a critical factor necessary to ensure
adaptions are efficiently implemented. Multiple measure are recommended to ensure
formative and summative information provide a holistic understanding of the
improvement plan and overall conditions of the school.

Articulation of school improvement models offers insight on how organizational
learning practices can be utilized to develop SIPs. The outline of specific protocols and

practices support the relevancy and rationale for implementing the organizational
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learning practice of using a monitoring system to collect feedback about current school
realities.

Organizational learning. Emergence of school improvement resulted in a focus
on conditions necessary for effective SIP development (Holmes & Maiers, 2012). With
the emergence of standardized tests and subsequent pressure to develop SIPs that
improve results, many schools now focus solely on test results. School feedback
comprised entirely of test results prompted concern SIPs do not utilize information that
can effectively support development of foundational solutions to student achievement. As
a result, pursuit of alternative approaches to school improvement contributed to ideas
about functioning as a learning organization (Collinson et al., 2006). Learning
organization theory serves as a vision for school improvement and OL is a perspective on
the processes for how to become a highly effective school system (Leithwood et al.,
1995). Proponents have suggested OL practices represent an alternative to relying on
tests results to develop SIPs. The mechanisms of OL are described by some as the best
method for addressing the complex nature of public schools. Engagement in OL is
identified as an effective method for understanding critical processes that impact school
outcomes. In relation to the present study, theoretical models are subsequently reviewed
to provide rationale for the investigation of specific organizational learning practices.

DiBella and Nevis (1998) defined OL as the use of past experience to make better
decisions in the future. Bowen, Rose and Ware (2006) explained OL is associated with a
core set of conditions and processes that support the ability of an organization to value,
acquire, and use information and tacit knowledge acquired from employees and

stakeholders to successfully plan, implement, and evaluate strategies to achieve
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performance goals. Garvin (1993) contended OL is characterized by creating, acquiring
and transferring knowledge, and at modifying behavior to reflect new knowledge and
insights. It is designed to be a model for detecting and correcting problems to improve
organizational effectiveness (Finnigan & Daly, 2012). OL is proposed as a sustainable
method for change and opportunity for continuous school improvement (Thornton et al.,
2007). Proponents have suggested schools are prone to reacting and adapting to demands
and are less skilled at proactive tactics (Collinson et al., 2006). The utilization of
organizational learning practices represents a proactive methodology that examines both
process variables and outcomes when developing SIPs (Anderson, Leithwood, & Strauss,
2010). This represents an alternative to focusing on standardized tests and annually
reacting to results by implementing new initiatives. Schools engaged in OL develop the
capacity to examine and exploit existing knowledge, as well as acquire new information
from a diverse sources (Erdem et al., 2014). This involves strategies and structures that
enhance organizational ability to plan and execute change (Schechter, 2008).
Improvement is strategically monitored and if gaps in performance are found,
modifications are made (Thornton et al., 2007). Fullen (2008) contended organizational
success depends on a system-wide approach to learning and that school systems should
embrace and effectively promote OL. It has been suggested schools engaged in OL are
capable of becoming a learning organization with SIPs comprised of foundational
solutions to increasing levels of student achievement (Schechter & Qadach, 2012).

The historical context of OL can be traced back several decades. In 1978, Argyris
and Schon (1978) formally introduced the theory of OL, suggesting organizations can

develop the ability to learn and grow in a manner similar to individual learning (Evans et
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al., 2012). Since the original introduction of OL, the theory evolved with the assistance of
many theorists. According to Argyris and Schon (1996), OL and individual learning are
interrelated factors, as learning is dependent on the use of strategies to systematically
connect individual and collective learning into skills and knowledge that enhances
organizational effectiveness.

Argyris and Schon (1978) outlined three types of OL: single-loop learning,
double-loop learning, and deuteron-learning (Collinson et al., 2006). Single-loop learning
is a process intended to rectify problems in an organization that do not impact beliefs,
values, and policies that direct the organization (Argyris & Schon, 1996). This type of
learning is characterized by routine changes and remaining in the current operating
paradigm of the organization. Parameters involve determining how best to achieve
existing goals and objectives, and how to keep organizational performance in the range
specified by existing norms (Argyris & Schon, 1978). Alterations in practice produced by
single-loop learning are limited to behavioral changes motivated by compliance.

Double-loop learning is a generative process that alters the core of an organization
(Argyris & Schon, 1978). Actions include single-loop learning as well as changes to the
organization’s foundation. Change in this type of learning is often characterized as both
behavioral and cognitive (Collinson et al., 2006). Learning involves a careful analysis of
underlying assumptions, values, and beliefs that guide organizational actions (Argyris &
Schon, 1996). This process requires review of incompatible norms by setting new
priorities and weighting norms, or by restructuring norms with associated strategies and
assumptions (Argyris & Schon, 1978). Double-loop learning requires close examination

of values or assumptions that historically supported organizational goals, but demonstrate
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the potential to impede future improvement efforts. When this type of learning occurs,
the values, beliefs, and policies directing the organization shift. As a result, outcomes
often involve transformational or radical change and innovation (Finnigan & Daly, 2012).

Argyris and Schon (1996) indicated that deutero-learning is the third type of OL.
Deutero-learning is described as the manner in which organizations learn how to learn.
This type of learning requires awareness and commitment to the learning processes that
create structure for learning. Individual characteristics are considered to be critical to
promoting deutero-learning. In addition, Argyris and Schon identify communication,
information systems, physical environment, inquiry procedures, and incentives as
environmental factors that can encourage or inhibit OL.

Fiol and Lyles (1985) provided a framework of contextual factors that support
OL: culture, strategy, structure, and environment. Culture is defined as the organization’s
norms, values, beliefs, and assumptions that are manifested in symbols, artifacts, rituals,
ceremonies, overriding ideologies, and behaviors. Culture is often used to predict actions
and levels of OL. Strategies are a function of the organization’s learning capacity as well
as an influence of capacity. These strategies outline the goals of the organization and the
range of actions that are utilized. Fiol and Lyes indicated strategies influence learning by
providing a boundary to decision making and a context for the perception and
interpretation of the environment. Decision-making structures demonstrate substantial
influence on the flexibility of organizational members. Centralized structures are efficient
at reinforcing past behavior and ensuring the reliable performance of routines. In contrast,
decentralized structures encourage learning and reflective action taking. This occurs by

distributing the demand for thinking about new information to a wide range of
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organizational members. External and internal environments impact OL based on levels
of turbulence. Turbulence is defined as a combination of complexity and instability. OL
is dependent on establishing consistency and change in a manner that maintains a healthy
amount of turbulence.

Senge (1990) significantly enhanced attention on the theory of becoming a
learning organization to improve effectiveness (Erdem et al., 2014). His work outlined
the components of OL necessary for operating as a learning organization. This included
defining organizations as learning when people continually explain their capacity to
create the results they truly desire, new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured,
collective aspiration is set free, and people are continually learning to learn together
(Senge, 1990). The learning that matters is in groups, because results produced by an
organization are developed collectively (Senge et al., 2000). Knowledge developed at the
collective level includes diffusion, dialogue, differentiation, and deliberation among
stakeholders (Senge, Roberts, Ross, Smith, & Kleimer, 1994). This represents a contrast
from personal knowledge and perspectives acquired by an individual learning alone.
According to Senge, learning and adaptability is dependent on demonstrating attributes
that comprise the components of personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team
learning, and systems thinking.

Personal mastery is described as the ability to continually focus individual energy
on understanding the reality of the organization (Senge et al., 1994). With personal
mastery, individuals consistently deepen their vision of the organization and seek to
understand current and future realities (Cheng, 2011). Personal development and

fulfillment are key in reconciling individual visions and true characteristics of the
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organization. Senge (1990) explained that personal mastery increases when a clear vision
emerges. This vision translates into a roadmap to guide and motivate individuals to reach
an ideal state for the organization. Organizations promote personal mastery by fostering
cultures that value truth, encourage individuals to challenge the status quo and
nonproductive mental models, and continuously compare the articulated vision with
current reality (Evans et al., 2012).

According to Senge (1990), mental models define the beliefs and assumptions
individuals use to understand the organization. Mental models are characterized by
ongoing analysis of macro and micro factors in the organization that impact behavior.
Senge et al. (2000) contended mental models ultimately shape perspectives in the
organization and impact the capacity to envision future potential. Mental models
inconsistent with reality and misaligned with organizational goals negatively impact the
ability to progress. Development of effective mental models requires that individuals
scrutinize personal assumptions and generalizations regarding the organization, and
remain receptive to the scrutiny of others. Organizations are encouraged to enhance
mental models through implementation of structures that facilitate open discussion.
Senge et al. (1994) identified inquiry and reflection as critical skills necessary to
understand individual and organizational mental models.

Shared vision is the third component of Senge’s theoretical model and represents
the collective caring of the organization. The process of vision alignment provides a
positive force for navigating the change process. Senge et al. (2000) indicated shared
vision involves ongoing consensus building regarding how the organization should

function. This fosters commitment, ownership, and motivation necessary to achieve
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recognized goals. Individuals respond to the development of a shared vision on a
continuum ranging from committed to apathetic (Senge, 1990). Organizational visions
may be attributed high value, however, if responses are apathetic and counter to the
vision, growth stagnates. Collective involvement in vision development serves as a tool
to enhance levels of commitment to the vision.

Team learning is the ongoing enhancement of collective capacities and team
effectiveness (Senge, 1990). Senge explained that team learning involves the process of
aligning and developing the capacity of a team to create the results organizational
members desire. This requires individuals in the organization to set aside personal
assumptions and work together. Most organizations attribute a high value on team
decision making. Senge et al. (2000) contended productive team learning requires teams
to think deeply about complex issues, coordinate effectively, and integrate with others
teams in the organization. Team learning is perceived to be impactful in comparison to
individual learning. Teams capable of functioning effectively together, align efforts
toward the shared vision, and utilize the strengths of each member to produce positive
outcomes.

The final component of systems thinking pervades all dimensions of the model.
According to Senge (1990), systems thinking is the capacity to identify and understand
interrelationships among parts in the organization rather than linear cause-effect
relationships. Individuals are able to move beyond isolated aspects and see the