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hypothesis, which stated there is a statistically significant association between level of
agreement for specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers with
differing levels of implementation experience.
7. Statistically Significant Item #14- Influence of District Goals for RAMP
Math on Your Instruction (Overall System Strength): There was a
moderate correlation between number of years of implementation experience
and perceived influence of district goals for RAMP math on an individual’s
instruction amongst 57 participants, which was statistically significant (tp=-

.303, p <.05). Figure 7 shows the data for both groups of teachers.

Figure 7. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding influence of district goals for RAMP math on your instruction.
Those with four or more years of reform implementation experience reported

more frequently that they believe the district goals for RAMP math have a strong
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influence on instruction. This item was identified as an overall strength. This analysis
indicated that it may be more of a strength for teachers with more implementation
experience than for those with less implementation experience. This supported the
alternative hypothesis, which stated there is a statistically significant association between
teacher experience and level of agreement for specific items on the OAS.

8. Statistically Significant Item #15g- Involvement and Influence of Parents
or Community Members in Decision Making: There was a weak correlation
between number of years of implementation experience and perceived
involvement and influence of parents and community members in district
decision making amongst 57 participants, which was statistically significant

(th=-.254, p < .05). Figure 8 shows the data for both groups of teachers.
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Figure 8. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding involvement and influence of parents in district decision making.
Those with four or more years of reform implementation experience reported
more frequently that they believe parents have less influence in district decision making.
This supported the alternative hypothesis, which stated there is a statistically significant
association between teacher experience and level of agreement for specific items on the
OAS.
9. Statistically Significant Item #26d- Accountability: Personal
Responsibility for Student Performance: (Overall System Strength):
There was a moderate correlation between number of years of implementation

experience and perceived level of agreement with the statement that
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Administrators and faculty take personal responsibility for student

performance... amongst 55 participants, which was statistically significant (1

=0.321, p <.05). Figure 9 shows the data for item #26d.
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Figure 9. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Accountability Item #26d- taking personal responsibility for student
performance.

Those with more implementation experience reported some level of disagreement
with this statement, while those in the 0-3 year category did not. Although this item was
identified as an overall strength, this analysis indicated that this item might be a potential
barrier for a proportion of teachers with more implementation experience. This supported

the alternative hypothesis, which stated there is a statistically significant association
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between level of agreement for specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey
and teachers with differing levels of implementation experience.

10. Statistically Significant Item #26f- Accountability: Regular Teacher
Evaluation by Principals to Monitor Progress on Goals and Student
Achievement: (Overall System Strength): There was a moderate correlation
between number of years of implementation experience and perceived level of
agreement with the statement that The Principal regularly conducts teacher
evaluation to monitor progress on goals and student achievement amongst 55
participants, which was statistically significant (tn=0.378, p < .01). Figure 10

shows the data for item #26f.
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Figure 10. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Accountability Item #26f- regular evaluation of teachers to monitor

goals and student performance.
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Those with more implementation experience reported less strong agreement and
more agreement with this statement. Additionally, those with more implementation
experience reported disagreement with this statement, while those with less
implementation experience did not. As is the case with the item 26d, this item was
identified as an overall strength. This analysis indicated that principal evaluation of
teachers might be a potential barrier for a small proportion of teachers with four or more
years of reform implementation experience. This supported the alternative hypothesis,
which stated there is a statistically significant association between level of agreement for
specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers with differing
levels of implementation experience.

11. Statistically Significant Item #28c- Valuing Diversity: A Climate of

Caring and Respect Permeates Operations in Our District: (Overall
System Strength): There was a weak association between number of years of
implementation experience and perceived level of agreement with the
statement that a climate of caring and respect for individuals, despite social,
cultural, religious, ethnic, physical, or other differences permeates operations
in our district amongst 54 participants, which was statistically significant (tp =

0.262, p < .05). Figure 11 shows the data for item #28c.
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teachers regarding Valuing Diversity Item #28c- climate of caring and respect permeates

operations in the district.

Those with more implementation experience reported some level of disagreement

and perception of unknown with this statement, while those with less implementation

experience did not. This element was identified as an overall strength. This analysis

indicated that this element might be a potential barrier for a proportion of teachers with

more implementation experience. This supported the alternative hypothesis, which stated

there is a statistically significant association between level of agreement for specific
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items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers with differing levels of
implementation experience.
12. Statistically Significant Item #28d- Valuing Diversity: Faculty Treat
Colleagues, Students and Parents with Dignity Despite Circumstances:
(Overall System Strength): There was a moderate correlation between
number of years of implementation experience and perceived level of
agreement with the statement that faculty treat others with dignity amongst 54
participants, which was statistically significant (t,=0.361, p <.01). Figure 12

shows the data for item #28d.
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Figure 12. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Valuing Diversity Item #28d- treating others with dignity despite

circumstances.
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A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience reported some
level of disagreement with this statement, while those with less implementation
experience did not. Although this item was identified as an overall strength, analysis of
this element indicated that this item might be a potential barrier for a small proportion of
teachers with four or more years of implementation experience. This supported the
alternative hypothesis, which stated there is a statistically significant association between
level of agreement for specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and
teachers with differing levels of implementation experience.

13. Statistically Significant Item #28e- Valuing Diversity: Accountability for
Consistently High Standards: (Overall System Strength): There was a
moderate correlation between number of years of implementation experience
and perceived level of agreement with the statement that district leaders hold
staff accountable for upholding consistently high standards and expectations
for all amongst 54 participants, which was statistically significant (tp = 0.348,

p < .05). Figure 13 shows the data for item #28e.
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Figure 13. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Valuing Diversity Item #28e- upholding consistently high standards
for all.

A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience reported some
level of disagreement with this statement, while those with less implementation
experience did not. Although this item was identified as an overall strength, analysis
indicated that this might be a potential barrier for a small proportion of teachers with
more implementation experience. This supported the alternative hypothesis, which stated
there is a statistically significant association between level of agreement for specific
items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers with differing levels of

implementation experience.
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14. Statistically Significant Item #29b- Climate: Building Trust: (Overall
System Strength): There was a weak correlation between number of years of
implementation experience and perceived level of agreement with the
statement that district leaders treat staff, parents, and students in a manner
that builds trust amongst 54 participants, which was statistically significant (b

=0.273, p <.05). Figure 14 shows the data for item #29b.
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Figure 14. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Climate Item #29b- building of trust.
Those with more implementation experience reported (a) less frequently that they

strongly agreed with this statement and (b) more frequently that they disagreed strongly
with this statement than those with less implementation experience. Although this item

was identified as an overall strength, this analysis indicated that it might be a potential
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barrier for a small proportion of teachers with more implementation experience. This
supported the alternative hypothesis, which stated there is a statistically significant
association between level of agreement for specific items on the Organizational
Assessment Survey and teachers with differing levels of implementation experience.
15. Statistically Significant Item #29d- Climate: Establishing Policies and
Enforcing Practices to Foster a Safe, Positive Learning Climate for Staff:
(Overall System Strength): There was a moderate correlation between
number of years of implementation experience and perceived level of
agreement with the statement that the district establish policies and enforces
practices to foster a safe environment amongst 54 participants, which was
statistically significant (tp = 0.369, p < .01). Figure 15 shows the data for item

#29d.
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Figure 15. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of

teachers regarding Climate Item #29d- policies and practices to foster a safe environment.
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A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience reported some
level of disagreement and a perception of unknown with this statement, while those with
less implementation experience did not. Although this was identified as an overall
strength, analysis of this data indicated that this item might be a potential barrier for a
proportion of teachers with more implementation experience. This supported the
alternative hypothesis, which stated there is a statistically significant association between
level of agreement for specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and
teachers with differing levels of implementation experience.

16. Statistically Significant Item #30e- Learning Organizations: Fostering an

Environment of Mutual Cooperation, Support, and Growth: (Overall
System Strength): There was a weak correlation between number of years of
implementation experience and perceived level of agreement with the
statement that the district fosters an environment of mutual cooperation,
emotional support, and personal growth amongst 54 participants, which was
statistically significant (tb=0.298, p < .05). Figure 16 shows the data for item

#30e.
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Figure 16. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Learning Organizations Item #30e- fosters an environment of
cooperation, support, and growth.

A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience reported some
level of disagreement with this statement, while those with less implementation
experience did not. While this item was identified as an overall strength, analysis of the
data indicated that this element might be a potential barrier for a proportion of teachers
with more implementation experience. This supported the alternative hypothesis, which
stated there is a statistically significant association between level of agreement for
specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers with differing

levels of implementation experience.
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17. Statistically Significant Item #31b- Systems Thinking: Encouraging
Schools to Structure Staff Time and Resources to Support Brainstorming
and Creative Problem Solving: (Overall System Strength): There was a
moderate correlation between number of years of implementation experience
and perceived level of agreement with the statement that the district
encourages schools to structure staff time and resources to support activities
such as these amongst 54 participants, which was statistically significant (tp =

0.332, p <.05). Figure 17 shows the data for item #31b.
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Figure 17. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Systems Thinking Item #31b- encouraging schools to structure staff

time and resources.



148

Those with more implementation experience reported more disagreement and
more perception of unknown with this statement than those with less implementation
experience. While this item might be identified as an overall strength, analysis of the data
indicated that this element might be a potential barrier for a proportion of teachers with
more implementation experience. This supported the alternative hypothesis, which stated
there is a statistically significant association between level of agreement for specific
items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers with differing levels of
implementation experience.

18. Statistically Significant Item #31e- Systems Thinking: Leadership Teams

Take Responsibility for Solving Problems: (Overall System Strength):
There was a moderate correlation between number of years of implementation
experience and perceived level of agreement with the statement that district
and school leadership teams take responsibility for solving problems and
avoiding blame as a solution amongst 54 participants, which was statistically

significant (1o=0.352, p <.01). Figure 18 shows the data for item #31e.
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Figure 18. Organizational Assessment Survey responses conveying the perceptions of
teachers regarding Systems Thinking Item #31e- leadership teams take responsibility for
problem solving and avoid blame.

A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience reported more
disagreement and more perception of unknown with this statement than those with less
implementation experience. While this item was identified as an overall strength, analysis
of the data indicated that this element might be a potential barrier for a proportion of
teachers with more implementation experience. This supported the alternative hypothesis,
which stated there is a statistically significant association between level of agreement for
specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers with differing

levels of implementation experience.
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A Kendall's tau-b correlation was run to determine the association between
amount of implementation experience and specific items on the Organization Assessment
Survey. 58 items were found to be non-significant. Information about these items can be
found in the appendix.

Summary of correlational data. All in all, the analysis of correlational data
reveals statistically significant relationships between many of the items on the
Organizational Assessment Survey and amount of teacher implementation experience.
Although this supported the researcher’s alternative hypothesis, it did so differently than
anticipated. Prior to surveying teachers, it was believed teachers with less reform
experience would indicate more perceived barriers to reform implementation and
sustainability. According to this correlational analysis, a proportion of teachers with more
exposure to the reform may be experiencing more barriers than those with less exposure.
Specifically, a proportion of teachers with more implementation experience are less
satisfied with their administration, their school, resources provided, and support from
parents. In similar fashion, a proportion of teachers with four years of implementation
experience or more reported they believe more strongly that parents and community
members have less influence in decision-making. They also reported they believe the
district’s staff development is less effective. Additionally, they reported less agreement
relative to the taking of personal responsibility, regular evaluation of teachers, climate,
accountability, building of trust, fostering of a learning environment, and support for
structures which aid in brainstorming and creative problem solving.

It is important to note that the researcher cannot make a generalization between

the perceptions of a proportion of teachers with four or more years of implementation
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experience and all teachers with this same level of experience. It is clear some teachers
within this category felt more dissatisfied, or disagreed more, with certain items on the
OAS and other teachers in the same category did not report this same level of
dissatisfaction/disagreement. It is also important to note that the researcher cannot
assume that the proportion of teachers expressing some dissatisfaction/disagreement with
one item are the same teachers expressing dissatisfaction/disagreement with all of the
items in this analysis.

It is also worth noting that even though teachers with more implementation
experience reported more negatively about some of the items on the Organizational
Assessment Survey, teachers with this same level of implementation experience reported
more positively on items specific to the perceived impact of the program on learning.
Specifically, a higher proportion of teachers with more implementation experience
reported they believe the RAMP math program is positively impacting their teaching and
believe that district goals for RAMP math have a stronger influence on their instruction.

Finally, a correlational analysis of the variables from the OAS indicated that the
correlation between level of teacher experience and 58 items on the Organizational
Assessment Survey were found to be not statistically significant.

Summary

This chapter provided a description and analysis of the quantitative data collected
during the study. First, demographic data was reported. Second, a quantitative statistical
analysis was used to identify overall strengths and potential barriers associated with a
mid-sized school district’s mathematics reform. Last, a correlational analysis was used to

identify statistically significant associations between teachers with differing levels of
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reform implementation experience and specific elements identified as important to
successful reform and long-term sustainability. Weak to moderate statistically significant
relationships were detected between 18 out of 76 total items on the OAS. For many of
these items, a higher proportion of teachers with four or more years of implementation
experience were more dissatisfied with specific reform elements. In many cases, the
elements identified as statistically significant were aligned with items previously
identified as overall strengths. This may indicate that while these elements might be
perceived as strengths for some teachers, they could also be identified as potential
barriers for a proportion of teachers with four or more years of implementation
experience. In addition, a higher proportion of teachers with four or more years of
implementation experience reported that the reform has positively impacted student
learning and that the reform has had a stronger influence on their instruction. While this
is a potential strength for many teachers, especially those with four or more years of
implementation experience, it might be a potential barrier for teachers with less
implementation experience. Chapter Five focuses on the discussion of these findings and
on their relevance specific to this particular reform. The chapter also focuses on potential
areas of future research and on the significance of the results to the research community

and to practitioners in the field of education.
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Chapter Five
Discussion of Results

Reform is a reality for many schools and districts. The stimulus for reform can
stem from various things, including changing priorities from within the organization
and/or from requirements to schools and districts, which arise from outside the
organization (Leithwood et al., 1998). Additionally, schools and districts are complex
institutions (Senge, 2006). There are frequently many elements involved in systemic
reform efforts. According to Senge (2006) and Thornton et al. (2007), many reform
efforts fail because of a lack of focus on the interconnected elements involved in the
reform. A systems thinking approach can help districts and schools to focus on the
interrelationships that exist between key reform variables (Dibella & Nevis, 1998; Senge,
2006; Thornton et al., 2007). Two theories were used in this study, which aid in a systems
thinking approach. The first theory was Organizational Learning Theory as articulated by
Leithwood et al. (2006). This theory is centered on elements determined to be essential
for successful reform. The second was Sustainability Theory as articulated by Coburn
(2003), which was used to identify elements that aid in the sustainability of reform over
time. According to Alsbury (2012), a monitoring tool that contains the elements
necessary for successful and sustainable reform can be a useful tool for identifying the
presence, and/or absence, of strengths and barriers to reform efforts. A monitoring tool
consisting of these elements was used in this study to investigate the current level of
reform implementation in the study district.

A gquantitative analysis was utilized to assess reform implementation and

sustainability for one district’s mathematics reform. Two variables were named in this
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study. The first variable was associated with elements determined to be essential for
successful and sustainable reform. These elements were grounded in Organizational
Learning Theory (Leithwood et al., 2006) and Sustainability Theory (Coburn, 2003). The
second variable was associated with reform implementation experience. Alsbury’s (2012)
Organizational Assessment Survey (OAS) was used as the monitoring tool for this study.
The survey was administered to 57 K-4 teachers in the study district. Study participants
were asked about their perception in relation to 76 reform elements. The study focused on
two elements. The first focus was on the identification of strengths and barriers to current
reform. Strengths to reform were identified based on high proportions of agreement on
survey items. Specifically, an item (reform element) was identified as a strength to
reform if the proportion of agreement, or overall level of positive response, was equal to
70% or above. In similar fashion, barriers to future sustainability were identified. ltems
(reform elements) were identified as potential barriers based on higher proportions of
disagreement, or negative responses. The researcher also analyzed responses that were
either unknown or neutral to determine whether these elements were strengths or
potential barriers. This first purpose was aligned to the first research question, which
asked: What are the frequencies of responses as they relate to level of agreement,
disagreement, or unknown for each item relative to effective reform implementation and
potential sustainability as measured by the Organizational Assessment Survey?

The second purpose for this study was to examine the association between reform
elements (items on the OAS) and amount of implementation experience for teachers
involved with the district’s mathematics reform. The researcher examined potential

differences between two groups of teachers (those with four or more years of
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implementation experience and those with three years of implementation experience or
less). Specifically, the researcher was seeking to answer a second research question,
which asked: Does a statistically significant difference exist for specific items relative to
level of agreement, disagreement, or unknown for elements on the Organizational
Assessment Survey between teachers who have differing levels of experience
implementing the district’s large-scale mathematics reform? The researcher was seeking
to learn more about potential differences, because it was suspected that differences in
perception might exist due to variances in implementation throughout the reform period.
It was also predicted that differences might be associated with additional barriers for
teachers with less reform implementation experience.

All K-4 math teachers in the study district were invited to participate in the study.
Of the district’s 84 K-4 math teachers, 69% chose to take the survey (57 total math
teachers). There were two goals for this study. The first goal was to assess the current
status of reform implementation and to identify strengths and barriers to reform. The
hope was that identification of current strengths and potential barriers might provide
useful information for future implementation of the district’s mathematics program. The
second goal was to add to the current research base on organizational learning and
sustainability and to provide useful information to practitioners who are seeking to learn
more about the use of a monitoring tool to assess reform implementation in district- and
school-based settings.
Overview and Discussion of Findings

This section provides a discussion of the study results in relation to both research

questions.
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Research Question 1: Identification of strengths and barriers. A synthesis of
three independent studies on the conditions that foster organizational learning in schools
provides information about key elements, which aid in successful reform (Leithwood &
Aitken, 1995; Leonard, 1996; Sharratt, 1996). According to these researchers,
organizational learning consists of three overarching categories: stimulus for learning,
organizational learning processes, and organizational learning outcomes. Within the
category of organizational learning processes are the following variables: (a) out-of-
school variables such as the district, community, and ministry/state, (b) leadership, and
(c) in-school variables such as vision, culture, structure, strategy, and policy/resources.
Additionally, research by Coburn (2003) can be used to identify the variables, which aid
in long-term sustainability including: depth, spread, and shift in ownership. Because
Alsbury’s (2012) Organizational Assessment Survey is directly aligned to these variables,
it was used as a monitoring tool to identify the presence and/or absence of elements
aligned with these theories. More specifically, quantitative analysis of survey results
aided in the identification of strengths to current implementation of reform and potential
barriers to future sustainability for the study district.

Although the stimulus for learning was not the focus for this research study, it is
important to mention the stimulus for learning for this particular reform movement,
because it appears to be influential to overall reform implementation. Analysis of MSP
grant documents indicates that the stimulus for learning was associated with what the
district referred to as a troubling problem in mathematics. Specifically, grant documents
signify that the district was concerned that students were not successful when progressing

beyond 4™ grade into fraction concepts, pre-algebra, and higher mathematics courses
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(MSP Grant, 2012). This concern led the district to apply for and successfully attain two
Math and Science Partnership Grants (funded by federal Title Il, Part B dollars). This
stimulus was directly aligned to the organizational learning processes that were assessed
in this study. Specifically, this stimulus was connected to well-articulated goals and
objectives (Math: Getting It Project, 2009a), which outlined the organizational learning
processes for this particular reform effort. These processes included elements such as
professional development, the formulation of data-driven Professional Learning
Communities, identification of teacher leaders, structured collaboration among various
stakeholder groups, creation and maintenance of resources, a process for accountability,
and dedicated time for data review (Math: Getting It Project, 2009a). It is important to
note that all teachers were required to use the district’s mathematics program when the
first grant was obtained. Additionally, the program continues to be required for all K-4
mathematics teachers within the study district. Requirement of program usage is directly
associated with many of the reform elements, such as: accountability, use of data for
continuous improvement, PLC support structures, alignment of policies and procedures,
professional development, allocation of resources, etc.

A statistical analysis of the descriptive data was used to identify strengths to
current implementation. Analysis of teacher perception revealed several strengths. First,
the data indicates a high proportion of teachers are satisfied with the district, their school,
their grade level, and their current teaching position. Teachers in this district perceive that
diversity is valued and that the culture is positive in nature. Additionally, a high
proportion of teachers believe school and district staff are supportive of this particular

reform effort. In general, the data indicates that the overall school and district climate is
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positive. Based on the data collected in this study, one cannot be certain as to why
teachers feel satisfied with these elements. The high level of satisfaction within the
district is worth noting. This particular reform has been a substantial undertaking.
Teachers were required to learn about and implement a mathematics program which was
substantially different from programs used in the past. Evidence to show that teachers are
satisfied, even in the face of such learning, is encouraging.

A second strength is associated with learning outcomes. The data reveals that a
high proportion of teachers perceive this reform to be associated with a positive influence
on their instruction. Teachers perceive that the mathematics reform is associated with a
positive change to their teaching and to student learning. The data also indicates that a
high proportion of teachers believe there are structures in place which support
brainstorming and facilitate learning. In short, it appears that many teachers associate the
mathematics reform with positive outcomes to learning.

A third strength is associated with teacher perception as it relates to
accountability. A high proportion of teachers reported that the district maintains high
expectations for student achievement. Teachers reported that administrators and faculty
take personal responsibility for student performance and that there are processes in place
for monitoring progress as it relates to goals and student achievement. Additionally, a
high proportion of teachers perceive that the district shares student achievement data with
all teachers. Accountability for this particular reform effort appears to be an overall
strength.

A fourth strength is associated with the use of data for continuous improvement.

A high proportion of teachers reported positively that the district requires programs to
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have measurable goals. Teachers reported that the district often compares student
achievement data with the data from other districts in order to measure success.
Additionally, a high proportion of teachers reported that the district encourages the use of
data to identify needs and addresses priority needs based on this data analysis. Teachers
reported positively that there is a shared sense of responsibility for the success of students
across the system.

A fifth strength is associated with effective leadership. A high proportion of
teachers agree that the district provides a structure, support, and guidance to aid in
meaningful collaboration aimed at student learning. In addition, teachers reported
positively that district- level activities and decisions are aligned to the vision and goals.
Finally, teachers reported that district leaders are knowledgeable about school
improvement issues and initiatives. The data indicates that many of the variables
associated with effective leadership are in place for this particular reform effort.

A statistical analysis of the descriptive data was used to identify potential barriers
to long-term sustainability for the study district’s mathematics reform. The first barrier
identified relates to general level of satisfaction for specific resources. Although many
teachers reported feeling satisfied with the district, their school, their grade level, and
their position, a moderate proportion of teachers reported feeling only somewhat satisfied
(21.1%) or dissatisfied (14.1%) with their administration. Teachers also reported feeling
only somewhat satisfied (37.4%) or dissatisfied (9.1%) with the support provided from
parents. Additionally, a somewhat larger proportion of teachers reported feeling only
somewhat satisfied (21.1%) or dissatisfied (38.6%) with the resources provided for this

particular reform. Finally, approximately 50% of teachers reported feeling only
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somewhat satisfied with the staff development in the district and the staff development
specific to the RAMP math program. It is worth noting that the level of dissatisfaction in
this category was very low for overall district-level staff development (1.8% negative)
and low for the RAMP math program (8.8% negative). However, the level of somewhat
satisfied teachers could be an indication that staff development needs should be analyzed
and addressed. All in all, the data indicates that there is less satisfaction with key supports
in relation to this reform. Less satisfaction for certain resources could be a barrier to long-
term sustainability.

The second barrier identified was the proportion of teachers reporting either
neutral responses (17.5%) or negative responses (14.3%) when asked what type of
change the program has had on them as individuals. Although 67.9% of teachers reported
that the reform has had a positive change on them as individuals, just over 30% of
teachers reported feeling a less than positive reaction to this statement. If teachers do not
feel that the mathematics program impacts them in a positive way, they may be more
likely to look for outside resources. This could be a threat to long-term sustainability.

A third barrier identified was related to participation of key stakeholders in the
district’s mathematics reform. Sixty-six percent of teachers reported the perception that
the superintendent and principals have a relatively high level of influence on the
mathematics reform. Conversely, over 60% of teachers reported the perception that they
believe they have minimal/no influence on the mathematics reform. Approximately 70%
reported that students have minimal/no influence on the mathematics reform and 49.1%
of teachers reported that parents have minimal/no influence on the mathematics reform.

Along the same lines, 43.9% of teachers reported that they did not know whether
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stakeholders were represented proportionally on decision-making teams and 28.1% of
teachers reported negatively to this statement. About 51% of teachers reported that the
district was only somewhat effective at communicating plans for the future with
stakeholders and 45.6% of teachers reported neutrally when asked whether stakeholders
supported the decision-making process. At the very least, this data indicates teachers may
not know how stakeholders are involved in the reform. Stakeholders have the potential to
provide support to reform efforts in various ways. For example, teachers can provide
expertise and field-based experience. They can provide specific information to those
implementing the program. They can articulate what is working and what is not. It may
be important to the long-term success of this reform that the district continue to involve
more teachers in decision-making, so that program components can be strengthened over
time. In addition, parents/guardians can provide supplementary support to students when
they are not at school. They can support their children with homework completion and by
providing additional practice. Involving these stakeholders in the reform may be
important, because this involvement has the potential to help parents/guardians to know
how best to provide this support. Clarifying how and why key stakeholders are involved
in this particular reform might help to address potential barriers related to the
involvement of these stakeholders.

A fourth barrier identified was associated with shared decision-making. A key
component of shared decision-making is based on clarity of the vision (Leithwood et al.,
1998). Although 62.5% of teachers reported positively that the district has developed a
vision for what success with RAMP math looks like, 32.1% of teachers reported that this

vision is unknown. Additionally, 61.4% of teachers reported that the vision is only
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somewhat clear. It appears that although a vision exists, teachers are unclear about what
the vision entails. One might ask, does the vision always remain the same or does it shift
with the needs of the reform? When the mathematics reform was first implemented,
sharing of the vision was part of the training all teachers received at the outset of the
reform. Is it possible that the vision has shifted as the reform has evolved? It might be
important that the district work to redefine the vision based on changing priorities.
Addressing the vision, as it exists now, might be an important next step in addressing this
potential barrier to long-term sustainability.

Collaboration is also a key component of shared decision making. Data analysis
on items specific to collaboration reveal consistently negative responses for many of the
items specific to this element. A moderate proportion of teachers (44.7%) reported
negatively when asked whether the vision and goals were collaboratively developed.
Approximately 39% of teachers reported negatively when asked whether the district
solicits and is responsive to feedback from stakeholder, and 37.5% of teachers reported
negatively in regards to the statement that the district encourages open discussion of
problems and issues among staff. Additionally, 39.3% of teachers reported that the
district encourages collaborative problem solving and inquiry into the effectiveness of its
operations. Approximately 42% of teachers reported negatively in regards to the
statement that the district engages faculty and staff in decision making, and 48.2% of
teachers reported negatively that the district promotes change through dialogue and
collaboration. Finally, 46.3% of teachers reported negatively that the district solicits
feedback from stakeholders regarding real and perceived barriers. This confluence of data

indicates that shared decision making could be a barrier to long-term sustainability for a
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proportion of the district’s math teachers. One might argue that shared decision-making
happens with this particular reform, but it does so through a teacher-leadership model.
The district has several structures in place by which shared decision-making occurs. For
example, the district works with PLC (Professional Learning Community) leaders. Each
school has one PLC leader for each grade level. These leaders work directly with district
and school administrators on issues related to this particular reform. Specifically, they
work with teacher leaders to clarify practices and strategies associated with the
mathematics program. They also work to write lesson plans and develop materials and
resources. Additionally, they work to clarify curriculum maps and pacing guides. PLC
leaders are tasked with sharing this process with their team members. It could be that this
method of communication leaves a proportion of teachers feeling disconnected. If this is
the case, the district might address barriers associated with shared decision-making, by
(a) involving more teachers in processes such as these, and/or by (b) improving the lines
of communication between PLC leaders and their teams. Worth noting, is the proportion
of positive responses to specific items centered on shared decision making. Specifically,
50% of teachers agreed that the district collaboratively develops a vision. Approximately
59% reported that the district encourages open discussion of problems and issues among
staff, 53.6% agreed that the district encourages collaborative problem solving and inquiry
into the effectiveness of its operations. About 49% agreed that the district engages faculty
and staff in decision-making, 44.4% agreed that the district promotes change through
dialogue and collaboration. Finally, 53.7% of teachers agreed that the district engages
concerned parties in meaningful dialogue to address issues. This data indicates a

moderate proportion of teachers agree that shared decision making is happening.
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Learning more about why some teachers perceive shared decision-making to be occurring
and why others do not might be essential to long term sustainability.

A fifth barrier is associated with potential system-wide disconnects as identified
through neutral and unknown responses. As mentioned earlier, many teachers appear to
be unclear about the district’s vision for RAMP math. They also seem to be unclear about
how key stakeholders are involved in reform efforts. These two elements may be
associated with system-wide disconnects. Another potential disconnect was associated
with assessment of strengths and weaknesses to reform efforts. When asked about how
often staff assess strengths and weaknesses of the RAMP math program, 19.1% reported
this usually happens, 45.6% of teachers reported it sometimes happens, and 35.1%
reported it rarely or never happens. The spread across response categories for this
particular item could be an indication that teachers do not really know how or when this
happens. A lack of understanding about how strengths and weaknesses are addressed
could indicate a system-wide disconnect. Additional system-wide disconnects were
revealed in the systems thinking category. Specifically, a moderate proportion of teachers
(38.9%) reported it was unknown whether district leaders make decisions that shift
problems from one part of the system to another. Approximately 43% of teachers
reported it was unknown whether the district analyzes issues for their impact on other
parts of the system. Within the innovation and creativity category, 38.9% of respondents
reported it was unknown whether district plans were flexible enough to allow leaders to
move in unforeseen directions. Thirty-seven percent of teachers reported it was unknown
whether district communication patterns keep stakeholders informed in advance of issues.

Finally, 33.3% of respondents reported it was unknown whether district leaders, polices,
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and processes encourage faculty to try new ideas without fear of repercussions. All in all,
it appears that a moderate proportion of teachers are unclear about how the district
responds to different parts of the system. A lack of clarity around such items could be a
potential barrier to long-term sustainability. That being said, it may worth asking the
question: How much knowledge do teachers need about systems-level variables? Do
unknowns about elements such as these lead to future barriers? This could be an area of
future research.

As it relates to this particular study, the researcher was able to use the data taken
from the Organizational Assessment Survey to successfully identify both strengths to
current reform and potential barriers to future sustainability. A possible next step for the
study district might be to analyze these strengths and barriers and to make data-driven
decisions based on the survey results. Recognizing when strengths are present and
reflecting on why helps to honor the hard work of those implementing the reform.
Additionally, working collaboratively to understand why teachers perceive these
strengths to be present might be a useful next step in identifying processes that aid in
continuing to strengthen the positive reform elements. A second next step might be to
learn more about the barriers identified. Because barriers could hamper future
implementation and long-term sustainability, learning about why they may be present is
essential.

Research Question 2: Association between reform elements and amount of
implementation experience. The statistical analysis conducted to determine if a
relationship exists between specific reform elements (items on the OAS) and amount of

teacher implementation experience was statistically significant for 18 of the 76 reform
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elements. A weak association was found between number of years of experience and
impact of RAMP math on teaching, indicating that teachers with four or more years of
experience felt more strongly that the program was positively impacting their teaching.
Additionally, a moderate association was found between number of years of experience
and influence on instruction, indicating that a higher proportion of teachers with four or
more years of implementation experience perceived more positively that the RAMP math
program has had a strong influence on their instruction. Both of these items indicate that
a higher proportion of teachers in the four or more year category feel more positively that
the program has impacted teaching and instruction. The researcher cannot make causal
statements as to why this might be the case. It could be that teachers with four or more
years of implementation experience have had more exposure with the program. Perhaps
they have had more time to observe the program and to see impacts on students.
Whatever the reason, teachers with more implementation experience reported more
positively about the program’s impacts than teachers with less implementation
experience.

Statistical analysis revealed a higher proportion of teachers in the four or more
year category had less satisfaction and/or more dissatisfaction with many of the reform
elements. For example,

1. There was a weak association between number of years of implementation
experience and level of satisfaction with one’s school, indicating that teachers
with four or more years of implementation experience reported slightly more
dissatisfaction with this element than teachers with less implementation

experience.
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2. There was a weak association between number of years of experience and
satisfaction with support provided from parents. A small proportion of
teachers in the four or more year category were more dissatisfied or only
somewhat satisfied with this support as compared with teachers in the three
year or less category.

3. There was a weak association between number of years of implementation
experience and resources provided. As stated in Chapter Four, this was an
overall barrier for the district. That being said, teachers with more
implementation experience reported more frequently that they were
dissatisfied with these resources than teachers with less implementation
experience.

4. There was a moderate association between number of years of experience and
satisfaction with one’s administration. A higher proportion of teachers with
more implementation experience reported that they were only somewhat
satisfied or dissatisfied with their administration as compared to teachers with
less implementation experience.

5. There was a moderate association between number of years of experience and
satisfaction with the district, indicating that a proportion of teachers with more
implementation experience were dissatisfied on some level with the district.
This data indicates that a proportion of teachers with more implementation
experience are less satisfied with many of the elements in the overall
satisfaction category. One cannot know why a proportion of teachers with

more implementation experience are less satisfied or dissatisfied, but worth
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noting is the consistency between amount of implementation experience and
level of satisfaction for multiple items within this category.

Statistical analysis also revealed that a proportion of teachers with more
implementation experience disagree, on some level, more often than teachers with less
implementation experience as it relates to many of the reform elements. This was
revealed for a couple of items in the accountability category. Specifically, there was a
moderate association between number of years of experience and the taking of personal
responsibility for student performance. While 100% of respondents in the three year or
less category reported that they agree that personal responsibility is taken for student
performance, a small proportion of teachers with more implementation experience either
disagreed on some level with this statement or reported neutrally. There was also a
moderate association between number of years of experience and level of agreement with
the OAS item about teacher/principal evaluation for the purpose of monitoring progress
on goals and student achievement. Again, 100% of teachers with less reform
implementation experience reported some level of agreement with this item. Conversely,
a proportion of teachers with more implementation experience reported either less
agreement or reported that they disagreed with this statement.

Statistical analysis revealed significant differences in the diversity and climate
categories. Specifically,

1. There was a weak association between number of years of implementation

experience and the statement that a climate of caring and respect permeates
the district. 100% of teachers with less implementation experience reported

some level of agreement with this statement. Conversely, a small proportion
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of teachers with more implementation experience reported either some level
of disagreement with this statement or reported neutrally.

2. There was a moderate association between number of years of experience and
the statement that faculty treat colleagues, students and parents with dignity
despite circumstances. As was the case above, 100% of teachers with less
reform implementation experience reported some level of agreement with this
statement. A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience
reported that they disagreed on some level with this statement.

3. There was a moderate association between level of implementation experience
and the statement that district leaders hold staff accountable for consistently
high standards and expectations for all individuals and groups. Again, 100%
of teachers with less reform implementation experience reported some level of
agreement with this statement. A proportion of teachers with more
implementation experience either reported less agreement or reported some
level of disagreement with this statement.

As it relates to climate,

4. There was a weak association between implementation experience and the
statement that district leaders treat staff, parents, and students in a manner that
builds trust. A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience
reported either more disagreement or strong disagreement with this statement.

5. There was a moderate association between number of years of experience and
the statement that the district establishes policies and enforces practices to

foster a safe, positive learning climate for staff. 100% of teachers with less
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implementation experience agreed on some level with this statement. A
proportion of teachers with more implementation experience reported that
they either disagreed on some level with this statement or reported neutrally.
This data indicates teachers with less implementation experience reported
positively about diversity and climate and that a proportion of teachers with
more implementation experience reported negatively about these items. It is
important to note that this difference does not exist for all teachers. There
appear to be many teachers with more reform experience who feel positively
about diversity and climate. That being said, learning more about why these
differences exist is likely important for future implementation.

Analysis of the data revealed statistically significant differences for four

additional items. Two of these items fell within the systems category.

1. There was a moderate association between number of years of implementation
experience and the statement that the district encourages schools to structure
staff time and resources to support brainstorming and creative problem
solving. A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience either
reported they disagree with this statement or reported neutrally.

2. There was a moderate association between number of years of implementation
experience and the statement that district and school leadership teams take
responsibility for solving problems and avoiding blame as a solution. A very
small proportion of teachers with more implementation experience disagreed
with this statement. Additionally, a larger proportion of teachers with more

implementation experience reported neutrally.
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3. As it relates to learning organizations, there was a weak association between
number of years of experience and the statement that the district fosters an
environment of mutual cooperation, emotional support, and personal growth.
A proportion of teachers with more implementation experience either reported
that they disagreed with this statement or reported neutrally.

4. There was a weak association between number of years of implementation
experience and the involvement of parents and community members on
decision-making teams. Teachers with more implementation experience
reported more frequently that they believed parents and community members
have either no influence or slight influence on decision-making teams.

This analysis leads to the rejection of the null hypothesis which states, no
statistically significant association exists between level of agreement, disagreement,
and/or unknown for specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey and teachers
with differing levels of implementation experience specific to the district’s large-scale
mathematics reform.

Summary of Results and Suggestions for Future Research

The outcomes of this study support the assertion that a monitoring tool can be
used to identify strengths to current reform and potential barriers to long-term
sustainability. The outcomes also support the assertion of a statistically significant
association between years of reform implementation experience and level of agreement
for specific items on the Organizational Assessment Survey. While this data leads to the
rejection of the null hypothesis, it does so differently than the researcher anticipated. It

was predicted that differences might be associated with teachers with less implementation
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experience. Rather, the data indicates that statistically significant differences are
associated with a proportion of teachers who have more implementation experience. It
was also predicted that differences might be associated with the potential for more
barriers for teachers with less reform implementation experience. Instead, it appears there
may be the potential for more barriers for a proportion of teachers with more
implementation experience. This is not the finding the researcher expected. That being
said, it is an important finding. Use of a monitoring tool (the Organizational Assessment
Survey) aided in the identification of barriers associated with a specific group of teachers.
A possible next step might be to learn more about why teachers within this category feel
as they do. This would help the district to focus its efforts strategically, so that the district
can better address potential barriers to sustainability.

Of significance is the finding that teachers with more implementation experience
feel more positively about the impact of the reform on teaching. In similar fashion, a
larger proportion of teachers with more implementation experience feel that the reform
has been impactful on their instruction. Is experience and increased exposure with the
program associated with increased perception of positive outcomes? This was not the
focus of this study, but might be an interesting area of future analysis. Could it be that
more exposure to the mathematics program increases depth of knowledge around
practices and strategies specific to RAMP math? Learning more about why teachers feel
the reform positively impacts learning and instruction might provide useful insight to
those leading the reform and, in turn, might aid in strengthening the program for teachers

with less implementation experience.
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Also of significance, is the association between amount of implementation
experience and the number of statistically significant negative responses for teachers with
more implementation experience. As the data indicates, a proportion of teachers with
more reform experience reported negatively about reform elements such as climate,
diversity, accountability, resources provided, involvement of parents and community
members, and other systems-level items. The consistency of negative responses for this
particular group is worth noting. Learning more about why these differences exist is
likely essential to continued reform. Could it be that a pocket of teachers with more
implementation experience feels disconnected? Could this be related to the shared-
leadership model in place as a result of this reform? The district spends a considerable
amount of time with specific teacher leaders. There are many teachers who are heavily
involved in curriculum work. There are also many teachers involved as leaders of
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs). Could this data be associated with teachers
who are not involved in leadership work such as this? This may be an area for future
research. One could argue that involvement of teacher leaders is important. A shared
leadership model, which involves teacher leaders, serves to involve teachers in the work
of the district. Some would argue that useful information is gained from teacher leaders.
Additionally, some would argue that involving teacher leaders in reform builds capacity
and helps to shift ownership of the reform to those who are implementing. That being
said, does this model increase division for those who are not directly involved? Although
this was not the focus of this study, it might be an area of future research.

Also worth noting is the level of positive responses from teachers with less reform

implementation experience. The district dedicates a considerable amount of resources
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(professional development, PLC time, etc.) to teachers with less reform implementation
experience. This data indicates that teachers with less implementation experience feel
more positively about elements such as: climate, diversity, and general satisfaction.
Learning more about why teachers with less implementation experience reported more
positively about specific reform elements might also be important. Are the current
structures helping to keep teachers with less implementation experience more connected?
If so, what happens when these structures are removed? Again, this might be an area of
future research.

Finally, another area of future research might involve the use of monitoring tools
for assessing other reform efforts. As it relates to this particular study, the monitoring tool
used was grounded in theory and research. As a result, the researcher was able to focus
on specific variables that have been identified as essential to successful and sustainable
reform. The research for this particular study builds on research completed by Alsbury
(2008, 2012), Coburn (2003), and Leithwood et al. (1998, 2006). Additional use of the
Organization Assessment Survey as a monitoring tool for other reform efforts might add
to the existing research base. This survey could be used in summative fashion, as was the
case for this study. The survey might also be used in formative fashion, as was the case
for Alsbury’s ILA study (2012). In summary, learning more about the presence or
absence of specific variables to reform could add to the current knowledge base on
organizational learning, sustainability, and/or the use of monitoring tools to support
reform efforts.

Limitations. There were several limitations associated with this study. The first

limitation was affiliated with the response rates for certain groups. As mentioned in
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Chapter Four, teachers in School A and School D were overrepresented (29% and 31%
respectively), as compared to School B (19%) and School C (19%). This might have
biased results, especially if overall school cultures impact certain reform elements.
Additionally, second grade teachers and fourth grade teachers were overrepresented
(24.6% and 21.1% respectively) as compared to kindergarten (15.8%), first grade
(19.3%), and third grade teachers (15.8%). Because the mathematics content and
resources differ within grade levels, this is something with which to keep in mind. More
importantly, teachers with more implementation experience (63.2%) were
overrepresented as compared to teachers with less implementation experience (36.8%). It
is worth noting, however, that these percentages are in line with the total population. The
overrepresentation of teachers with more implementation experience was anticipated, in
part, because the sample size for teachers with less implementation experience was
smaller to begin with. The researcher anticipated a possible underrepresentation of
teachers with less implementation experience and worked to encourage respondents in
the 0-3 year category to complete the survey. That being said, the overrepresentation of
teachers with more implementation experience might have biased the results.

A second limitation was the researcher’s position within the district. As an
employee of the district, the researcher has a relationship with many of the study
participants. This relationship might have impacted an individual teacher’s decision about
whether to participate in the study. Additionally, the researcher’s relationship with study
participants might have impacted how study participants responded to survey items.
Based on survey results, this does not appear to be the case. That being said, this was a

potential source of bias.
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A third limitation was associated with a perceived fear of recognition. It is
possible that teachers might have responded differently based on a perception that their
survey results could be connected to certain individuals. If teachers responded differently,
this could be a source of bias. The researcher put measures in place to ensure that
responses were anonymous. The survey was given electronically. Teachers completed the
survey on their own and submitted it directly to the SurveyMonkey system. The
SurveyMonkey system was set up for maximum anonymity. This was shared with
respondents in order to reduce any fear of recognition. Additionally, the researcher was
the only one to have access to responses and responses were kept confidential.

A fourth limitation was the potential of one respondent to influence another. The
study district is relatively small. District-wide, teachers work within close proximity.
There is the potential that teachers might have talked about the survey in an attempt to
influence the results of other respondents. As mentioned earlier, teachers completed the
survey on their own time. Survey questions were completely electronic in nature. The
survey also contained a lot of questions and response choices. It would have been
difficult for teachers to see and respond to the survey together and/or to talk about the
survey and adjust responses as a result of this communication. That being said, this is
something with which to be aware.

A fifth limitation was the inability to infer causality. As mentioned several times
throughout this chapter, this study was intended to provide the researcher with teacher
perception relating to elements on the Organizational Assessment Survey. The researcher

cannot draw conclusions as to why teachers responded the way they did.
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The final limitation was associated with the scope of this research. This study was
focused on a particular math program, in one district. Generalizations cannot be drawn
between this reform and reform implementation and sustainability in other districts.

Implications for district and school practice. Many districts and schools
experience periods of reform. Furthermore, reform efforts frequently require the
dedication of a considerable amount of time, energy, and resources. According to
Alsbury (2012), many reform initiatives lack sustainable gains, because those
implementing the reform fail to focus on the complex realities of reform efforts. A
monitoring tool that defines the components necessary for successful and sustainable
reform can serve as a support to districts as they implement change.

The results of this study are substantively significant in that the elements
identified as strengths and barriers are directly aligned to the research on Organizational
Learning Theory by Leithwood et al. (2006), Sustainability Theory by Coburn (2003),
and the use of monitoring tools as a framework to assess reform implementation by
Alsbury (2008, 2012). Specifically, results from this study showcase how a carefully
structured monitoring tool can be used to assess current conditions of reform
implementation. Results are also practically significant in that they provide a concrete
example, which shows how this monitoring tool can be used to assess reform conditions
in districts and schools. The Organizational Assessment Survey is comprehensive in that
it contains elements determined to be essential for both successful implementation and
long-term sustainability. Additionally, the survey is easy to administer and can be
analyzed in a timely fashion, enabling districts to monitor reform and to make timely

adjustments as necessary.
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Conclusion

Organizational Learning Theory (Leithwood et al., 2006) and Sustainability
Theory (Coburn, 2003) can be useful for helping schools and districts to focus on the
elements necessary for successful and sustainable reform. Both theories help to define the
interconnected elements at play when implementing reform in schools and districts.
Additionally, a monitoring tool is structured to contain all of the elements necessary for
successful and sustainable reform and helps to keep districts and schools focused on all of
these elements. The findings from this study provide evidence that a monitoring tool such
as this can be an effective framework for identifying strengths and barriers, which are
directly aligned to these elements. Descriptive data were investigated to identify strengths
to current implementation and potential barriers to future sustainability for one district’s
large-scale mathematics reform. Furthermore, a statistical analysis aided in the
identification of items for which there was a statistically significant association between
the item and reform implementation experience. Results provided evidence leading to the
rejection of the null hypothesis for specific items on the Organizational Assessment
Survey. The findings also provide evidence that a monitoring tool can be used in districts
and schools to aid in the identification of key reform variables. These results may be
useful to other districts and schools that are in the process of implementing reform.
Continued research on organizational learning, sustainability, and the use of monitoring
tools for assessment of reform efforts could help to provide districts and schools with
tools that aid in the strengthening of reform implementation and potential long-term

sustainability.
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Tables and Non-Significant Kendall’s Tau-b Correlations

Table A1

Results for Multiple ANOVA Analyses- ILA OAS Survey Results (Alsbury, 2012)

Survey Selection  Mean SD  Range F Ratio Significance Other
Innovation Impact  3.33  1.13 1-5 (4,122) =3.27 p<.014 Largely Normally
on the system Distributed
Innovation Impact 341 1.03 1.80-5 (4,122)=597 p<.0001 Largely Normally
on Instruction Distributed
Vision and Planning X X X (4,238) = 2.88 p<.02 Strong Correlation
Between Two
Items (r = .77)
Effective 3.065 1.18 1-5 (4,231)=3.86 p <.005 Strong
Leadership Intercorrelation
Between 4 Items
in the Subscale
(alpha of .84)
Accountability 3.18 1.29 1-5 (4,231)=3.27 p<.01 Strong
Intercorrelation
Between 6 Items
in the Subscale
(alpha of .91)
Continuous X X X (1,238) = p<.0001  Strong Correlation
Improvement 27.40 Between Two
Items (r = .86)
Eta Squared = .10
Systems Thinking X X X (4,231) = 3.16 p<.01 Strong
Correlation
Between Two
Items (r =.72)
Innovation and 3.2 125 1-5 (4,232) = 2.87 p<.02 Strong

Creativity

Intercorrelation
Between 5 Items
in the Subscale
(alpha of .93)




Table A2

185

Summary of Influences on Organizational Learning Processes (Leithwood et al., 1998)

Organizational Learning Variables

Stimulus for Learning- Influences OL
Processes

Organizational Learning Processes-
e Influenced by the Stimulus for
Learning
¢ Influences Organizational Learning
Outcomes

OL Outcomes- Influenced by OL
Processes

Organizational Learning Variables and
Strength of Influence on OL Processes

Level of
Influence on

Organizational Learning
Variables- Influence OL

Processes OL Processes

Out of School- District 2
Out of School- 8
Community

Out of School- Ministry 6
School Leadership 4
In School- Vision 7
In School- Culture 1
In School- Structure 3*
In School- Strategy 5
In School- 3*

Policy/Resources

Note: According to Leithwood et al. (1998), the level of influence given to organizational

learning variables is aligned with the amount of influence a particular variable has on

organizational learning processes. A level of one indicates the variable has the highest

level of influence. A level of eight indicates the variable has the lowest level of influence.

*Tied in importance
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Variables for each of the studies on organizational learning (Alsbury, 2008, 2012; Austin

& Harkins, 2008; Leithwood et al., 1998)

Alsbury (2008 & 2012) Austin & Harkins (2008) Leithwood et al. (1998)
1. Depth 1. Participative Safety 1. Stimuli for Learning
2. Spread 2. Task Orientation 2. OL Processes

3. Shift in Ownership

4. Mission, Goals, and
Organizational Culture

5. School Culture

6. School/District Leadership
7. Instructional Services

8. Structure and Organization
9. Policy and Procedures

10. District Community
Partnerships

3. Organizational
Performance

4. Organizational Climate

3. Out-of-School Variables

4. In-School Variables

5. School Leadership

6. OL Outcomes
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Results for Kendall’s Tau-b Analysis- RAMP Organizational Assessment Survey Results

Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
8 Overall, how supportive are the 1, = 0.059, No Strength
school staff and faculty of the p=.641
RAMP math program?
9 Overall, how supportive are the 1, = 0.010, No Strength
district staff and faculty of the p =.939
RAMP math program?
10a Note below what type of 1, =-0.194, No Barrier
change the RAMP math p=.135
program has or likely will have
on you.
10b Note below what type of *Tp= - Yes Strength
change the RAMP math 0.288,
program has or likely will have  p <.05
on your teaching.
10c Note below what type of 7, =-0.230, No Strength
change the RAMP math p=.081
program has or likely will have
on your students’ learning.
lla Describe your general level of  *1,=0.379, Yes Barrier
satisfaction with your p <.01
administration.
11b Describe your general level of  *1,=0.382, Yes Strength
satisfaction with your district. p<.01
11c Describe your general level of  *1,=0.298, Yes Strength
satisfaction with your school. p<.05
11d Describe your general level of 1, =0.215, No Strength
satisfaction with your current p=.091
grade/subject assignment.
1le Describe your general level of  *1,=0.268, Yes Barrier
satisfaction with your resources p <.05

provided.
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Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
11f Describe your general level of  *1,=0.261, Yes Barrier
satisfaction with your support p <0.05
from parents.
12 Does your district develop a 1, =-0.075, No Barrier
vision for what success with p =.570
RAMP math looks like?
13 How clear is your district vision 1, =-0.132, No Barrier
of RAMP math to you? p=.294
14 How much influence do you *Tp = - Yes Strength
believe the district goals for 0.303,p <
RAMP math have on your 0.05
instruction?
15a Indicate who is involved in T, = 0.115, No Cannot  Cannot
decision-making in your district p =.354 Discern  Discern
and the level of influence they
are given- You
15b Indicate who is involved in 1, =-0.145, No Cannot  Cannot
decision-making in your district p =.254 Discern  Discern
and the level of influence they
are given- Other Teachers
15c¢ Indicate who is involved in wm=-0.161, No Cannot  Cannot
decision-making in your district p =.195 Discern  Discern
and the level of influence they
are given- Students
15d Indicate who is involved in wm=-0.081, No Cannot  Cannot
decision-making in your district p =.511 Discern  Discern
and the level of influence they
are given- Principals
15e Indicate who is involved in 7, =-0.056, No Cannot  Cannot
decision-making in your district p =.654 Discern  Discern

and the level of influence they
are given- Superintendent



189

Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number

15f Indicate who is involved in wm=-0.230, No Cannot  Cannot
decision-making in your district p =.059 Discern  Discern
and the level of influence they
are given- School Board
Members

159 Indicate who is involved in *Tp = - Yes Cannot  Cannot
decision-making in your district 0.254, p < Discern  Discern
and the level of influence they .05
are given- Parents or
Community Members

16 Are most stakeholders ™ = 0.046, No Barrier
represented proportionally on p=.716
decision-making teams?

17 Rate the effectiveness of your ™ = 0.063, No Barrier
district in communicating goals p =.619
and plans for the future with
stakeholders.

18 How well do most stakeholders 1, =-0.045, No Barrier
support the decision making p=.723
process?

19 In general, how effective isthe  *t, =0.277, Yes Barrier
staff development program in p <0.05
your district?

20 How effective is staff wm=-0.024, No Barrier
development in directly p =.848
supporting the RAMP math
program?

21 Concerning new innovations wm=-0.137, No Cannot  Cannot
introduced in your p=.283 Discern  Discern
district/school, there are...

22 In general, how ™ =0.114, No Barrier
receptive/supportive are the p =.367

faculty to innovations or new
programs?
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Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
23 How often do staff assess ™ = 0.038, No Barrier

strengths and weaknesses of the p =.759
RAMP math program that lead
to necessary changes?

24a Vision and Planning: The w = 0.051, No Barrier
district collaboratively develops p =.682
a vision and goals with staff,
parents, and students.

24b Vision and Planning: The T =-0.055, No Barrier
district solicits and is p = .656
responsive to feedback from
stakeholders.

24c Vision and Planning: The ™ =-0.100, No Barrier
district encourages open p=.424
discussion of problems and
issues among staff.

24d Vision and Planning: The w=-0.006, No Barrier
district encourages p =.964
collaborative problem solving
and inquiry into the
effectiveness of its operations
(programs, policies, processes).

25a Effective Leadership: The T, = 0.191, No Strength
district provides a structure p=.138
(common time and place) to
support teacher collaborations
aimed at improving student

learning.
25b Effective Leadership: The T, = 0.159, No Strength
district provides guidance p=.212

(processes, modeling, coaching,
resource materials, expert
advice, or supervision) to
support meaningful teacher
collaborations about student
learning.
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Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
25¢ Effective Leadership: District 1,=-0.132, No Strength
activities, analyses, and p=.295
decision-making are aligned to
vision goals.
25d Effective Leadership: The wm=-0.148, No Barrier
district engages faculty and p=.238
staff in decision-making.
25e Effective Leadership: The wm=-0.038, No Barrier
district promotes change p=.763

through dialogue and
collaboration.

25f Effective Leadership: District 1, = 0.161, No Strength
leaders are knowledgeable of p=.202
school improvement issues and

initiatives.
26a Accountability: Administrators 1, = 0.130, No Strength
and faculty in our district p=.335

usually maintain high
expectations for student
academic achievement.

26b Accountability: Student T, = 0.114, No Strength
success, not just test scores, is p =.368
the top priority in this district.

26¢ Accountability: The district 1, = 0.210, No Strength
shares individual student p =.105
achievement data (broken down
by dub-group, school district,
and state results) with all

teachers.
26d Accountability: Administrators ~ *tp, = 0.321,  Yes Strength
and faculty take personal p<.05

responsibility for student
performance; excuse-making
and blaming failures on
circumstances or people.
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Online
Survey
Question
Number

Question Text

Correlations

Statistically  General
Significant  Strength
(Yes or No)

Potential
Barrier

26e

26f

27a

27b

27¢c

27d

27e

28a

Accountability: The district
uses reward, consequences, and
recognition systems to
encourage high levels of staff
and student achievement.

Accountability: The Principal
regularly conducts teacher
evaluation to monitor progress
on goals and student

achievement.

Using Data for Continuous
Improvement: The district
requires periodic monitoring
and reporting of program
effectiveness data.

Using Data for Continuous
Improvement: The district
requires programs to have
measureable goals based on
identified data sources.

Using Data for Continuous
Improvement: The district often
compares our students’
achievement results to other
similar districts as a measure of

our success.

Using Data for Continuous
Improvement: The district
identifies and addresses priority
needs based on data analysis.

Using Data for Continuous
Improvement: The district
encourages the use of data to
identify needs throughout the

system.

Valuing Diversity: Diversity is
valued in our district.

= 0.201,
p =.105

*1p = 0.378,
p<.01

T = - 0.040,
p=.748

1 = 0.009,
p=.946

1, = 0.042,
p=.748

1 = 0.008,
p=.950

1 = - 0.058,
p=.663

™ = 0.183,
p=.160

No

Yes Strength

No

No Strength

No Strength

No Strength

No Strength

No Strength

Barrier

Barrier
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Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
28b Valuing Diversity: The Tp = 0.185, No Barrier
leadership and faculty are p=.163
culturally representative of the
community.
28c Valuing Diversity: A climate of *1, =0.262, Yes Strength
caring and respect for p<.05
individuals, despite social,
cultural, religious, ethnic,
physical, or other differences
permeates operations in our
district.
28d Valuing Diversity: Faculty in *1p=0.361, Yes Strength
this district treat colleagues, p<.01
students and parents with
dignity despite circumstances.
28e Valuing Diversity: District *1p=0.348, Yes Strength
leaders hold staff accountable p<.05
for upholding consistently high
standards and expectations for
all individuals and groups.
29a Climate: District leaders w=0.172, No Strength
establish and maintain strong p=.177
relationships with staff.
29b Climate: District leasers treat *1,=0.273, Yes Strength
staff, parents and studentsina  p <.05
manner that builds trust.
29c Climate: The district regularly 1, = 0.032, No Barrier
assesses the district/school p =.800
climate.
29d Climate: The district establishes  *1,=0.369, Yes Strength
policies and enforces practices p<.01
to foster a safe, positive
learning climate for staff.
30a Learning Organizations: The 1, = 0.192, No Strength
district nurtures leadership p=.132

capabilities across the
organization.
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Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
30b Learning Organizations: The T, = 0.112, No Barrier
district encourages problem- p=.377
solving that involves risk-
taking.
30c Learning Organizations: The 1o = 0.082, No Barrier
district promotes change p=.514
through dialogue and
collaboration rather than
through district directives.
30d Learning Organizations: The T = 0.213, No Strength
district offers effective and p =.106
relevant professional
development.
30e Learning Organizations: The *1,=0.298, Yes Strength
district fosters an environment  p <.05
of mutual cooperation,
emotional support and personal
growth throughout the
organization.
3la Systems Thinking: District T = 0.194, No Barrier
leaders make decisions that p=.127
shift problems from one part of
the systems to another.
31b Systems Thinking: The district ~ *1, =0.332, Yes Strength
encourages schools to structure  p <.05
staff time and available
resources to support
brainstorming and creative
problem solving.
31c Systems Thinking: District T = 0.221, No Barrier
leaders engage concerned p =.083
parties in meaningful dialogue
to address issues, rather than
settling on quick-fixes for
individual problems.
31d Systems Thinking: The district 1, = 0.043, No Barrier
analyzes issues for the impact p=.742

on other parts of the system.
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Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
3le Systems Thinking: Districtand  *1, =0.352, Yes Strength
school leadership teams take p<.01
responsibility for solving
problems and avoiding blame
as a solution.
31f Systems Thinking: The district 1w =-0.081, No Barrier
organizes opportunities for p =.517
faculty to interact with
educators outside of the district.
32a Innovation and Creativity: The 1, =0.027, No Barrier
district allows you to create p=.830
time and opportunities for your
own creative thinking.
32b Innovation and Creativity: The  1,=-0.067, No Barrier
district solicits feedback from p =.595
stakeholders concerning real
and perceived barriers to
creativity and innovation and
then acts on this input to
remove those barriers.
32c Innovation and Creativity: ™ = 0.170, No Barrier
District leaders set meeting p =.187
agendas that provide
opportunities for meaningful
discussion of important
emergent issues.
32d Innovation and Creativity: T = 0.157, No Barrier
District plans are flexible p=.221
enough to allow leaders to
move in unforeseen directions
in response of unexpected
events.
32e Innovation and Creativity: 7, =-0.052, No Barrier
District communication p = .687

patterns keep stakeholders
informed in advance of issues
and events allowing time to
plan creative solutions.
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Online Question Text Correlations  Statistically  General Potential
Survey Significant  Strength  Barrier
Question (Yes or No)
Number
32f Innovation and Creativity: ™ = 0.069, No Barrier
District leaders, policies, and p =.587
processes encourage faculty
and administrators to try new
ideas without fear of
repercussions.
329 Innovation and Creativity: The 1, =0.102, No Barrier
district supports creative and p=.424
innovative practices at all
levels.

* Denotes statically significant associations

Non-Significant Kendall’s Tau-b Correlations

1. There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience

and supportiveness of school staff and faculty of the RAMP math program,
which was not statistically significant, o = 0.059, p = .641.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and supportiveness of district staff and faculty of the RAMP math program,
which was not statistically significant, v = 0.010, p = .9309.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and impact of the RAMP math program on you, which was not statistically
significant, 1o = - 0.194, p = .135.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and impact of the RAMP math program on your students’ learning, which was

not statistically significant, tp = - 0.230, p = .081.



10.

11.
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There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and level of satisfaction with your current grade/subject assignment, which
was not statistically significant, , = 0.215, p = .091.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and district development of a vision for what success with RAMP math looks
like, which was not statistically significant, t, = - 0.075, p = .570.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and clarity of the district’s vision for RAMP math to you, which was not
statistically significant, tn = - 0.132, p = .294.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and level of influence of you, which was not statistically significant, T, =
0.115, p = .354.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and level of influence of other teachers, which was not statistically significant,
o = - 0.145, p = .254.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and level of influence of students, which was not statistically significant, T = -
0.161, p = .195.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and level of influence of principals, which was not statistically significant, b

=-0.081, p = .511.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and level of influence of the superintendent, which was not statistically
significant, 1o = - 0.056, p = .654.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and level of influence of school board members, which was not statistically
significant, t = - 0.230, p = .059.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether most stakeholders are represented proportionally on decision-
making teams, which was not statistically significant, tn = 0.046, p = .716.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and rating on the effectiveness of the district in communicating goals and
plans for the future with stakeholders, which was not statistically significant,
T = 0.063, p = .6109.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and how well most stakeholders support the decision-making process, which
was not statistically significant, tp = - 0.045, p = .723.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and effectiveness of staff development in directly supporting the RAMP math
program, which was not statistically significant, tn = - 0.024, p = .848.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and the amount of new innovations introduced in the district, which was not

statistically significant, o = - 0.137, p = .283.
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There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and the level of receptiveness/supportiveness of the faculty to innovations or
new programs, which was not statistically significant, t, = 0.114, p = .367.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and how often staff assess strengths and weakness of the RAMP math
program that lead to necessary changes, which was not statistically significant,
T = 0.038, p = .759.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and collaborative development of a vision and goals with staff parents and
students, which was not statistically significant, 1, = 0.051, p = .682.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district solicits and is responsive to feedback from
stakeholders, which was not statistically significant, T, = - 0.055, p = .656.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district encourages open discussion of problems and issues
among staff, which was not statistically significant, o, = - 0.100, p = .424.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district encourages collaborative problem solving and inquiry
into the effectiveness of its operations (programs, policies, processes), which
was not statistically significant, tn = - 0.006, p = .964.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience

and whether the district provides a structure (common time and place) to
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support teacher collaborations aimed at improving student learning, which
was not statistically significant, tn = 0.191, p =.138.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district provides guidance (processes, modeling, coaching,
resource materials, expert advice, or supervision) to support meaningful
teacher collaboration about student learning, which was not statistically
significant, 1o = 0.159, p = .212.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district activities, analyses, and decision-making are aligned to
vision goals, which was not statistically significant, o = - 0.132, p = .295.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district engages faculty and staff in decision making, which
was not statistically significant, 1, = - 0.148, p = .238.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district promotes change through dialogue and collaboration,
which was not statistically significant, t, = - 0.038, p = .763.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district leaders are knowledgeable of school improvement issues
and initiatives, which was not statistically significant, v = 0.161, p = .202.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether administration and faculty in the district usually maintain high
expectations for student academic achievement, which was not statistically

significant, 1o = 0.130, p = .335.
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There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether student success, not just test scores, is the top priority in the
district, which was not statistically significant, 1, = 0.114, p = .368.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district shares individual student achievement data (broken
down by sub-group, school, district, and state results) with all teachers, which
was not statistically significant, , = 0.210, p = .105.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district uses reward, consequences, and recognition systems
to encourage high levels of staff and student achievement, which was not
statistically significant, tp = 0.201, p = .105.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district requires periodic monitoring and reporting of program
effectiveness data, which was not statistically significant, o = - 0.040, p =
.748.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district requires programs to have measureable goals based on
identified data sources, which was not statistically significant, ©ob = 0.009, p =
.946.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district often compares student achievement results to other
similar districts as a measure of success, which was not statistically

significant, 1o = 0.042, p = .748.
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There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district identifies and addresses priority needs based on data
analysis, which was not statistically significant, T, = 0.008, p = .950.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district encourages the use of data to identify needs
throughout the system, which was not statistically significant, t, = - 0.058, p =
.663.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether diversity is valued in the district, which was not statistically
significant, 1o = 0.183, p = .160.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the leadership and faculty are culturally representative of the
community, which was not statistically significant, tn = 0.185, p =.163.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district leaders establish and maintain strong relationships with
staff, which was not statistically significant, ©ob = 0.172, p = .177.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district regularly assesses the district/school climate, which
was not statistically significant, tn = 0.032, p = .800.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district nurtures leadership capabilities across the

organization, which was not statistically significant, v = 0.192, p = .132.
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There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district encourages problem-solving that involves risk-taking,
which was not statistically significant, tn = 0.112, p = .377.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district promotes change through dialogue and collaboration
rather than through district directives, which was not statistically significant,
1 = 0.082, p = .514.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district offers effective and relevant professional
development, which was not statistically significant, tn = 0.213, p = .106.
There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district leaders make decisions that shift problems from one part
of the system to another, which was not statistically significant, v = 0.194, p
=.127.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district leaders engage concerned parties in meaningful dialogue
to address issues, rather than settling on quick-fixes for individual problems,
which was not statistically significant, tn = 0.221, p = .083.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district analyzes issues for their impact on other parts of the
system, which was not statistically significant, T, = 0.043, p = .742.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience

and whether the district organizes opportunities for faculty to interact with



52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

204

educators outside of the district, which was not statistically significant, T = -
0.081, p = .517.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district allows teachers to create time and opportunities for
their own creative thinking, which was not statistically significant, 1, = 0.027,
p =.830.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district solicits feedback from stakeholders concerning real
and perceived barriers to creativity and innovation and then acts on this input
to remove those barriers, which was not statistically significant, , = - 0.067, p
= .595.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district leaders set meeting agendas that provide opportunities for
meaningful discussion of important emergent issues, which was not
statistically significant, v = 0.170, p = .187.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district plans are flexible enough to allow leaders to move in
unforeseen directions in response to unexpected events, which was not
statistically significant, v = 0.157, p = .221.

There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district communication patterns keep stakeholders informed in
advance of issues and events allowing time to plan creative solutions, which

was not statistically significant, tn = - 0.052, p = .687.
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57. There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether district leaders, policies, and processes encourage faculty and
administrators to try new ideas without fear of repercussion, which was not
statistically significant, tp = 0.069, p = .587.

58. There was a weak association between amount of implementation experience
and whether the district supports creative and innovative practices at all levels,

which was not statistically significant, ©, = 0.102, p = .424.



