
 

 

Commitment to Change: 

Teachers’ Actualised Commitment to  

Small Learning Communities in a Bronx High School. 
 

	  

	  

	  

Robyn Wendy Coleston 

B. Eco; Dip. Ed; Grad. Dip TESL; M. Ed (Guid & Couns); B. Social Science (Psychology) 

 

 

 

Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements of the degree of  

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

May 2012 

 
 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Griffith University 

 

 



	  

	  

ii	  

Abstract 

 

My purpose in this study was to investigate teachers’ commitment to educational reform in 

the context of changes that followed ratification of the No Child Left Behind Act (2002) as 

systems and schools pursued educational reforms intended to improve students’ achievement. 

I began with an examination of educational change literatures, which showed that systematic 

observations of where teachers were placed in reform agendas in relation to knowledge and 

utilisation of their commitment to change seemed relatively under-theorised and thus through 

this study I hoped to advance the understanding of that commitment. A provisory schema 

derived from this review of educational change research, organisational change literature and 

my own experience as an educator guided the research and evolved as the study unfolded. 

With the addition of data from this study, the framework was adjusted to model teachers’ 

commitment to change as a multi-layered phenomenon with particular predictive power 

invested in personal and contextual factors.  

The study was undertaken at a large comprehensive high school in the Bronx. The 

school had been deemed by the New York State Department of Education to be a “School in 

Need of Improvement”. Under this determination, the school’s administration had five years 

to meet Annual Yearly Progress targets or face federal intervention. To deter intervention, the 

principal took a decision in consultation with the regional superintendent and teachers of the 

school, to restructure it into Small Learning Communities (SLCs).  

Results of the study progressively augmented the provisional framework. First, data 

on teachers’ commitment to change was identified as a multi-layered construct reflecting 

respondents’ several roles as teachers in and outside the school’s classrooms. Teachers’ 
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actual commitment to the change varied across these roles and thus opened individuals to 

presenting in their talk and actions what might appear to be fluctuating or discrepant 

dispositions to the holistic reform culture in which they were operating.  

Second, teachers’ perceptions of their change self-efficacy shaped significantly their 

commitment to changes in their various roles. For example, some teachers perceived they 

coped well with change in theory and practice in all of their roles, while others managed in 

some roles, but struggled in others, for instance when participating in professional meetings. 

Their change self-efficacy also guided perceptions of the importance of the restructuring.  

Third, contextual factors such as the significance of the restructure itself influenced 

aspects of teachers’ commitment to SLCs. This was more evident when teachers’ roles 

involved close contact with others than when they worked independently. In comparison, 

change turbulence, another contextual factor sampled in the study, failed to impact on 

teachers’ commitment to SLCs.  

A mixed-methods approach was taken to collect and analyse data that were gathered 

from 252 teachers at the school. Relationships apparent in the quantitative data from their 

responses to a 46-item questionnaire were tested using structural equation modelling and 

monitored in relation to the espousal-action issues raised by Argyris and Schön (1974). Data 

collected from semi-structured interviews with 6 teachers were analysed using grounded 

theory and constant comparative method. Conclusions in this study were derived from both 

sets of data. 

 The study was restricted to a specific change initiative at a specific school and its 

specific teachers. Hence, generalisation of its findings remains an issue involving readers’ 

assessments of the degree of similarity between the nature, context and conditions of the 
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presented study with circumstances they are considering. Given these constraints, findings 

from the study may be suggestive, for example concerning likely value in policy-makers 

inviting teachers to collaborate with them in planning and implementing change strategies, 

and to be attentive and responsive to the relationship between teachers’ change self-efficacy 

and commitment as a likely moderator of the structural issues of reform. They also suggest 

positive benefit where all participants in school reform realise the profile of mind and action 

theory that applies across teachers’ many and varied roles as reform unfolds. Finally, the 

framework built as this study was designed, conducted and reported, is robust in terms of the 

specific variables observed. It aided the research and grew from it. As a model it is a 

beginning. 	  
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 
 

Teachers experience individual and professional transitions as they adjust to 

successive reforms that are beyond their control (National Commission of Teaching 

and America’s Future, 2002).  

The genesis of this thesis lay in my observation of teachers implementing change 

under the No Child Left Behind Act (2002) (NCLB). Throughout 2004-2006, I had worked in 

six urban high schools in New York City as an education consultant. My perception of most 

teachers was that they saw success in urban schools as an imperative. Teachers discussed 

with me many issues in and about defining and promoting success and consistently reflected 

on them. They spoke of the implications of declining literacy and numeracy standards, the 

consequences of new small high schools attracting the better students away from the 

established high schools, the ramifications of students’ poor attendance on teaching and 

learning, and views about state Regents examinations being made easier so more students 

would pass and graduate. In addition, teachers consistently discussed the pros and cons of 

educational change, often referencing NCLB in their conversations.  

My work put me in close proximity to many teachers as they negotiated their 

responses to these changes. The NCLB changes, for example, highlighted the prominence of 

data in considerations of school-based performance. One consequence of this was the 

introduction of data inquiry teams in the schools to inform planning and instruction. The 

Quality Review process, another change, encouraged teachers to monitor data related to the 
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performance of traditionally low-achieving students. In this context of reform, I was aware 

that teachers talked about, approached and acted on change in a multitude of ways. I wanted 

to find out more about the extent of the consistency between what they said they did and what 

they actually did. 

The Purpose of the Study 

I wanted to understand better how teachers responded to change by researching the 

concept of their commitment to it. The concept implies an intention to work towards the 

success of change (Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold, 2006). The importance of teachers’ 

commitment and employees’ reactions to change has been addressed extensively in 

educational and organisational change literatures. However, systematic investigation of ways 

that teachers commit to change has been dealt with only peripherally (Fullan, 2011a; Smith & 

Rowley, 2005). Teachers’ commitment had been identified as a key aspect of a school’s 

capacity for reform (Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2003; Rice & Malen, 2003) 

nevertheless, educational reform strategies have rarely included any focus on this variable.  

It is clear from extant literature on organisational change that employees’ acceptance 

and support for change is deemed critical to the success of change initiatives (Cunningham et 

al., 2002; Amenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993). Accordingly, a substantial body of 

research has examined different conceptualisations of employees’ reactions to change 

including being resistant to it (Bovey & Hede, 2001; Coghlan, 1993), being open to it 

(Chawla & Kelloway, 2004; Wanberg & Banas, 2000), being ready for it (Peach et al., 2005; 

Armenakis et al., 1993) – and, being committed to it (Fedor & Herold, 2004; Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002).  
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Considerable research has examined the concept of teachers’ commitment and 

external and personal variables influencing it. For instance, external factors such as school 

climate (Coldarci, 1992), years of teaching experience (Henkin & Holliman, 2009), school 

leadership (Day & Gu, 2007) and teachers’ identification with their school’s goals and values 

(Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979) have been associated with teachers’ commitment. Personal 

factors including core values, beliefs about students’ welfare and development (Day, Elliott 

& Kington, 2005; Elliott & Crosswell, 2001), opportunities to seek professional growth and 

individual learning (van Veen, Sleegers, & van de Ven, 2005) have been linked to teachers’ 

commitment.  

Despite widespread research on teachers’ commitment and individuals’ reactions to 

organisational change, questions about the constitution and importance of teachers’ 

commitment to change in the context of reform remain unanswered. While the concept of 

employees’ commitment to organisational change has been researched (Herold, Fedor & 

Caldwell, 2007; Fedor, Caldwell & Herold, 2006) similar studies focusing on teachers and 

how they commit to a change are not as prevalent. In short, the understanding of teachers’ 

commitment to change and its relevance to educational reform is limited both conceptually 

and empirically. 

Authorisation of NCLB (2002) has meant that schools are focused on remedying 

student underperformance. Schools are expected to meet or better achievement targets and 

they are rewarded or sanctioned on the basis of their achievement data (Darden, 2008). This 

study examined the voluntary restructure of a large, underperforming high school in the 

Bronx, New York, into Small Learning Communities (SLCs). A SLC is considered a more 

personalised learning environment in which relatively small populations of 400-800 students 

are taught by a core group of teachers (Allen & Steinberg, 2004). To circumvent closure of 
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the school, the principal restructured the school after consulting with the regional 

superintendent and teachers of the school. This study investigated teachers’ commitment to 

this change. 

In the remaining sections of Chapter 1 the introduction to the study is continued by 

outlining educational reforms since the 1980s and their impact on teachers. Outcomes of 

school reform are examined and some suggestions for school improvement are noted. An 

overview of the concept of teachers’ commitment to SLCs is then provided. The final section 

summarises the organisation of the thesis.  

Background  

Continued failure of educational reform in U.S. public schools demonstrates a gap 

between the theory and the practice of reform (Nuthall, 2004). Nuthall considers failure to 

develop practical explanatory theories a critical element in this gap, and he and others (Tyack 

& Cuban, 1995; Raywid, 1996; Cotton, 2001) have raised issues about whether those at the 

workface of reform share the commitment of theorists whose work generally underpins it and 

senior administrators who dictate reform for particular sites. Argyris and Schön (1974) 

provide a theoretical basis that guides an understanding of such possible discrepancy.  

Essentially, behaviour is controlled by ‘theories of action’ (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 

These may be either espoused theories - what people say they believe, or theories-in-use – 

what they actually do. Distinctions between the two are explained in this way: 

When someone is asked how he would behave under certain circumstances, the 

answer he usually gives is his espoused theory of action for that situation. This is the 

theory of action to which he gives allegiance, and which, upon request, he 
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communicates to others. However, the theory that actually governs his actions is his 

theory-in-use (Argyris & Schön, 1974, p. 6-7). 

Argyris and Schön found mismatches between espoused theories and theories-in-use. 

Most people tend to be unaware of how their attitudes affect their behaviour and also 

unaware of the negative impact of their behaviour on others. Their theories-in-use 

help them to remain blind to the actual degree of their ineffectiveness (Argyris & 

Schön, 1974, p. viii). 

The power in prediction and explanation of misalignment between word and action lies not 

only in the issue of effectiveness, but also in the consciousness actors have of causal links 

between their attitudes and actions, and of the social contexts and influences associated with 

those links. Importantly, Argyris and Schön’s Theory of Action provides a useful conceptual 

basis from which to track teachers’ commitment to reform through what they say to what 

they do.  

School Reform  

Calls for school reform in the United States followed the publication of a government 

report, “A Nation at Risk” (United States National Commission on Excellence in Education, 

1983). The report blamed the education system for not providing the workforce required by 

the nation and for jeopardizing the international standing of the United States. At that time 

business and civic groups linked schooling success to future economic success (Sizer, 1984; 

U.S. NCEE, 1983). The link between effective education systems and the maintenance of 

national prosperity has remained as a feature of reviews of education in the United States 

(OECD, 2010; Brown & Lauder, 2006; Ashton & Green, 1996; OECD, 1993).   
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Following “A Nation at Risk”, successive waves of educational reform were 

introduced into public education. These targeted excellence and to this end more time was 

allocated to academics and the “basics”. There were several examples of exemplary schools, 

programs, systems, instructional approaches, teachers and curricula (Olson, 2003). However, 

many reforms could not be sustained or generalised across the education system (Sarason, 

1998; Olson, 2003).  

Explanations for the lack of success vary. For example, Burkhardt and Schoenfeld 

(2003) attributed it to the quality of educational research shaping reform and argued for better 

studies that were structured, organised and more closely connected to the practical needs of 

the education system. The United States Department of Education’s Strategic Plan 2002-2007 

reflects the same concern:  

Unlike medicine, agriculture and industrial production, the field of education operates 

largely on the basis of ideology and professional consensus. As such, it is subject to 

fads and is incapable of the cumulative progress that follows from the application of 

the scientific method and from the systematic collection and use of objective 

information in policy making (US Department of Education’s Strategic Plan for 2002-

2007, 2002, p. 48). 

Sarason (1998) also argued many reforms were poorly framed and articulated. He 

criticised policymakers for imposing “pallid generalities” rather than detailed, framed 

responses, while Elmore (2007) suggested that reformers in the 1980s had not paused to 

question the cause of the “crisis” in education and therefore had been ineffective in their 

endeavour. Tyack and Cuban (1995) also contended that reforms were being compromised as 

schools shaped reforms and teachers applied their “wisdom of practice” to produce 

“pedagogical hybrids”.  
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After twenty years of state-mandated school reforms, success has proven elusive. 

Data shows most students failed to achieve proficiency and many U.S. schools were 

identified as failing (Greene & Forster, 2003; Siskin, 2004), squandering the potential of 

generations of American students as well as wasting the vast resources deployed – as 

exemplified in O’Day’s estimate of over $400 billion dollars of public monies that had been 

allocated to fund reforms (O’Day, 2004). More recently, the U.S. Department of Education 

acknowledged that they had invested heavily in educational reform for over 30 years with 

little or no progress to show for it (US Department of Education, 2010). In spite of this, 

educational reform retains a prominent position on the U.S. political agenda (Obama, 2009; 

Darden, 2008; Cotton, 2001).  

In 2001-2002, NCLB (2002) legalised a new federal school accountability initiative. 

NCLB was an update of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). Congress 

approved the former in the early 1960s as an anti-poverty and social uplift statute (Darden, 

2008). NCLB has greater focus on achievement and it increased substantially expectations 

that educators could do more to ensure that all students better meet standards of learning 

performance (Leonard & Leonard, 2003). Additionally, it set an expectation that educators 

would close the gap between low-performing students, low-performing schools, and the goal 

of proficiency in reading and math for each student by 2014 (DuFour et al., 2005). 

As policymakers shifted from a reliance on measuring school performance to using 

actual data collected in schools to drive change (Earl & Katz, 2006), school data became a 

policy lever and schools and districts were expected to use them to systematically analyse 

support for new learning and changes in educational practices (Earl & Katz, 2006). 

Performance-based accountability expedited an emphasis on student progress as a measure of 

how well school systems were performing, emphasising the school as the basic unit of 
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accountability, public reporting of student performance, and an attachment of consequences 

to levels of performance (O’Day, 2004; Hallinger, 2003; Fuhrman, 1999). Consequences for 

schools that did not perform well included state takeover, loss of school accreditation, school 

closure, school restructure, reconstitution (replacement of all teachers), appointment of on-

site monitors, monetary rewards and provision of technical support (Cunningham & Sanzo, 

2002; Fuhrman, 1999).  

The assumption that rewards and sanctions would motivate educators to perform at 

higher levels and focus attention on student outcomes predicates the accountability measures 

(Kelley, Heneman, & Milanowski, 2002; Finnigan & Gross, 2007). In situations where 

teachers needed to improve their capacity, rewards and sanctions were assumed to be 

sufficient to motivate them to undertake additional professional development. In this context 

“high-stakes” accountability would be resource-neutral as clear performance goals, incentives 

and penalties would make new resources unnecessary (Hanushek, 1994). Proponents of this 

perspective presupposed that improvements in school performance and in individual levels of 

achievement would occur as a consequence of changed attitudes towards work effort 

(Mintrop, 2003).  

Outcomes of Reform 

Shamir (1991) questioned the application of motivation theories to public 

organisations. He observed that public organisations like schools were “weak” performance 

situations which were generally driven by internalised standards and moral purpose, whereas 

private organisations were “strong” situations characterised by well-recognised rules of 

conduct that shaped behaviour, induced uniform expectancies regarding acceptable response 

patterns and provided adequate incentives for the performance of these response patterns 

(Shamir, 1991, p. 407). Consequently, motivation theories may be effective when applied to 
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organisations that determine behaviour but relatively useless in “weak” organisations where 

employee behaviour may be predicated more on individual motivation. This suggests that 

teachers in public schools may not be motivated in the same way as employees in private 

enterprise, and in that case rewards and punishments may not be sufficient to drive the 

implementation of external accountability under NCLB.  

Some researchers have examined the effectiveness of sanctions and rewards in 

prompting improvements in student performance in low-performing, comparatively poor, 

minority populated schools. For example, Mintrop (2003) studied the impact of sanctions in 

eleven, poorly performing schools in Maryland and Kentucky that had been placed on 

probation between 1998 and 2000. The study investigated effects of the probation on 

individuals’ work-motivation, organisational processes, and patterns of instruction with the 

first of these conceptualised in terms of control, goal setting, expectancy of rewards and 

sense of efficacy. The accountability policies’ authoritativeness and “naming and shaming” 

did associate with an increased work effort but the pressures of probation were associated 

with increased teacher fatigue and turnover. In the 7 Maryland schools examined the rate of 

turnover was about 50% from year to year. Mintrop (2003) determined that accountability 

policies exacerbated an already severe commitment problem in these schools. 

Some researchers found that teachers had little motivation to implement reform. For 

example, Tyack and Cuba (1995) explained from their data that school reform initiatives 

added to teachers’ workloads and that reforms had unintentionally eroded the teachers’ 

commitment and motivation to reform. Moreover, their participants indicated that they were 

constrained in implementing the policy for change through lack of time and resources, 

misalignment between what was intended under the policy and their own goals, and 

interference that resulted from negative emotions such as frustration and self-doubt that grew 
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as the policy’s practices unfolded (Leithwood, Steinbach, & Jantzi, 2002; Malen & Rice, 

2004; Rice & Malen, 2003).  

In addition, Finnigan and Gross (2007) monitored the influence of accountability 

policies on teachers’ motivation in Chicago’s low-performing elementary schools. Their 

study examined how the policy mechanisms enmeshed in accountability interacted with 

teachers’ motivation to prompt changes in their effort and practices. Drawing on qualitative 

and quantitative data, Finnigan and Gross (2007) observed a critical connection between 

motivation and morale. Motivation decreased for teachers in those schools that struggled the 

most. Teachers responded less to the incentive (or threat) of the accountability system and 

more to the value they themselves placed on their professional status and the individual goals 

they had for students. More recently, Fryer (2011) found no evidence that teacher incentives 

impacted positively on student achievement, attendance or graduation. Furthermore, teacher 

incentives did not change student or teacher behaviour. He based his findings on evidence 

collected from over 200 New York City public schools.  

Valli and Buese (2007) examined performance-based accountability and the changing 

roles of teachers. They found an increase in teacher tasks with most changes being due to 

NCLB-related policies. The data revealed that their tasks were intensified and expanded, 

typically with unanticipated and often negative consequences for teachers’ relationships with 

students, their pedagogy, and their sense of professional well being. In one example, teachers 

were learning to be data analysts and this opportunity would seem to professionalise the work 

of teaching. However, teachers’ experience of this was primarily “intensified work of 

dubious value” (Valli & Buese, 2007). Implicit in the implementation of education reform 

has been the expectation that performance-based accountability would result in improved 

teaching and learning processes and outcomes. Specifically, it was assumed that teachers 
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would adopt the changes (Finnigan & Gross, 2007; Kelley, Heneman, & Milanowski, 2002), 

building on existing abilities and be motivated for further development (Elmore, 2007; 

Fuhrman, 2004). However, research indicates little success beyond isolated and non-

sustainable pockets (Fullan, 2011a; Mintrop, 2003; Leithwood et al., 2002).  

School Improvement  

According to Elmore (2007) policymakers have been naive assuming that targeting 

schools would generate the necessary and desired changes in the behaviour of individual 

teachers within schools. Educators were generally considered to be part of the problem rather 

than part of the solution: 

…these same professionals were those who were charged with implementing 

performance accountability. The same people whose judgment and initiative is 

required to make accountability for results work are the same people who produced 

the failures that created the occasion for reform (Elmore, 2007, p. 215). 

In this scenario, Elmore continued, reform can become ‘an attractive nuisance’ lacking bite 

and positive effect when unaccompanied by appropriately wider thinking. He stated that the 

motivational power of rewards and sanctions in accountability systems would gain more 

traction if additional resources were made available to schools to build internal and external 

school capacity that would enable effective school reform. He and others (Fullan, 2011a; 

DuFour et al., 2005) called for professional development funding to build individual and 

collective teacher capacity within schools (Elmore, 2007). Fullan (2011b) led the 

implementation of a whole-system strategy of collective capacity building in public schools 

in Ontario from 2003 and found that teachers engaged in continuous professional 
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collaboration improved students’ achievement and graduation rates. Teachers’ and 

administrators’ morale also increased. 

 Leana (2011) has argued that school reform efforts privilege the role of the highly 

skilled individual teacher at the expense of the gains “that come from teacher collaborations 

that strengthen skills, competence, and a school’s overall social capital” (Leana, 2011, p. 30). 

Between 2005 and 2007, Leana (2011) researched the relationship between human capital 

and social capital on Grade 4 and 5 students’ achievement in mathematics over a year. 

Human capital refers to the teacher’s cumulative abilities, knowledge and skills acquired 

during formal study and on the job, while social capital resides in relationships among 

teachers and between teachers and administrators. She found that teachers who were both 

more able (high human capital), and had stronger ties with peers (high social capital) made 

the largest gains in mathematics. She also found that low-ability teachers perform as well as 

teachers of average ability “if they have strong social capital” (Leana, 2011, p. 34). A move 

towards more successful education reforms may require high quality teaching and learning as 

well as a collaborative learning environment. 

 Bartlett (2004) studied teachers’ expanding work roles under NCLB changes. He 

found that teachers were willing to become re-skilled if they had sufficient support even 

though their work was intensified. Teachers were also willing to expand their work and learn 

new practices if they were given more lead in time to change as the moral imperative of 

teaching was to provide the best educational opportunities for students (Bartlett, 2004).  

NCLB has led to implementation of performance-based accountability measures and 

attendant rewards and punishments. Some critics of this approach have argued for school 

improvement initiatives that finance school-based capacity building of teachers individually 
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and collectively. Overall, research has suggested that NCLB reforms have, in general, 

impacted negatively on teachers’ roles, workloads, motivation and commitment.  

O’Day (2004) has argued that policymakers set reforms but teachers implement them 

and they are expected to produce results imposed as necessary or desirable (O’Day, 2004). 

This study focuses on teachers’ commitment to change within this context of NCLB 

accountability and concomitant rewards and punishments. What follows is an introductory 

discussion of the concept of commitment to change. 

Commitment to Change 

Commitment to change has been identified as a crucial aspect of behavioural intention 

to support change and was developed as an individual level construct (Fedor, Caldwell, & 

Herold, 2006; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) defined it as, “A 

force (mind-set) that binds an individual to a course of action deemed necessary for the 

successful implementation of a change initiative” (p. 475). Researchers have found 

employees’ commitment to change to be a multi-layered concept as employees can be 

committed simultaneously to their job, work-teams, supervisors, colleagues and the 

organisation itself (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Piderit, 2000). Specifically, evidence of 

multi-layered employees’ commitment to change has been found in some organisational work 

units (Caldwell, Herold, & Fedor, 2004), Cadet Corps (Zaccaro & Dobbins, 1989), in 

laboratory simulations with undergraduate students, and with registered nurses (Herscovitch 

and Meyer, 2002). 

Similarly, authors have found teachers’ commitment to be multifaceted as it includes 

external, organisational, professional and personal elements (Somech & Bogler, 2002; Elliott 

& Crosswell, 2001). However, it is not clear whether teachers’ commitment to change in 
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schools is also multifaceted. Also, the literature indicates that individuals tend to vary in their 

capacity to respond to changing demands (Caldwell et al., 2004; Judge et al., 1999; Argyris & 

Schön, 1974) and that contextual factors can affect how they respond (Herold et al., 2007; 

Zemelman et al., 2005; McKinley & Scherer, 2000). These studies suggest that teachers’ 

reactions to change are likely to be complex and difficult to explain and predict. 

In addition, teachers may vary in the way they cope with change personally and their 

commitment to a change initiative may be influenced also by the context of a change. As 

teachers’ commitment to educational reform is comparatively under-researched, this study is 

focused on gaining a better understanding of how teachers actually commit to change and 

finding out what factors influence significantly their commitment decisions.  

 Thesis Organisation  

The thesis has five chapters. My aims in this first chapter were to explain the purpose 

of the research, to provide background information on educational reform which is at the core 

of this purpose and to discuss perceptions of successful reform and where the concept of 

teachers’ commitment to change may prove useful as a point of investigation.  

A detailed examination of educational and organisational change literatures is 

provided in Chapter 2. Key points from these bodies of research informed the development of 

a conjectural framework that represented what teachers’ commitment to a change initiative 

could look like. The first of five sections in Chapter 2 provides an explanation of the growth 

of small schools and discusses their effectiveness. Also in this section is information 

regarding a particular Bronx high school, the site of the study and the decision taken by the 

principal to voluntarily restructure the school into SLCs. This is followed by a discussion of 

teachers’ commitment literature that considers types of teachers’ commitment and external 

and personal factors that influence it.  
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Third, a review of organisational change literature is included that examines 

competing models of change management and conceptions of employees’ commitment to 

change. This is followed by a discussion of Argyris and Schön’s (1974) Theory of Action 

that had informed my understanding of teachers’ espoused and actual responses to change. In 

the final section, major ideas derived from the review of educational and organisational 

change literatures are incorporated into an interim framework of teachers’ commitment to 

SLCs. This framework is explained and research questions that guided the study are 

presented.  

 In Chapter 3, a discussion of the research method and the researcher’s worldview are 

provided. Assumptions pertinent to mixed-method inquiry are described and its use is 

justified. Data collection and analysis strategies are detailed for both the quantitative and 

qualitative components of the study. Strategies undertaken to clean the data are outlined 

along with an explanation of the use of structural equation modelling in the quantitative 

analysis. As well, a description of the application of grounded theory in the analysis of the 

qualitative interview data is provided and the process used to uncover the core category is 

detailed together with a summary of the qualitative findings. 

 The results of both the quantitative and qualitative components of the study are 

presented in Chapter 4. The results are structured around the research questions. A summary 

of results is also provided. 

 In Chapter 5 there is a discussion of the findings of the study, strengths and 

limitations of the study, implications for policy, practice, and research, and concluding 

comments.  
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 
 

This study was designed to investigate teachers’ commitment to educational reform at 

one high school in the Bronx that restructured from a traditional high school to Small 

Learning Communities (SLCs) against the backdrop of the No Child Left Behind Act (2002). 

School reform in America, as a context for the research developed, implemented and reported 

here was outlined in Chapter 1. Educational and organisational change literatures were 

introduced to identify key elements that informed my development of a provisional 

framework of teachers’ commitment to school reform. In addition, Argyris and Schön’s 

Theory of Action (1974) was cited as a basis for seeking to understand discrepancies between 

individuals’ intended and actual attitudes and behaviours towards educational reform. 

There are five sections in Chapter 2. The first outlines studies of schools that 

reconfigured into Small Leaning Communities (SLCs) as this particular reform was central to 

my study. In the following section, the review concentrates on what accumulated knowledge 

identifies as teachers’ commitment and conditions of its emergence as a factor around reform. 

The emphasis of the third section is on models of organisational change and employees’ 

responses to change. These informed the proposed framework and guided deliberation on 

appropriate means of data-collection. Argyris and Schön’s (1974) Theories of Mind are 

focused in section four. Their theorisation of how individuals espouse and act in representing 

their minds helped me to reconsider my experiences as an educator and advisor to my 

colleagues. In the final section, the emerging framework that was created from this review in 

relation to the purpose of the research is described and the research questions are outlined.  
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Small Learning Communities (SLCs) 

For decades, economies of scale and course comprehensiveness supported the growth 

of large high schools many with enrolments of between 2,000 and 5,000 students. However, 

in the 1990s many large high schools were found to produce poor academic results, feelings 

of alienation and anonymity among students and isolation among staff (Tyack & Cuban, 

1995). There were episodes of violence (Wasley & Lear, 2001) and falling rates of school 

attendance and graduation (Legters, 1999). In New York many of the large high schools 

performed poorly and as Ravitch (2010) observed, “It was not clear whether their low 

performance was due to their size, the learning problems of their students, the extreme 

poverty of the families they served, their instructional programs, their leadership, or neglect 

by central authorities” (p. 82). These concerns and a national agenda to deliver success for 

every student accelerated a growth in possible alternatives, one of which was a downsizing of 

large schools into smaller ones (Ravitch, 2010; Wasley & Lear, 2001).  

In the 1990s achievement results for students in small schools, especially for 

traditionally low-performing students, were generally higher than those for comparable 

students in large, comprehensive schools (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Raywid, 1996). In 

addition, small schools reported lower levels of violence and problem behaviours and higher 

rates of attendance. More students participated in extracurricular activities and there were 

fewer dropouts (Cotton, 2001; Wasley et al., 2000). However, by the early 2000s, this 

positive account had changed. Declines were being registered in students’ attendance and 

achievement at small schools, along with greater turnover of principals and teachers (Ravitch, 

2010; Hemphill & Nauer, 2009).  
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In 2002-2003 the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) focused its 

change agenda on high school reform. Reforms were designed to benefit low-income, 

socially and academically disadvantaged youth living in non-white areas of Brooklyn and the 

Bronx (Quint, Smith, Unterman, & Moedano, 2010). By 2007-2008, 23 large schools in the 

New York public high school system had been closed or were closing. All had graduation 

rates lower than 45 per cent. Conversely, 200 new small schools were opened during this 

time (Quint et al., 2010; Ravitch, 2010). However, while small schools were a favoured 

reform model in New York’s public schools system, research regarding their advantages was 

unclear (Ravitch, 2010; Iatarola, Schwartz, Steifel, & Chellman, 2008). Despite the structural 

change, increments in performance across the student population were only marginal with 

many small schools reporting lower achievement rates than those at larger schools (Iatarola et 

al., 2008).  

The Bronx high school in this study was designated a School in Need of Improvement 

under the Restructuring Section (Title I, Section 1116(b)(8)) of the No Child Left Behind Act 

(2002). Students’ achievement had not met “annual yearly progress” standards in 2003-2004. 

This meant a majority of its 4,500 students had not met benchmarks on state examinations. It 

fell within the management directive that schools that failed persistently to meet Annual 

Yearly Progress over five years were to be restructured (Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005). The 

restructuring options offered to school boards by State systems were generally severe 

(Darden, 2008). For example, a school could be converted into a charter school with new 

operating rules, and/or “reconstituted” with new leadership and teaching staff, and/or be 

taken over by the State or by private management. Confronted by a direction to change using 

such possibilities, the school’s principal took a decision to restructure from a traditional 

comprehensive high school into SLCs.  
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A SLC is an autonomous or semi-autonomous small learning environment within a 

large school (Allen & Steinberg, 2004). In a high school context, SLCs commonly have 400 

to 800 students, such that the high school in the Bronx now contained eight SLCs. Students 

and teachers are timetabled together and frequently have a common area of a school where 

they hold most or all of their classes (Sammon, 2000). The SLC structure was considered 

likely to provide students with a greater sense of engagement and belonging that reflected a 

more personalised approach to education (Allen & Steinberg, 2004; Murphy et al., 2001; 

Capps, 1999).  

SLCs can be designed in various ways. One is a school-within-schools model wherein 

a principal oversees several independent schools headed by lead teachers (Wasley et al., 

2000). Another is a phased model of SLCs featuring a ninth grade “success academy” for 

groups of freshmen taught by interdisciplinary teacher-teams. From Grades 10–12 students 

would attend career academies of 300 to 800 students. Each career academy has its own 

theme but all students study a core of common subjects (English, Mathematics, Social 

Studies, and Science). Extensive teacher training and coaching are integral to the model 

(Wasley et al., 2000). In the case of the high school in the Bronx, the school-within-schools 

model was adopted with the incumbent principal remaining as the administrator. 

At this school students began in the Grade 9 Academy SLC and subsequently 

attended one of seven career-themed SLCs. Each Assistant Principal’s role was to direct a 

SLC as well as administer a subject-area department and all were members of the School 

Leadership Team led by the Principal. In addition, part-time positions for SLC Coordinators 

were introduced to support the Assistant Principals in the new SLC structure. Each SLC was 

allocated an area within the school building and students and staff shared school-wide 

facilities such as the library, the cafeteria and the gymnasiums. Also, out-of-hours activities 
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such as school-based clubs and sports were offered to students regardless of their SLC 

affiliation. Scheduling issues meant that most teachers taught in at least two SLCs. Each SLC 

had a team of guidance counsellors, access to specific attendance teachers, and a physical 

space for SLC teachers’ meetings. Professional development was designed and implemented 

to support internal and external programs at the school-wide, SLC and departmental levels. 

Furthermore, physical spaces were made available for teachers to work together formally and 

informally as the large high school was reconfigured from its traditional structure. Overall, 

students were expected to benefit from the care that could be provided in a small school 

setting within a large school environment and from the range of instructional programs and 

activities that only a large school could offer [the school’s web-site (permission to name the 

school was not granted by the New York City Department of Education – see Appendix 2)]. 

To develop the proposed study of teachers’ commitment to change, I examined 

conceptualisations of teachers’ commitment and factors purported to influence it. It has been 

defined and studied in several ways and although some authors have included personal 

attributes as predictors of teachers’ commitment, influences from organisational and 

professional sources were accentuated.  

Teachers’ Commitment 

Firestone and Pennell (1993) identified a common theme in numerous definitions of 

teachers’ commitment. This theme suggested that it was a psychological bond or 

identification of the teacher with an object that added special meaning and importance to 

commitment. Such an object may vary across teachers (Firestone & Pinnell, 1993) and centre 

on a process such as teaching or making a difference, an entity such as their specific school 

or a content domain, particular people such as their students or colleagues, or some 

combination of these.   
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 Day, Elliott, and Kington (2005) asserted that commitment was a “critical predictor 

of teachers’ work performance” (p. 571), thus teachers who are highly committed are likely 

to work well and those who are not will probably not be performing admirably. Similarly, 

relationships have been highlighted between teachers’ commitment and such variables as 

teacher absenteeism, burnout, turnover and retention, student motivation and achievement, 

and school success (Woods & Weasmer, 2002; Tsui & Cheng, 1999; Firestone, 1996; 

Graham, 1996; Farber, 1984).  

According to Ebmeier and Nicklaus (1999), commitment was part of a teacher’s 

affective or emotional response to their experiences as a teacher in a school, an attribute 

associated with the professional contextualisation of the thoughts, attitudes and behaviour of 

teachers. As Ebmeier and Nicklaus (1999) suggested, the teacher’s perception and valuing of 

those experiences would predispose consciously and subconsciously his/her decisions about 

willingness to invest in the wellbeing of the school and/or its students. Thus, teachers highly 

committed to their school might be expected to talk and behave in ways that would support 

their employing organisation to realise its goals, to demonstrate their involvement in the 

organisation, and to remain in the organisation to provide sustainability to these positive 

relations (Somech & Bogler, 2002). 

Mowday, Steers, and Porter, (1979) defined “commitment” as the relative strength of 

an individual’s identification with, and involvement in, a particular organisation. Their 

definition has been applied widely (Day, Elliott, & Kington, 2005; Firestone & Pennell, 

1993; Tsui & Cheng, 1999) perhaps because of the operational advantages provided in the 

three components they considered as core content, viz.: (a) a strong belief in and acceptance 

of the organisations’ goals and values (b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf 
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of the organisation, and (c) a strong intent or desire to remain with the organisation (Mowday 

et al., 1979, p. 95).  

 Teachers’ commitment has been described as a multidimensional concept (Somech & 

Bogler, 2002; Cohen, 1993; Firestone & Pinnell, 1993; Mowday et al., 1979, 1982) with 

diversity in its faceted characterisation associated with varied developmental influences.  

These influences include organisational, professional and personal factors such as a school’s 

goals, collaboration and collegiality, school leadership, career trajectories and continuance, 

and their own and colleagues’ aspirations, values and beliefs (Elliott & Crosswell, 2001; Day, 

2007; Smith & Rowley, 2005).  

Several affective, communicative and professional factors have been associated with 

teachers’ commitment. For example, Day, Elliot, and Kington (2005) found that teachers’ 

commitment influenced their professional practice. Commitment to the profession was a 

combination of factors that included a clear and enduring set of values and beliefs that 

informed practice regardless of social context. Day et al (2005) described one teacher’s 

explanation of commitment as “the combination of having a sense of responsibility, loyalty 

and hard work…” (p. 569) – a view that contained elements of giving and of being 

recognised and involved. Their research also linked teacher commitment to specific 

behavioural features of what teachers do. These included working as a member of a team, 

working as a partner with parents, being appropriately prepared for class, being a reflective 

practitioner and being accountable (Day et al., 2005). These findings suggested teachers’ 

attitudes and behaviours concerning their commitment to reform could be effected by a 

complex interplay of personal and professional ideals that could effect what and how they 

taught and how they related to their colleagues, their school’s leadership team, their students 

and their students’ families.  
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Tsui and Cheng (1999) and van Veen, Sleegers, and van de Ven (2005), identified 

specific links among teachers’ commitment, a school’s philosophy, goals, values and 

collaboration. In their research they observed that where teachers were committed to school 

goals they were more likely to work collaboratively with colleagues and support their school 

and their profession (van Veen et al., 2005; Tsui & Cheng, 1999). In addition, Dee, Henkin 

and Singleton (2008) investigated team-structures and determined they improved 

communication, teachers’ empowerment and autonomy, and thus increased teachers’ 

organisational commitment (Dee et al., 2008). Thereupon, it is possible that school leaders 

looking to build teachers’ commitment to a particular change may benefit by implementing 

open and transparent communication that could empower teachers and integrate them into the 

school rather than instituting a comparatively closed system that could disempower teachers 

and perhaps limit their commitment to a change.  

The U.S. Department of Education’s National Centre for Educational Statistics 

(NCES) (1997) investigated teachers’ professionalism and teachers’ commitment. Teachers’ 

professionalism referred to professional development, and the degree of staff collegiality and 

collaboration. Teachers’ commitment was defined as: 

…the degree of positive, affective bond between teacher and school. It does not refer 

to a passive type of loyalty where teachers stay with their jobs but are not really 

involved in the school or their work. Rather, it reflects the degree of internal 

motivation, enthusiasm, and job satisfaction teachers derive from teaching and the 

degree of efficiency and effectiveness they achieve in their job (NCES, 1997, p. 2).  

The NCES (1997) reported four features of professionalisation that were related to 

higher levels of teachers’ commitment. They were the amount of classroom autonomy 

afforded a teacher, faculty policy-making influence, effective support for new teachers and 
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teachers’ end-of-career salaries (NCES, 1997). Also, they noted that male teachers, minority 

teachers, and more experienced teachers reported slightly less commitment than did others 

and urban and suburban teachers reported lower levels of average teacher commitment than 

rural teachers (NCES, 1997). By extension, it is possible that links that have been found 

between features of professionalism and higher levels of teachers’ commitment may be 

relevant to developing a deeper appreciation of teachers’ commitment to change decisions. 

Nias (1981) found that teachers themselves used commitment to distinguish between 

colleagues who were ‘dedicated’ and ‘caring’ and those who had ‘put their own needs first’. 

Henkin and Holliman (2009) observed that some teachers were devoted to teaching and 

derived great satisfaction from their work, which indicated that commitment to their work in 

schools was an important source of need-fulfilment for some teachers (Henkin & Holliman, 

2009). However, other teachers experienced teaching quite differently and found the demands 

of teaching overwhelming and ultimately resigned (Nias, 1981). In part, the later perspective 

is reflected in rates of attrition which show that approximately one third of new teachers 

leave the profession in the first five years of teaching (National Commission on Teaching and 

America’s Future, 2002). Overall, as teachers appear to vary in their commitment to the 

profession according to their experience of teaching over time, it could be inferred that their 

commitment to change initiatives may also vary during their career.  

Day and Gu (2007) noted that years of experience in teaching have been associated with 

degree of commitment. They examined the impact of career continuance on teachers’ 

commitment and found that a high level of commitment characterised the majority of 

teachers in the first three years of teaching. However, they observed that the level of a 

teacher’s commitment fluctuated and/or declined as years of teaching increased. For instance, 

teachers with 24 to 30 years of teaching were more likely to face extreme situations such as 
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challenging student behaviour, adverse personal events, resentment at ‘being forced to jump 

through hoops by a constant stream of initiatives’, and career stagnation, which negatively 

influenced morale, professional identity, commitment, and effectiveness (Day & Gu, 2007).  

Sammons et al. (2007) also found associations between years of experience in teaching and 

commitment. They conducted a longitudinal study of 300 teachers’ work, lives and their 

effect on students’ educational outcomes. They concluded that sustaining commitment, 

resilience and capacities for effectiveness was more difficult for teachers in the later part of 

their career and for those serving more disadvantaged student communities. 

Henkin and Holliman (2009) also found that length of experience in teaching had a 

significant negative effect on commitment. They linked the finding in part to educational 

reforms that required changes in professional practice that were beyond the teachers’ control 

and concluded that teachers’ commitment was related to the success of educational reform 

agendas (Henkin & Holliman, 2009). Therefore, where teachers perceive a change as being 

an imposed one that has a negative impact on their professionalism, they may choose to limit 

or qualify the extent of their commitment to the particular change.  

Day (2007) examined teachers’ perceptions of their identity, commitment to the 

profession and the impact of reforms and found that new teachers who had only taught in the 

context of NCLB adjusted to reforms somewhat differently than more experienced teachers. 

Of the experienced teachers some were supportive of changes while others were not. Many 

experienced teachers spoke of reform as undermining their professionalism. For example, 

teachers reported feeling straightjacketed and de-skilled:  

“that’s why people don’t enjoy teaching so much because there isn’t that opportunity 

to put something of yourself into your classroom” (Day, 2007, p. 607). 
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Day (2007) commented that more experienced teachers were critical of reforms that had 

lessened their autonomy. A majority blamed reforms for a perceived a loss of class time to 

respond to the individual needs of their students and to teach creatively. Day contended that 

teachers’ identities were intertwined with their professional and personal values and goals 

and that in a context of imposed reforms it was difficult for them to adjust to new roles and 

expectations. Hence, it is possible that where teachers perceive a potential loss in professional 

and personal identity and professional autonomy, they may limit their commitment to a 

change. To rebuild teachers’ professionalism Day (2007) argued for “sustained, critical 

dialogue, [based on] mutual trust and respect” (Day, 2007, p. 608). This point was reiterated 

by Johnson and Chrispeels (2010) who observed that on-going dialogue among teachers, 

administrators and District-level education officers helped to establish and build mutual 

understanding of a change initiative (Johnson & Chrispeels, 2010). Thus, if teachers’ 

professionalism and their commitment are linked, the importance of open communication 

emphasised in research may be relevant to an investigation of teachers’ commitment to 

reform.  

While several authors argued that external accountability had a negative effect on 

teachers’ commitment to the profession (Henkin & Holliman, 2009; Day, 2007; Elmore, 

2007; Finnigan & Gross, 2007), internal accountability has been linked to more positive 

effects on teachers’ commitment. For example, Smith and Rowley (2005) reported that 

school-based approaches to NCLB reform could influence teachers’ support for reform. They 

contrasted the impact of ‘a commitment strategy’, which was defined as an internal school 

organisational strategy that favoured collaborative and participative strategies, to ‘a control 

strategy’, which relied on external, bureaucratic controls. Their findings suggested that 

schools organised with a strong commitment strategy may have better success in achieving 
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their reform goals because teachers were more likely to participate in content-related 

professional development and more likely to remain in the profession thus providing greater 

stability of teaching staff. This finding reiterates the potential importance of internal school 

coherence on teachers’ commitment to change decisions. 

School leadership has also influenced teachers’ commitment. Commitment could be 

reinforced and sustained by supportive colleagues or diminished by lack of acknowledgement 

from school leaders (Day & Gu, 2007). For example, a school leader may have assumed 

incorrectly that he or she knew what professional development his or her teachers wanted. 

This may have unwittingly compromised the teachers’ commitment to the activity. To 

mitigate this unintended result, Day and Gu (2007) encouraged leaders to include teachers’ 

needs and preferences in the planning of professional activities (Day & Gu, 2007).  

In an investigation primarily focused on transformational leadership and the 

commitment of teachers to school reform, Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood, and Jantzi (2003) 

argued: 

“Current interest in capacity building is related to the continuous demand for school 

change that rely on teachers’ commitment to change” (Geijsel et al., 2003, p. 232).  

They observed, “teacher commitment has been identified as a key aspect of a school’s 

capacity for reform and renewal through insights hard wrung from research and experience 

with innovation and failure dating back to the 1960s” (Geijsel et al., 2003, p. 232). They 

continued that even though there have been successive reforms in schools, implementation 

strategies have rarely addressed teachers’ commitment to educational reform. For this reason, 

the proposed study may provide some sought after information regarding the notion of 
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teachers’ commitment to change and contemplate its importance as a variable of school 

reform.  

School climate has been a consistent predictor of teacher commitment. Studies have 

demonstrated that teachers’ general perception of the principal (Coldarci, 1992) and 

administrative support (Riehl & Sipple, 1996) were predictors of teachers’ commitment. The 

culture of a school was also thought to predict teachers’ commitment (Fullan, 2000). Fullan 

(2000) argued that as schools were social organisations with embedded cultures, school 

culture could influence the behaviour of the people within it (Fullan, 2000). DuFour, Eaker, 

and DuFour (2005), noted that the commitment of teachers to innovations and substantive 

change “will require a transformation of culture – the beliefs, assumptions, expectations, and 

habits that constitute the norm for the people throughout the organisation” (p. 11). These 

comments suggest that teachers’ commitment to innovation and change may be more 

apparent in schools willing to re-culture. According to DuFour et al. (2005), teachers’ 

commitment to significant school transformation will require changes in the assumptions that 

drive teachers’ attitudes and behaviours (DuFour et al, 2005).  

Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs have been linked to their commitment (Chan, Lau, Nie, 

Lim, & Hogan, 2008; Bogler & Somech, 2004). Efficacy refers to a teacher’s perception of 

his or her capacity to get the desired outcomes of student engagement, even among 

comparatively difficult and unmotivated students (Hensen, 2001). Bandura (1993) maintained 

that teachers who have a strong sense of self-efficacy could motivate their students. Ross 

(1996) contended that a strong sense of efficacy could determine a teacher’s level of effort 

and degree of persistence when confronted with difficult choices (Ross, 1996). Hence, self-

efficacy could be a factor that impacts teachers’ commitment to change as it has been already 

been found to effect teachers’ commitment. 
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Teachers’ personal values and beliefs have also been found to influence their 

commitment (Crosswell, 2006; Day et al., 2005; van Veen, Sleegers, & van de Ven, 2005; 

Elliott & Crosswell, 2002). Day et al. (2005) interviewed experienced teachers in Australia 

and England about their understandings of commitment. They explained that their data 

indicated teachers’ commitment was concerned with a set of core, relatively permanent 

values based upon personal beliefs, images of self, role and identity (Day et al., 2005). Elliott 

and Crosswell (2002) also interviewed teachers about their understanding of commitment. 

For example, one teacher’s comments related to personal beliefs and philosophies about 

education: “Education is the keystone to how our society operates and how we bring children 

up to be citizens of the world and society”. A second teacher implied links between her 

personal and professional values when she referred to her “responsibility and the duty of 

care” to her students that she experienced as a teacher (Elliott & Crosswell, 2002, p. 5). 

Elliott and Crosswell observed that these statements indicated a connection between personal 

values and beliefs and perceptions of commitment to teaching.  

van Veen et al. (2005) studied one teacher’s identity, emotions and commitment to 

change to gain a better understanding of teachers’ resistance to reforms. While this teacher’s 

motivation to implement reforms had declined he was not perceived as a ‘resistant’ teacher. 

Rather, he was at odds with the reforms - his years of experience and his understanding of 

what constituted good teaching meant that his concerns and interests did not align with the 

reform initiatives. In this teacher’s case, reforms had added to his workload and he had 

experienced an increase in negative emotion and a decline in commitment and satisfaction.  

These research findings indicate that personal values and beliefs may influence the 

way in which teachers’ commit to an educational reform. This suggests that teachers’ 

commitment-decisions could be influenced by both professional and personal elements and 
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therefore, educational change research and teachers’ commitment studies imply that teachers’ 

commitment to change is likely to be a complicated concept.  

Key ideas relevant to the provisional framework 

The following major ideas identified in the literature on teachers’ commitment may 

support the development of a provisional framework of teachers’ commitment to change:  

• Teachers’ commitment is viewed as a multi-dimensional concept (Mowday, Steers, & 

Porter, 1979,1982; Firestone & Pennell, 1993; Somech & Bolger, 2002) 

• Teachers’ commitment to the profession has been associated with engagement in 

collaborative practices (Day, Elliot, & Kington, 2005; Tsui & Cheng, 1999; van Veen, 

Sleegers, & van de Ven, 2005; Dee, Henkin, & Singleton, 2008) 

• Teachers’ commitment to innovation has been linked to teachers’ beliefs and attitudes 

(DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005; Fullan, 2000)  

• Number of years teaching has been found to have positive and negative effects on 

teachers’ commitment in the context of reform (Day, 2007; Day & Gu, 2007; Henkin 

& Holliman, 2009; Sammons et al., 2007)  

• External accountability can impact negatively teachers’ commitment (Fuhrman, 1999; 

Elmore, 2007; Finnigan & Gross, 2007) 

• Self-efficacy is an influence on teachers’ commitment (Chau et al., 2008; Bogler & 

Somech, 2004; Bandura, 1993; Ross, 1996) 

• Personal values and beliefs can influence teachers’ commitment (Elliott & Crosswell, 

2002; van Veen, Sleegers, & van de Ven, 2005; Day Elliott, & Kington, 2005) 

Considerable organisational change research has examined employees’ responses to 

change initiatives. However, few studies have examined teachers’ commitment to change and 

thus there is potential for further research in this area.  
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Organisational Change  

In this section there is a discussion of literature on concepts of change, organisational 

commitment, commitment to change and self-efficacy. Major ideas in this discussion will be 

used to guide the development of an interim framework of teachers’ commitment to change.   

Change 

There is general consensus regarding the complexity and pace of change experienced 

by many organisations, including schools (By Todnem, 2005; Hargreaves & Fink, 2003; 

Doyle, 2002). However, there is less agreement on ways to implement change that is 

successful (Sorge & Van Witteloostuijn, 2004; Probst & Raisch, 2005). In fact it is estimated 

that 65 to 75 per cent of change initiatives fail (Van Tonder, 2006). The literature offers some 

explanations for this lack of success.  

One explanation proposed that managers might not be applying what they already 

know about the processes of change (Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007). For instance, they 

may have a change vision but not communicate it; or provide ineffective leadership; or not 

involve others in planning and implementation; or not structure the maintenance of 

ownership and participation by celebrating successes. In addition, those involved with a 

change initiative may have adapted change strategies that inadvertently compromised 

outcomes anticipated through the change (Herold & Fedor, 2008; Cotton, 2001; Tyack & 

Cuban, 1995). For example, an individual might jeopardise a change effort if he/she did not 

implement fully a change as he/she did not value its associated outcomes (Herold & Fedor, 

2008). Tyack and Cuban (1995) explained from their data that teachers might adapt to a new 

initiative by adjusting it to suit their needs (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Thus, the extent to which 

a change is implemented as it was intended appears to effect outcomes.  
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Another explanation for failure to implement successful change focused on the people 

involved in it. Employees’ resistance to change was frequently used by management to 

explain why change efforts such as large-scale changes in technology, production methods or 

compensation systems did not meet expectations or failed altogether (Michaelis, Stegmaier, 

& Sonntag, 2010; Van Tonder, 2006). On the other hand, others commented that 

management did not know enough about their employees’ perceptions of and reactions to 

change (Andrews, Camerson, & Harris, 2008; Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). Although 

perspectives vary on the role of employees on the success of a change, there is an implicit 

consensus that employees’ support for change is vital to its success.  

In a study of the literature, Oreg (2006) found that employees’ acceptance or 

resistance to change was influenced by seven context-specific antecedents: Employees’ 

anticipated change outcomes (e.g. Dent & Goldberg, 1999); power and prestige (e.g. Goltz & 

Hietapelto, 2002); job security (e.g. Probst, 2003); intrinsic rewards such as individuals’ well 

being (e.g. Ryan & Deci, 2000); trust in management (e.g. Gomez & Rosen, 2001); 

information (e.g. Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979); and social influence (e.g. Gibbons, 2004). The 

majority of the factors cited by Oreg (2006) were focused on leading and managing change at 

a procedural level while few were directed at the level of the individual. This appears to 

endorse the view of Herold and Fedor (2008) that the majority of the literature on change has 

focused on broad change management processes and procedures at the expense of person-

oriented approaches. They have called for more research into change management that 

investigates change at an individual-level (Herold & Fedor, 2008).  

Different change models delineated how change occurred and implied how people 

responded to change. The models were generally a way of representing and describing a 

theoretical understanding of the change process (Mento, Jones, & Dirndorfer, 2002). The 
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literature was replete with planned change models that were based on the assumption that 

change can be designed and managed through an understanding of a series of steps or stages 

(By Todnem, 2005). For instance, Lewin (1946 in Bamford & Forrester, 2003) devised a 

three-step model of planned change that implied a sequential conceptualisation of employees’ 

responses to change. Lewin argued that old behaviours, structures, processes and culture 

needed to be discarded before an organisation could successfully adopt new approaches 

(Bamford & Forrester, 2003). Change was planned in three steps: (1) unfreezing, (2) 

movement, and (3) refreezing. Unfreezing required readying individuals and organisations 

for change and movement occurred when individuals engaged in the change process. Finally, 

refreezing sustained new ways and embedded behaviours into the daily work and culture of 

the firm (Gilley, Gilley, & McMillan, 2009).  

Using a more tactical approach, Jick’s (1991) ten-step planned model suggested that 

change was not possible unless people were willing to change themselves (Mento, Jones, & 

Dirndorfer, 2002): 

Jick makes the cogent point that change can be ‘managed’ internally by those who 

decide when it is needed, and how it ‘should’ be implemented. Actual 

implementation, however, occurs only when employees accept the concept of change, 

generally, and of the specific change, internally (Mento et al., 2002, p. 53). 

Resistance to change has been viewed as a normal part of the change process. Regardless of 

whether a change was viewed as a positive or a negative, resistance was the status quo 

(Mento et al., 2002). According to Scott and Jaffe (1988), employees work through change 

from initial denial, resistance, and gradual exploration to eventual commitment to a change. 

The process connoted stages similar to those of the grieving process detailed by Kübler-Ross 

(1969). 
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Even though some have interpreted resistance to change as a normal symptom of 

change, others have depicted resistance as a cause of failed change initiatives. Not only was 

resistance seen as a common cause of failure it was often perceived as irrational. Bovey and 

Hede  (2001) investigated the relationship between irrational ideas, emotion and resistance to 

change. They reviewed the responses of 615 employees in nine organisations that had 

implemented change and concluded that irrational ideas were positively correlated with 

behavioural intentions to resist. An analysis of the data showed that individuals conditioned 

to using blame were unlikely to show a willingness to embrace change. They suggested that 

managers needed to be aware that irrational ideas and emotions might influence an 

individual’s behaviour towards change. They urged managers to provide personal growth and 

development training to lower levels of resistance to change (Bovey & Hede, 2001).  

Ford, Ford and D’Amelio (2008) also investigated the alleged irrationality of 

employees’ resistance to change. They commented that this ‘change-agent centric’ view 

presumed that change agents were doing the right things while employees – the recipients of 

the change, compromised change efforts. Ford et al. (2008) argued that change agents 

consciously and/or unconsciously used self-serving accounts of organisational change to 

avoid blame and criticism. They referred to the Pygmalion effect, which suggested that if 

change agents went into a change expecting resistance, they were likely to find it (Ford et al., 

2008). Similarly, Dent and Goldberg (1991) found that studies of change tended to adopt the 

bias of those seeking to bring about change and reasons for failure were often framed in 

terms of employees’ resistance to change.  

Marshak (2006) explained how resistance to change might be privileged in discourse. 

He scripted an example of the process and suggested that most organisational change 

initiatives began by outlining the reasons for change. Leaders and managers explained the 
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change and said, “if we do these things well, then we will once again be a successful and 

prosperous organisation”. The hidden part of this message was, “We expect everyone to be 

logical and rational and accept the compelling reasons for what has to be done…and 

therefore…go along with the changes.” When this was not the case he noted that three main 

types of managerial thinking could ensue:  

1. “If only we make the right case, people will understand what needs to be done and 

do it”. 

2. “What’s the use? Nothing will work. We are dealing with irrational resistance.” 

3. “Well, people are too just too emotional, so we need to…” (Marshak, 2006, p. 6). 

Marshak’s script suggested how preconceptions could reinforce a discourse of ‘resistance’ 

that might inadvertently compromise the real interests of both change-agents/employers and 

employees. This perception could be symptomatic of a generally unconscious preoccupation 

with the ‘hard’ systems of organisational change processes and techniques at the expense of 

‘soft’ human aspects of change that Turner, Hallencruetz and Haley (2009) contended could 

ultimately prejudice the overall management of a change (Turner, Hallencruetz, & Haley, 

2009). 

Piderit (2000) argued that resistance to change was unlikely to be frivolous as 

resistors were aware of the penalties of such behaviour, such as dismissal or demotion 

(Piderit, 2000). For example, an employee might resist change on ethical grounds or with the 

desire to protect the organisation’s best interests (Piderit, 2000). Barker and Tompkins (1994) 

made the point that most change initiatives were dealt with in an unreflective manner. More 

specifically, Van Tonder (2005) argued that change agents and managers failed as they used 

outdated, naive approaches to change and they failed to grapple with the realities of relentless 

change in a rapidly changing context. Others have questioned the quality of management 
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suggesting that managers were ill equipped to deal with change (Buch & Aldridge, 1990) and 

did not understand change implementation (Becker & Davidson, 2007).  

 The latter views questioned the usefulness of ‘resistance’ in an analysis of 

employees’ responses to change. My experience of school-based change management has 

indicated that teachers might not necessarily be resistant to a change. However, some school 

leaders I have worked with have assumed that some teachers’ hesitation to support a change 

was evidence of their resistance. I questioned the accuracy of this presumption and sought 

more complex models of change that could take into account more of the real-world 

complexity of change.  

Piderit (2000), for example, proposed a multidimensional model of attitudes to 

change. He suggested three conceptualisations of an attitude to change construct: cognitive, 

emotional and intentional. First, employees’ reaction to a change might be seen in terms of 

positive or negative beliefs and thoughts that they developed in association with it. Second, 

as a consequence of defensive reactions, employees might react emotionally with their 

excitement, frustration, dread or anxiety on show. Third, their readiness to change could be 

influenced by what they have done in the past that related to the changes happening now or 

their intentions for the future, which had more or less consistency with the changes occurring 

now (Piderit, 2000). He suggested that it was possible to hold ambivalent perspectives within 

and across these dimensions. For instance, an employee demonstrating intentional 

ambivalence could anonymously oppose an intended change - via a suggestion box, but 

publically support it because of uncertainty surrounding management’s capacity to accept 

criticism. Teachers may also hold ambivalent views towards committing to change. 

A multidimensional conceptualisation of attitudes to change was also inferred in 

emergent models of change. In these models, change might be perceived as a continuous 



	  

	  

37	  

learning process that could highlight the evolving nature of change rather than restricting 

change to a pre-defined set of linear steps (Turner, Hallencreutz, & Hayley, 2009). An 

emergent approach attempted to grapple with the issues and created a range of responses to 

change. Because of this, the emergent approach was more concerned with readiness for 

change and facilitating change than implementing a “one-size-fits-all” change strategy (By 

Todnem, 2005). 

Armenakis, Harris, and Mossholder (1993) conceptualised employees’ response to 

change in terms of their readiness for change. It was a multi-level construct that included 

employees’ and managers’ beliefs, attitudes and intentions. It was complex as it considered 

several factors predicted to influence change such as the management of external 

information, persuasive communication and active participation. The model also considered 

the credibility of the change agent and interpersonal and social dynamics. Social dynamics 

were differentiated further into individual and collective readiness in the model (Armenakis 

at al., 1993). The nature of readiness for change models indicated that emergent change 

models were able to capture more of the realities of change in an organisation. Specific 

studies have demonstrated this (Peach, Jimmieson & White, 2005; Ajzen, Brown, & Carvajal, 

2004). 

Peach et al., (2005) investigated 149 employees’ readiness to relocate to another 

building in a large local-government organisation. They found significant differences in a 

range of beliefs between employees with moderate intentions to engage in behaviours that 

were supportive of the relocation compared to those with high intentions to support the 

change. They suggested that this information could be used to build reticent employees’ 

support for the change, and that in turn, this had potential to prompt the proponents of the 

change to reflect on their own roles in the change process.  
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Ajzen et al. (2004) also investigated individuals’ intentions in a change situation. 

They examined beliefs, attitudes and intentions of individuals confronted with the decision to 

vote yes or no in a referendum under hypothetical and real payment conditions. The purpose 

was to gain a better understanding of factors responsible for hypothetical bias that were 

generally observed in discrepancies between intended and actual behaviour. They found that 

people’s intentions do not tend to match their actual behaviour. Both studies (Peach et al., 

2005; Ajzen et al., 2004) demonstrated a gap between individuals’ intentions to respond in a 

particular way and their actions. However, both of these studies were small scale and 

examined a limited number of discrete variables. In the real world there are typically 

numerous variables changing at the same time (Burke & Litwin, 1992).  

Beckhard and Pritchard (1992) developed a more intricate model of organisational 

change that was based on six organising ideas designed to guide how managers could think 

realistically about implementing complex change in fast-changing, uncertain environments 

(Beckhard, & Pritchard, 1992):  

1. Why change? (Determine the need for change and determine the degree of choice 

about whether to change)  

2. Define the desired future state 

3. Describe the present state 

4. Compare the “desired” and the “present” state 

5. Determine how to get from here to there 

6. Manage during the transition stage (particular attention must be paid to 

recognising, respecting, managing, and using resistance to change) (Beckhard & 

Pritchard, 1992). 
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Freedman (1997) endorsed contingency models of change derived from Beckhard and 

Harris (1987) and Beckhard and Pritchard (1992). He agreed with others (Armenakis et al., 

1993; Burke & Litwin, 1992) who considered that the ‘one-size-fits-all approach’ to change 

perpetuated a notion that complex system change could be done simply. Freedman (1977) 

asserted that in these situations leaders of organisations and change management consultants: 

“…collude and perpetrate the false belief in reasonable but simplistic mental models 

that claim that complex system change can be implemented in a linear fashion – 

quickly and without undue inconvenience, disruption, or discomfort” (p. 51). 

Freedman (1997) found that 70 per cent of the companies that had been “reengineered” by 

technical-expert-driven consultants were dissatisfied with the outcomes (Freedman, 1997). 

The consultants typically claimed it was the fault of the managers.  Alternatively, perhaps the 

consultants had been at fault as they were unable to deal with the unanticipated problems 

created in “business process reengineering” (Freedman, 1997). He reiterated a key point 

running through the literature that employees find change challenging and often resist it. 

Employees are “addicted to a contrasting reality that is well established, familiar, and 

comfortable for them…Resistance must be understood to be a natural and inevitable response 

to virtually anything that is new or different” (Freedman, 1997, p. 53-4). Freedman supported 

using mental models of change that work with resistance rather than ignoring it or wishing it 

away. This type of strategy invites a more flexible, complex and rigorous analysis of change. 

 Mental models of change are “deeply held images of how the world works, images 

that limit us to familiar ways of thinking and acting. Very often, we are not consciously 

aware of our mental models or the effects they have on our behaviour” (Senge, 1990, p. 8). 

Senge advocated a shift in the way that people thought about change and those involved in 

the process: 
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“…from seeing parts to seeing wholes, from seeing people as helpless reactors to 

seeing them as active participants in shaping their reality, from reacting to the present 

to creating the future” (Senge, 1990, p. 69). 

Senge (1990) encouraged people in organisations to think differently and examine their 

organisations’ overt and covert values and beliefs. In a similar vein, Argyris and Schön 

(1974) had presented a theory to uncover hidden mindsets and avoid covert patterns of 

thinking and behaviour. They argued that to learn new ways a person had to undergo a 

process of uncovering real motivations for behaviour. Argyris and Schön (1974) referred to 

this as ‘double loop’ learning. When governing variables and implicit assumptions were 

exposed, new ways of thinking and behaving became possible. However, because of defence 

mechanisms often in place to protect people, professions, and organisations from such 

exposure, reconceptualisation could be very hard to achieve. Reconceptualisation, for 

example, occurred when a practitioner (a lawyer, a medical professional, an architect) 

developed the capacity to move from ‘expert’ to ‘reflective practitioner’ when their 

professional competence was questioned. An ‘expert’ may think, “I am presumed to know, 

and must claim to do so, regardless of my own uncertainty”, whereas a ‘reflective 

practitioner’ would think, “I am presumed to know, but I am not the only one in the situation 

to have relevant and important knowledge. My uncertainties may be the source of learning 

for me and them” (Schön, 1983, p. 300). According to Schön (1983), the reflective 

practitioner was able to manage potentially embarrassing or threatening situations as he/she 

had gained additional insight into the assumptions that could maintain existing behaviours 

or facilitate new learning. 

Interested leaders, managers and change agents have been encouraged to diagnose 

and address covert change processes that have sabotaged or limited organisational change 
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(Keegan & Lahey, 2009; Marshak, 2006; Freedman, 1997). Keegan and Lahey (2009) 

detailed strategies to realise the potential of change at individual, collective and whole-

organisation levels (2009). For example, the leadership team of a school district in California 

supported a student body that was over 80 per cent Latino and relatively poor. The 

professional team was over 80 per cent white. They were taken through a process to identify 

and address an issue of collective immunity to change in the district. They worked through 

several iterations of the process to collectively decide on (1) a collective commitment, (2) 

what they were doing or not doing instead of their collective commitment, (3) their collective 

hidden competing commitment and (4) their collective big assumption. They agreed: 

(1) We are committed to accelerating the rate of academic achievement of our English 

Language Learners (ELLs). 

(2) We do not hold high expectations for ELLs. 

(3) We are committed to…protecting our students by not being too demanding of 

them. 

(4) We assume if we really did push our students they would not succeed…we would 

feel terrible for them and personally defeated (Keegan & Lahey, 2009, p. 97). 

The process uncovered how the District leadership team worked against their genuine 

commitment to ELLs. They were positioned to openly examine their assumption that pushing 

ELLs would actually lead to failure (Keegan & Lahey, 2009). This approach exemplified 

another way of identifying new ways of thinking about and implementing change.  

 Literature on employees’ reactions to organisational change indicated that change and 

responses to it were complex and multidimensional (Turner et al., 2009; By Todnem, 2005; 

Bamford & Forrester, 2003). Despite a diversity of change models, really successful change 

remained elusive (Herold & Fedor, 2008). The application of models of change suggested 
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that employees’ reactions to change have often been characterised negatively. However, 

complex planned and emergent models of change revealed that employees’ reactions were 

not necessarily resistant. Earlier access to information may make a difference, as typically, 

leaders and managers already know what changes are planned and they have assimilated the 

changes (Fullan, 2000). Similarly, McKinley and Scherer (2000) commented that one of the 

unintended consequences of organisational restructuring was a gap between “the cognitions 

of top managers and those of their subordinates” (McKinley & Scherer, 2000, p. 736). Those 

leading change may not have considered that they have had months or even years to make 

sense of an impending change whereas their employees have not and consequently, their 

employees may also require time to adjust and adapt to the proposed change. 

Key ideas relevant to the provisional framework 

The major points emerging from the literature on change that may be pertinent to the 

construction of an interim framework of teachers’ commitment to change appear to be:  

• Explanations of the lack of success of change initiatives (Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 

2007; Van Tonder, 2006; Probst & Raisch, 2005; Sorge & Van Witteloostuijn, 2004)  

• Perspectives of resistance to change - rational (Mento, Jones, & Dirndorfer, 2002; 

Scott & Jaffe, 1998), irrational (Bovey & Hede, 2001; Ford, Ford, & d’Amelio, 2008) 

and unanticipated consequences of change (Fullan, 2000; McKinley & Scherer, 2000) 

• Multidimensional models of readiness to change (Piderit, 2000; Barker, 1994; 

Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; Beckhard & Pritchard, 1992; Freedman, 

1987)  

• Thinking about change - intentions and actions (Ajzen, Brown, & Carvajal, 2004); 

continuous learning ideas (Senge, 1990; Argyris &	  Schön, 1974; Schön, 1983; 

Marshak, 2006; Keegan & Lahey, 2009)  
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This study is focused on teachers’ commitment to educational reform in one high 

school. In section two of this chapter it was noted that the concept of teachers’ commitment 

was well-researched but teachers’ commitment to change was not. In section three there was 

a focus on models of change and employees’ responses to change that could inform the 

proposed study. In the next section there is a discussion of the concept of employees’ 

commitment to change. First, employees’ commitment to the entire organisation is examined; 

second, the concept of ‘commitment to change’ is reviewed and third, predictors of 

employees’ commitment to change are considered.  

Organisational Commitment   

Organisational commitment has been focused on employees’ views of their 

attachment to their organisation as a whole. Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) defined it as 

“the relative strength of an individual’s identification with, and involvement in a particular 

organisation” (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982, p. 226). As previously noted in the section 

on teachers’ commitment, commitment was characterised as (1) belief in and acceptance of 

organisational goals and values, (2) a willingness to exhort effort on behalf of the 

organisation and (3) a strong desire to maintain membership of the organisation (Mowday et 

al., 1982). Employees’ personal values were assumed to be intertwined with the goals of the 

organisation for these reasons. Commitment was perceived as a multidimensional construct 

that predicted organisational behaviours such as turnover, absenteeism, job satisfaction and 

job performance. Hence, commitment could be inferred by the behaviour of employees 

(Mowday et al., 1982; Cohen, 1993).  

Meyer and Allen (1991) defined organisational commitment as a psychological state 

or mind-set that increased the chances that an employee would retain their membership of an 
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organisation (Meyer & Allen, 1991). They distinguished among multiple components of 

organisational commitment: affective commitment (desire to stay), continuance commitment 

(perceived cost of leaving) and normative commitment (perceived obligation to remain). The 

three-component theory was empirically supported and employees were found to experience 

varying combinations of the three components simultaneously. An individual, at any one 

time, may reflect varying degrees of commitment of all dimensions (Crosswell & Elliott, 

2001; Tsui & Cheng, 1999; Graham, 1996) and thus organisational commitment was seen as 

a multidimensional construct. 

Commitment to change 

Given that organisational leaders tended to assume that employees’ acceptance and 

support of change influenced the success of change (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999), different 

reactions to change have been studied in the literature including: resistance to change (Bovey 

& Hede, 2001; Coghlan, 1993), openness to change (Chawla & Kelloway, 2004; Wanberg & 

Banas, 2000), and readiness for change (Peach et al., 2005; Jones et al., 2004; Armenakis et 

al., 1993). Researchers have also investigated the importance of commitment to change on 

organisational initiatives.  

Commitment to change differed from openness or readiness to change as it 

represented “a behavioural intention to work toward success of the change rather than just 

reflecting a favourable disposition toward it” (Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold, 2006, p. 3). 

Several studies have emphasised the importance of commitment in employees’ support for 

change initiatives (Fedor & Herold, 2004; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Connor & Patterson, 

1982). A lack of commitment by employees was “the most prevalent factor contributing to 

failed change projects” according to Connor and Patterson (1982, p. 18). Similarly, Fedor and 



	  

	  

45	  

Herold, (2004) stated that “the key elements in determining the success of organisational 

changes are the attitudes and behaviours of the individuals charged with the implementation” 

(Fedor & Herold, 2004, p. 1). 

Despite the reputed importance of commitment to change, limited research has been 

directed to its definition, measurement or effects. Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) studied 

individuals’ support for change as a product of both organisational commitment and 

commitment to change. The study was based on Meyer and Allen’s (1991) three-component 

model of organisational commitment previously referred to.  

Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) examined psychological dimensions of commitment to 

change. They argued that a three-component model could describe other forms of workplace 

commitment such as commitment to a team/unit, a supervisor or the job. Commitment to 

change was described as affective, normative, and continuance commitment. They defined it 

as: 

“a force (mind set) that binds an individual to a course of action deemed necessary 

for the successful implementation of a change initiative” (Herscovitch & Meyer, 

2002, p. 475).  

Results indicated that commitment to change was distinguishable from organisational 

commitment. Also, the relationship between commitment to change and employees’ support 

for a change initiative was stronger than that between organisational commitment and 

employees’ support for a change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002).  

Cunningham (2006) applied Herscovitch and Meyer’s (2002) commitment to change 

scale in an investigation of relationships among commitment to change, coping with change, 

and turnover intentions. Data from 229 employees of 10 university departments that were 
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undergoing significant change were examined. Cunningham determined that affective 

commitment to change and turnover intentions were fully mediated by coping with change. 

However, the remaining portion of unexplained variance suggested that factors besides 

coping with change such as personal demographics and factors specific to the organisation 

also influenced commitment to change in the focus organization (Cunningham, 2006).  

Unlike studies derived from Herscovitch and Meyer (2002), some studies of 

commitment to change focused on individuals’ behavioural intent (Piderit, 2000). Piderit 

found that intentions were important indicators for a specific change. Fedor and Herold 

(2006) selected intentions as a representation of commitment as they were empirically linked 

with actual behaviour (Ajzen, 1987). They investigated the impact of organisational change 

on employees’ commitment to a specific change. The highest levels of commitment occurred 

when major changes were occurring at the work unit level, when the change was considered 

to be a good thing for the work unit members, but where the demands placed on an individual 

were considered low. They found that individuals were highly committed to change when 

they were not significantly affected by it, and lowly committed when they were unfavourably 

affected. Also, they noted that where particular employees had a disproportionate amount of 

change they might also have lower commitment-related outcomes. If they were the most 

talented or critical employees, such lower-commitment might cause unwanted problems both 

for the organisation and for them. Fedor and Herold (2006) concluded that they needed to 

consider commitment to change at individual, work unit and entire organisation levels (Fedor 

& Herold, 2006).  

A multilevel investigation of 553 employees’ commitment to change confirmed that 

commitment to change was multi-layered and that contextual and personal factors predicted 
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significantly employees’ commitment to change (Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007). 

Commitment to change was defined not only as: 

“…positive attitudes toward the change but also alignment with the change, intentions 

to support it, and a willingness to work on behalf of its successful implementation” 

(Herold at el., 2007, p. 943). 

Their study deliberately focused on change at an individual level rather than at a macro-level. 

They considered that literatures dealing with change management practices and processes 

were well documented and basically noncontroversial. However, they argued that regardless 

of what was purportedly known about change management, many change initiatives failed to 

meet expectations. Therefore, they contended that an emphasis on change management 

“obscured other factors that ultimately shape people’s reactions to change” (Herold et al., 

2007, p. 942). The other individual-level factors that they examined were the extent to which 

individual difference (change self-efficacy) and other changes going on in the setting at the 

same time (change turbulence) were associated with individuals’ commitment to change. 

Herold et al. (2007) concluded that: 

“context and people matter, beyond the what and how of change” (Herold et al., 

2007, p. 948).  

They suggested that change research needed to include the context within which a change 

occurred and the interaction of individuals’ characteristics in that context (Herold et al., 

2007).  

Herold et al’s (2007) comparatively complex, multidimensional model of employees’ 

commitment to change, which incorporated personal and contextual influences on change 

may be relevant to an investigation of teachers’ commitment to change. The key points that 
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have emerged from the literature on teachers’ commitment to change and organisational 

change management, suggest that features of this employees’ model could be incorporated 

into a provisional framework of teachers’ commitment to change.  

 

Self- efficacy  

Another important factor in the analysis of change is self-efficacy. Self-efficacy has 

been defined as the belief in one’s ability to execute successfully a certain course of 

behaviour (Bandura, 1991). However, it could be difficult to study beliefs empirically 

(Pajares, 1992). Bandura (1993) contended that self-efficacy was a belief sub-construct. He 

claimed that individuals monitor the amount of effort they devoted to something in 

accordance with the effects they expected their actions to have. Consequently, their 

behaviour was better predicted from their beliefs than from the actual consequences of their 

actions. Thus, one approach to studying the influence of individuals’ beliefs might be to infer 

the impact of their intentions and actions toward a change by investigating self-efficacy. 

Bandura has argued that self-efficacy was significantly and positively associated with 

future performance. Further, it was thought to be a significant variable in goal setting and 

goal commitment (Busch, Fallan, & Pettersen, 1988; Locke & Latham, 1990). Widespread 

research has also established connections between self-efficacy and behaviour. For example, 

self-efficacy affected the choices people made and the energy invested into tasks 

(Hodgkinson & Healey, 2007; Busch et al., 1998). In organisational settings, self-efficacy has 

predicted performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) and job satisfaction (Judge & Bono, 

2001). Moreover, individuals with stronger perceptions of self-efficacy were found to seek 

more challenging tasks, exert more effort in difficult pursuits, persist longer during such 

efforts, endure stress better during very difficult tasks, achieve higher performance outcomes 
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(Parker, Hannah, & Topping, 2006) and buffer stress during the change process (Jimmieson, 

Terry, & Callan, 2004).  

McLeod (1995) investigated self-efficacy in teaching and concluded that it effected 

teaching and students’ results (McLeod, 1995). It has also been identified as a predictor of 

teachers’ commitment (Chan et el., 2008; Bogler & Somech, 2004). According to Bogler and 

Somech (2004), self-efficacy was critical in predicting organisational outcomes. They urged 

principals to build teachers’ commitment to the organisation and to the profession by 

changing teachers’ working conditions so that teachers perceived greater levels of self-

efficacy, competency and status (Bogler & Somech, 2004). Bogler and Somech’s findings 

(2004) suggest that consideration of teachers’ self-efficacy may also be pertinent to 

commitment to change research in schools.  

Herold, Fedor and Caldwell (2007) found that self-efficacy was positively related to 

individuals’ commitment to a given change. Research (Judge et al., 1999; Caldwell et al., 

2004) suggested that individuals vary in their capacities to respond to changing demands and 

that these differences can influence individuals’ perceptions of change. Herold et al. (2007) 

defined change self-efficacy as a coping asset for a changing situation, resulting in greater 

commitment or willingness to support a particular change (Herold et al., 2007). Their 

research findings indicated that there were individual differences in people’s change self-

efficacy. They concluded that people who perceived they had the ability to handle change 

“should be less affected by the demands placed on them by workplace changes and thus more 

committed to support such changes than those with low change self-efficacy” (Herold et al., 

2007, p. 934). Given the apparent importance of change self-efficacy, they suggested that 

organisations select individuals on the basis of their capacity or self-perceived confidence to 

deal with change (Herold et al., 2007). As self-efficacy has been found to be an influential 
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factor on teachers’ commitment and a factor that was positively related to individuals’ 

commitment to change (Chan et el., 2008; Herold et al., 2007; Bogler & Somech, 2004), it is 

likely that teachers’ change self-efficacy could influence their commitment to change.  

In this section representations of reactions to change and commitment to change have 

been explored along with research on interconnections among self-efficacy, change self-

efficacy and commitment to change.  

Key ideas relevant to the provisional framework 

Major points from the literature on organisational commitment, commitment to change, and 

self-efficacy have been noted:  

• Organisational commitment defined in psychological terms (Mowday et al., 1979; 

Meyer & Allen, 1991)   

•  Organisational commitment regarded as multidimensional - affective, continuance 

and normative (Mowday et al., 1979, 1981; Meyer & Allen, 1991); individuals can 

hold ambiguous perceptions within and across dimensions (Meyer & Allen, 1991; 

Piderit, 2000) 

• Commitment to change model based on Meyer and Allen’s (1991) model of 

organisational change; multidimensional; distinct from organisational change 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002) 

• Commitment to change model based on individuals’ behavioural intent; 

multidimensional (Piderit, 2000; Ajzen, 1987; Fedor & Herold, 2006)  
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• Multilevel research on personal and contextual influences on employees’ commitment 

to change; emphasis on individual-level rather than macro-level change management 

practices  (Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 2007) 

• Use of self-efficacy to study the influence of individuals’ beliefs on their behavioural 

intentions (Pajares, 1992; Bandura, 1991, 1993) 

• Self-efficacy as a predictor of teachers’ commitment (Chan et al., 2008; Bogler & 

Somech, 2004) 

• Change self-efficacy and employees’ commitment to change (Herold et al., 2007) 

In the following section Aryris and Schön’s (1974) Theory of Action is examined. 

Their work delivered a framework to explain how people approached and actually managed 

change that was apposite to the purpose of the proposed study.  

Theories of Action 

Elmore has argued that the success of educational change is influenced by those 

involved in implementing it (Elmore, 2007). However, there is a complexity across how 

people think, what they say and how they act that makes people factors more challenging to 

conceptualise and research than observations of strategies and practices. Argyris and Schön 

(1974) provided a means of explaining this complexity. They contended that behaviour is 

controlled by theories of action: a set of rules that individuals use to design and implement 

their own behaviour as well as to understand the behaviour of others (Argyris, 1991). These 

ways of behaving tend to be routine and occur without conscious effort. Paradoxically, 

people may be unaware that there is a difference between how they behave and how they 

think they behave.  
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Argyris (1991) found that companies often faced the dilemma inherent in this 

difference when trying to teach smart people to learn. Often successful company 

professionals were confused when facing failure as they had rarely experienced it and could 

not deal with it. He argued that in these situations company professionals often acted 

defensively and ‘blamed’ others as they were unable to examine their own role in a particular 

process and consequently they failed to learn from the situation. As outlined in Chapter 1, 

this is the ‘theory of action’ in which there can be an ‘espoused theory’ and an actual ‘theory-

in use’ that may be contradictory.  

Most theories-in-use were based on a common set of values that in turn influenced 

people’s behaviour in a number of ways. These included remaining in unilateral control; 

maximising ‘winning’ and minimising ‘losing’; suppressing negative feelings; and being as 

rational as possible – which meant that people defined clear objectives and evaluated their 

behaviour in terms of whether or not they had achieved them (Argyris, 1991, p. 103). These 

values purposively enabled people, such as change-agents and employers, to avoid 

embarrassment, and/or threats to their competency, and they functioned to reinforce a set of 

defensive behaviours that perpetuated individuals’ lack of awareness into their ‘theories-in-

use’ and generally resulted in a lack of learning. Individuals were stuck in a cycle of ‘single-

loop’ learning, unable to tap into new, potentially insightful and innovative ways of thinking 

and behaving (Argyris & Schön, 1974).  

Argyris and Schön’s framework has been applied in organisational and school 

contexts and it provided a way of understanding behaviour. Bolman and Deal (1997), for 

example, contended that managers’ talk was not connected consistently to their actions. 

Typically, managers saw themselves as rational, open-minded, interested in others, and 

concerned for them, not realising that their actions were defensive, controlling and 
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competitive (Bolman & Deal, 1997). They noted that while individual and organisational 

effectiveness depended to some extent on the quality of interpersonal communications, 

theories-in-use behaviour exposed people engaging in self-protective behaviours. Argyris 

(2004) found that in cases where management realised that defensive routines hampered 

flexibility and initiative required in global competition, they attempted to build internal 

commitment by enabling an increase in joint responsibility for defining work requirements, 

for detecting and correcting errors, for greater initiative, and for personal accountability 

(Argyris, 2004). However, even though management espoused these programs, many just 

became fads or failed completely because defensive theory-in-use dominated the design and 

implementation of such programs and so internal commitment was limited and the gap 

between espoused and actual practice remained intact effectively pausing learning (Argyris, 

2004).  

Theory of Action has also been applied in education. Fuhrman (2004) framed school 

performance-based accountability in terms of Argyris and Schön’s Theory of Action (1974). 

The performance accountability system assumes that, when implemented as planned: 

performance or student achievement is the key value or goal of schooling and 

constructing accountability around performance focuses on it…[that] performance is 

accurately and authentically measured by the assessment instruments in use…[that] 

consequences, or stakes, motivate school personnel and students…[that] improved 

instruction and higher levels of performance will result…[and that] unfortunate 

unintended consequences are minimal (Fuhrman, 2004, pp. 7-8).  

These espoused-theories-of-action and theories-in-action do not appear to be aligned 

(Fuhrman, 2004). For example, as outlined in Chapter 1, student achievement levels have 
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continued to be disappointing (Brown & Lauder, 2006; Raywid, 1996), motivation levels 

were lower (Mintrop, 2003), and higher than expected increases in teacher anxiety have been 

observed (Valli & Buese, 2007). In this instance, Fuhrman’s has used a theory of action to 

critique external school accountability and expose the apparent distance between espousal 

and outcomes.  

Argyris and Schön’s (1974) theories provided a framework that could interpret 

incongruities between what people said and what they actually did. Like Guskey (2002), I 

have found that teachers do not respond to educational reforms uniformly. I have used 

Argyris and Schön’s work (1974) to develop a conceptual understanding of this lack of 

uniformity. For example, van Veen, Sleegers, and ven de Ven (2005) examined how 

teachers’ identity can be affected in the context of reform. In a case study, they referred to a 

teacher who described himself as a reform enthusiast willing to invest time and energy and 

always willing to learn. He professed support for the implementation of reading and writing 

portfolios for his subject, but nevertheless experienced “an enormous lack of time to actually 

work with the portfolios” (van Veen et al., 2005, p. 924). According to the teacher, the school 

leaders asserted that resolution of his concern resided with him, “There is nothing we can do 

about it. We’ll have to deal with this in a creative manner” (p. 929). Ultimately, his espoused 

support for the reform was not actualised. The lack of alignment between intention and action 

suggested that the extent of this teacher’s actual commitment to a reform may have been 

influenced by his values and beliefs, personal professional identities and his workplace 

conditions.  

The role of management in this case may have inadvertently compromised the extent 

of the teacher’s commitment to the portfolio work. For example, the use of ‘we’ by school 

management (p. 929) suggested that the school managers viewed themselves as ‘experts’ 
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implementing the reform and not as ‘reflective practitioners’	  (Schön, 1983). In brief, Argyris 

and Schön’s (1974) theories provide a platform for understanding better some of the ways 

that people think about and act on change.  

Key ideas relevant to the provisional framework 

The major points emerging from the literature on ‘theories of action’ appear to be:  

• Behaviour is controlled by ‘theories of action’; gaps between individuals’ ‘espoused’ 

theories and their ‘theories-in-action’; single and double-looped learning (Argyris & 

Schön, 1974; Schön, 1983; Argyris, 2004)  

• Application of ‘theories of action’ in a context of school reform (Fuhrman, 2004; van 

Veen et al., 2005) 

 

  A Provisional Framework of Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs 

The aim of the study was to investigate how teachers commit to educational reform. I 

have discussed educational and organisation change research on individuals’ reactions to 

change, and reviewed my empirical experience of teachers’ attitudes and behaviour using 

Argyris and Schön’s (1974) ‘theories of action’ as a lens. As a result of these investigations I 

am proposing a provisional framework of teachers’ commitment to educational reform. 

Moreover, the discussion of the literature on change also facilitated a focus on empirically 

valid data collection measures that could be utilised to address the research questions posed 

in this study. 

The framework draws on a theory of employees’ commitment to change developed by 

Herold et al. (2007). Their change model was multi-level. It focused on individuals involved 
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in a change initiative, how efficaciously they coped with change personally, and how other 

concurrent, overlapping changes influenced their commitment to the new change. I am 

suggesting that schoolteachers’ and employees have similar responses to change. Also, I am 

proposing that teachers’ commitment to change has multiple layers and that personal and 

contextual factors found to influence employees’ commitment to change are also likely to 

influence teachers’ change decisions. The concepts informing the provisional framework to 

teachers’ commitment to change are outlined in the schemata in Appendix 1. 

At a pragmatic level, the multi-layered reality of teachers’ work was implied in the 

teaching contract negotiated between the New York City Department of Education 

(NYCDOE) and the United Federation of Teachers (UFT). Article 7 Programs, Assignments 

and Teaching Conditions in Schools and Programs (Teachers contract 2007-2009) delineated 

Professional Activity Options in Section 6 agreed to by the NYCDOE and the UFT. Circular 

6 in the contract required teachers to attend two 42-minute after-school meetings a month 

between October and May. One was designated as a Faculty meeting and the second as a 

departmental meeting. Also, teachers were allocated one teaching period a day as a 

professional period. This period was to be used for a professional activity such as common 

planning of curriculum units and assessments. Hence, the contract between the NYCDOE 

and the UFT prescribed tasks and roles for teachers that implied that teachers had more than a 

single classroom role.  

 In the provisional framework a multi-layered conceptualisation of teachers’ 

commitment to change was adopted. The construct of teachers’ commitment to change was 

based on employees’ commitment to change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2003). Herscovitch and 

Meyer (2003) explained commitment to change as “a mind-set that binds individuals to a 

course of action deemed necessary for the successful implementation of a change initiative” 
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(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2003, p. 475). In this study, teachers’ commitment to change was 

defined in these terms.  

In the literature teachers were presumed to have multiple roles (Sarason, 1998; 

Mintrop, 2003). For example, they teach students, work with colleagues informally, plan 

alone and with others, and attend professional meetings. Valli and Buese (2007) described 

what it was that teachers did as a “multidimensional, dynamic construct” (p. 522). As 

indicated in Chapter 1, teachers worked hard, differently and increasingly in collaborative 

teams as a consequence of performance accountability (O’Day, 2004). Their work extended 

beyond the classroom (Valli & Buese, 2007) and therefore, teachers were presumed to have 

multiple roles at different levels within a school. Each of the roles identified in this proposed 

framework was informed by relevant literature. 

In the provisional framework teachers’ commitment to SLCs is multi-layered to 

reflect the multiple roles that teachers have in the school. I have included four distinct roles 

that teachers perform in SLCs: a school-wide role, a professional role, for example, as a 

member of the Science Department and as a member of a Small Learning Community, a role 

for informal work with colleagues, and a role as a classroom teacher. Each role is outlined 

below.  

Teachers have a role as members of the school Faculty. Teachers’ school-wide 

commitment was based on the concept of organisational commitment that was defined as a 

binding of an employee to the entire organisation (Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979; Ford, 

Weissbein, & Plamondon, 2003). Organisational change researchers differentiated between 

two types of organisational commitment: attitudinal and calculated organisational 

commitment.  
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Attitudinal organisational commitment was the relative strength of a person’s 

identification with an organisation in which they were employed. It was characterised by at 

least three factors: a) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organisation’s goals and values; 

b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organisation; and c) a strong 

desire to maintain membership in the organisation (Mowday et al., 1982, p. 27).  

Calculated organisational commitment referred to an individual’s bond to a company 

as they had ‘invested’ in it, via a pension or superannuation plan for example, and could not 

afford to be separated from it (Mathieu, & Zajac, 1990). Teachers’ turnover, absenteeism, 

and retention figures and teachers’ values and beliefs seemed to reflect aspects of attitudinal 

commitment. These attitudinal pointers have been identified as predictors of teachers’ 

commitment (Day, Elliot, & Kingston, 2005; Woods & Weasmer, 2002; Farber, 1984). 

Furthermore, teachers’ pension entitlements appeared comparable to calculated 

organisational commitment. Hence, the concept of organisational commitment has informed 

the definition of school-wide teachers’ commitment used in this research. 

Teachers also have roles as members of formal and informal groups. Teachers’ 

commitment at a professional and a collegial level were included in the proposed framework 

to reflect teachers’ work in two discrete group roles. Teachers work in professional groups 

during departmental meetings, SLC meetings and professional development activities and 

they can also engage voluntarily and informally with colleagues. These are different roles. 

Teachers’ professional learning work entails concerted action that is not a requirement of 

voluntary, informal collegial work (DuFour, Eaker & DuFour, 2005).  

Teachers’ professional learning has been studied in terms of social capital theory. 

According to Coleman (1988) social capital was defined by its function:  
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It is not a single entity but a variety of different entities, with two elements in 

common: they all consist of some aspect of social structures, and they facilitate 

certain actions of actors – whether persons or corporate actors - within the 

structure…social capital is productive, making possible the achievement of certain 

ends that in its absence would not be possible (Coleman, 1988, p. S98).  

The concept of social capital in school settings is quite well established. For example, 

professional development was found to be most successful when the school had a 

professional community that allowed teachers to collaborate (Newmann, King, & Young, 

2000; Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996). Similarly, Uekawa, Zhang, and Aladjem, (2005) 

examined social capital as a mediating variable between school reform and academic 

achievement. They focused on professional meetings and measured the degree to which 

teachers were socially connected to one another over professional matters. Data were 

available from 469 American schools in 2002 and 2004. Results indicated that (1) teachers’ 

capacity to learn collectively and to solve problems increased when teachers’ worked 

together and (2) social capital was an important source for positive outcomes in school 

reforms. For the purposes of this study, teachers’ commitment to change at the professional 

group level was defined and operationalised in terms of Uekawa et al.’s (2005) concept of a 

professional learning community.  

The concept of teachers’ commitment at the collegial level adopted in this study was 

based on collective efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004; Bandura, 1997). Bandura 

defined collective efficacy as “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organise 

and execute courses of action required to produce given levels of attainment” (Bandura, 

1997, p. 477). Collective teacher efficacy was “the collective self-perception that teachers in 

a school can make an educational difference to their pupils over and above the educational 
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impact of their homes and communities” (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004, p. 3). Collective 

teacher efficacy has been associated with teacher impact on school-based decision-making 

(Goddard, 2002) and on teachers’ willingness to assist one another (Somech & Drach-

Zahavy, 2000). 

The fourth teaching role, teachers’ commitment to change at the individual level was 

defined in terms of individuals’ commitment to change. Fedor et al. (2006) measured 

individuals’ commitment to change in terms of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1991). It was defined 

as “beliefs in one’s ability to mobilise the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of 

action needed to meet given situational demands” (Wood & Bandura, 1989, p. 408). In the 

study, teachers’ commitment to change at the individual level was based on teachers’ self-

efficacy. It referred to a teacher’s judgment of his or her capabilities of getting the desired 

outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among students who could be 

unmotivated and difficult (Hensen, 2001).  

Particular personal and contextual constructs predicted to influence teachers’ attitudes 

and behaviours in the literatures were included in the framework. Herold et al. (2007), Judge 

and Bono (2001), and van den Heuval at al. (2010) found that individuals’ commitment to 

change was influenced by change self-efficacy. Herold et al. (2007) defined change self-

efficacy as a coping asset for a changing situation, resulting in greater commitment or 

willingness to support a particular change (Herold et al., 2007). They argued that individuals 

who felt they coped well with change experienced less fear of failure as a result of a change. 

On the other hand, those who found change difficult indicated reduced levels of support for a 

given change. In the proposed framework, teachers’ change self-efficacy was included as a 

personal influence on teachers’ change decisions and it was defined in terms of change self-

efficacy (Herold et al., 2007).  
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Three concepts focused on the context of the change to SLCs. The contextual 

constructs were included to provide information on what was going on as change was 

implemented. Change turbulence and the significance of the specific change to SLCs were 

included as contextual variables in the original version of the proposed framework. A third 

concept, students’ home lives was added to the framework after initial data collection. Each 

contextual construct is outlined. 

Change turbulence had been a focus of previous research (McKinlay & Scherer, 2000; 

Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). Change turbulence was adopted from Herold, Fedor, and 

Caldwell’s (2007) model. It was referred to as a condition of multiple and overlapping 

changes which reflected “the preponderance of changes going on in an organisation at the 

same time as the focal change – changes that represent additional distractions and adaptation 

demands and thus form an important part of the context for individual’s reactions to focal 

changes” (Herold at al., 2007, p. 944).) They argued that change turbulence reflected the 

reality of organisational life as a new change was introduced into a setting characterised by 

many other changes. They contended that in such an environment even a well-planned 

change could be compromised by a lack of support from affected individuals who were 

already experiencing a surplus of changes (Herold et al., 2007). The above definition of 

change turbulence was applied in the provisional framework of teachers’ commitment to 

SLCs.  

Significance of the change to SLCs was the second contextual variable. It was 

included as a control variable (Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002) to examine the impact of the 

specific change being studied – namely, the restructure of the school into a collection of 

SLCs. This concept measured the impact of the change itself on teachers’ commitment to it at 

individual, group and whole-school levels. The third contextual construct was students’ home 
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lives. Preliminary data analysis suggested that teachers’ commitment to change might be 

influenced by students’ outside-of-school life experiences. This factor was included in the 

interim framework post data collection and not derived from the literature.  

In conclusion, in the proposed framework, teachers’ commitment to change was 

envisaged as a multi-layered factor based on organisational and educational change 

literatures. Particular personal and contextual constructs found to impact employees’ 

commitment to change were predicted to influence the nature of teachers’ commitment to 

change. The framework was perceived as emergent and provisional. Hence, according to this 

provisional framework commitment to change is a multi-layered factor reflecting teachers’ 

multi-faceted roles. In addition, the nature of teachers’ commitment to a school reform is 

influenced by their ability to cope with change, the impact of change turbulence and the 

significance of the change itself. The research questions are outlined below. 

Research Questions 

	  

The purpose of the study was to examine how teachers commit to educational reform 

in the context of NCLB (2002) legislation. The guiding question was:  

What does commitment to change ‘look like’ for teachers changing from a large high 

school into a collection of Small Learning Communities? 

This general question was refined into a series of specific research questions. Each research 

question probed an aspect of the provisional framework that suggested how teachers 

committed to SLCs at the Bronx high school. In this final section the basis of each research 

question in the literature is affirmed:  
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RQ1. To what extent does commitment to a school’s change from one large institution 

to several to Small Learning Communities manifest as a multi-layered construct 

comprised of four separate factors: school-wide, individual, professional, and 

collegial commitment? 

Teachers’ commitment to change was presumed to be a multi-layered construct 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Herold et al., 2006). As indicated in the body of literature on 

teachers’ commitment, teachers enact their work across several roles (Sarason, 1998; 

Mintrop, 2003; Valli & Buese, 2007). At the school being studied, teachers were expected to 

teach independently and to also engage consistently in collaborative work with others. This 

expectation was conveyed in the teachers’ contract (Teachers contract 2007-2009) and 

reiterated in educational research (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005; Newmann, King, & 

Young, 2000; Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1996).  

RQ2. Does teachers’ change self-efficacy influence the nature of the data found in 

response to RQ1?  

Self-efficacy is a repeatedly studied personal resource in educational, clinical and 

organisational settings (Hodgkinson & Healey, 2007). It was found to influence thinking, 

emotions and actions (van den Heuvel et al., 2010). For example, the literature showed that 

individuals varied in perceptions of their capability to cope with change (Caldwell et al., 

2004; Judge & Bono, 2001) and individual differences in change-related efficacy were found 

to influence individuals’ commitment to change (Herold at al., 2007). Therefore, teachers’ 

perceptions of change self-efficacy were included to examine the influence of change-related 

efficacy on teachers’ reactions to change. I thought this was important for several reasons: the 

majority of change research has focused at a macro-level (Turner et al., 2009; By Todnem, 
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2005), the role of the individual in successful change implementation was not as widely 

studied (van den Heuvel et al., 2010; Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999) and because individuals’ 

behaviour had been identified as a determinant in the success of many organisational change 

initiatives (Herold & Fedor, 2008; Connor & Patterson, 1982).   

RQ3. Do teachers’ perceptions of change turbulence within the school influence the 

nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 

The concept of change turbulence was established in organisational literature 

(McKinley & Scherer, 2000; Armenakis & Bedian, 1999). Herold et al. (2007) used change 

turbulence to characterise an organisation’s internal environment to help explain employees’ 

commitment towards a particular change. This concept was incorporated into the proposed 

framework as the restructure to SLCs signalled a new change that coincided and overlapped 

with other school reforms. Herold et al. (2007) found that a context of persistent change may 

detract from employees’ commitment to an additional one.  

The concept of change turbulence was implied but not explicitly discussed in 

educational change literature. For example, Kennedy (2010) considered ‘reform fatigue’. She 

noted that reforms might require teachers to adjust and adapt their teaching routines and 

strategies. She contended that education bureaucrats and administrators changed instructional 

systems that teachers worked within. Each change could result in teachers’ attention being 

pulled in new directions “to accommodate the school’s new zero tolerance policy, the new 

lesson length…additional training programs…meetings. When the new ideas are both 

voluminous and time-consuming, teachers can suffer from reform fatigue” (Kennedy, 2010, 

p. 596). Kennedy’s (2010) comments reinforced my decision to include change turbulence as 

a concept predicted to influence teachers’ commitment to SLCs.  
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RQ4. Do teachers’ perceptions of the significance of the change to Small Learning 

Communities influence the nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 

This question examined whether the focus change itself – restructuring to SLCs – 

affected significantly teachers’ perceptions of how they worked. Previously the school had a 

traditional comprehensive structure in which teachers were attached to a single content-area 

department, such as science. As indicated in the first section of this chapter, SLCs at this 

school were structured as schools-within-schools. Therefore, instead of working in a school 

of 4,500 students, teachers worked in one or two SLCs of 300 to 800 students. Consequently, 

science teachers who had worked together in the same content department became members 

of cross-disciplinary SLCs teams. The move to SLCs implied that all teachers were working 

in a different way. Hence, this research question assessed teachers’ perceptions of how 

significant the change was on their work at the school. It was derived from Herscovitch and 

Meyer’s change-significance measure (2002). This research question was included to directly 

address the implication that the restructure required teachers to change their modus operandi. 

RQ5. Do the home lives of students influence the nature of the data found in response 

to RQ1? 

Unlike the other research questions, this question was added after the data were 

collected and therefore, it was not addressed directly in the literature review. The decision to 

include this fifth question is explained in the quantitative data analysis section of Chapter 3. 

 

Summary 

In this chapter I examined how teachers’ commitment to change in general and to 

SLCs in particular was represented in educational and organisational literatures. Initially, 
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SLCs were briefly reviewed, as SLCs were the educational reform investigated in this study. 

To develop an understanding of teachers’ commitment to SLCs the concept of teachers’ 

commitment was considered. It was well established in the literature and characterised as a 

complex, multidimensional phenomenon (Elliott & Croswell, 2001; Mowday et al., 1979). It 

was evident that teachers’ commitment to change had not been researched widely in 

educational change studies and therefore, organisational change literature was also examined 

to develop a better understanding of the concept of commitment to change. 

 Models of change, organisational commitment and employees’ commitment were 

investigated. This facilitated consideration of employees’ psychological reactions to change, 

such as resistance to change, readiness for change and commitment to change. It also guided 

conceptualisation of teachers’ commitment to change and possible means of data collection. 

A possible relationship between teachers’ commitment to change and change self-efficacy 

was discussed along with particular contextual concepts found to influence employees’ 

commitment to a specific change. It was evident that the concepts of commitment to change 

and employees’ commitment to change were characterised as both complex and multifaceted 

(By Todnem, 2005; Bamford & Forrester, 2003; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Finally, 

Argyris and Schön (1974) framed an understanding of teachers’ reactions to change.  

 A provisional framework of teachers’ commitment to change has been proposed that 

is derived from educational and organisational change literatures. The individual-level focus 

of the study helps to address the apparent need for more person-oriented research into 

reactions to change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; van den Heuvel, 2010) at a time when the 

majority of change initiatives are disappointing (Van Tonder, 2005; Marshak, 2006; Herold 

& Fedor, 2008). 



	  

	  

67	  

The purpose of this research was to investigate what commitment to change looked 

like for teachers changing from a large comprehensive high school into SLCs. It was a single 

case study undertaken using mixed-method research in which a quantitative survey was 

combined with qualitative teacher interviews. The justification for using a mixed-method 

approach is discussed in Chapter 3. 
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Chapter 3 

Method 
	  

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ commitment to educational 

reform in one school in the context of No Child Left Behind (2002) legislation. A mixed-

methods approach was utilised in this research to gain an understanding of teachers’ 

commitment to change. Mixed-method refers to the collection, analysis, mixing, and drawing 

of inferences from both quantitative and qualitative data in a single inquiry (Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2007). The quantitative data component was based on a questionnaire that aimed 

to provide objective data to inform this study while the qualitative component consisted of 

semi-structured interviews that were designed to provide rich, subjective information on 

some teachers’ perspectives of their commitment to change.  

In this chapter I have justified the use of mixed-methods inquiry to investigate the 

research questions and explained the methods of data collection and analysis used.  

To investigate the nature of teachers’ commitment to change the following research 

questions were examined:  

RQ1. To what extent does commitment to a school’s change from one large institution 

to several to Small Learning Communities manifest as a multi-layered construct 

comprised of four separate factors: school-wide, individual, professional, and 

collegial commitment? 

RQ2. Does teachers’ change self-efficacy influence the nature of the data found in 

response to RQ1?  
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RQ3. Do teachers’ perceptions of change turbulence within the school influence the 

nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 

RQ4. Do teachers’ perceptions of the significance of the change to Small Learning 

Communities influence the nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 

RQ5. Do the home lives of students influence the nature of the data found in response 

to RQ1? 

Quantitative and Qualitative Paradigms  

Mixed-methods research has evolved in the context of contested relationships 

between the quantitative and qualitative paradigms. A paradigm is a worldview that guides 

the investigator in “choices of method, and ontologically (the nature of reality) and 

epistemologically (how we gain and think about knowledge of what we know) fundamental 

ways” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000, p. 195). Lincoln (1990) argued that there were 

irreconcilable differences between paradigm purists on axiological, ontological, 

epistemological, rhetorical and methodological grounds. However, Reichardt and Rallis 

(1994) contended that the two paradigms could be reconciled. They pointed to commonalities 

in basic values, including belief in the value of inquiry, the theory of facts, that reality was 

multiple and constructed, in the fallibility of knowledge, and in the under-determination of 

theory by fact.  

Although mixed-methods have been acknowledged as a third research method 

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Johnson & Turner, 2003; Morse, 2003), unresolved issues 

surrounding “basic definitions, research designs, and how to draw inferences in mixed-

method research” remain (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, p. 101). For example, a researcher’s 

design requires him/her to learn multiple research methods and approaches and to 
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comprehend how to integrate them appropriately (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 

Moreover, when inferences are drawn from mixed-methods research, it is presumed that the 

convergence and corroboration of findings will lead to more compelling findings than would 

have been produced by any single method alone (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; 

Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2004).  

Greene, Caracelli, and Graham (1989) contended that mixed-methods practice needed 

a meaningful conceptual framework. They also contended that a lack of clarity in mixed-

method design resulted in quite different mixed-method designs being used for the “common 

proclaimed purpose of triangulation” and that “such practice muddies the concept of 

triangulation as originally construed” (p. 255).  

I was aware of the importance of conceptual clarity (Greene et al., 1989) and I was 

convinced that a mixed-methods approach was justified in this study. I adopted Johnson and 

Turner’s (2003) suggestion that researchers should collect multiple data using different 

strategies, approaches, and methods in such a way that the resulting mixture would be likely 

to result in “complementary strengths and non-overlapping weaknesses” (Johnson & Turner, 

2003, p. 299).  

In this study mixed-methods served two purposes. One was to corroborate data across 

methods to enhance validity and help offset the inherent biases in the quantitative and the 

qualitative studies. This triangulation argument “requires that two or more methods be used 

intentionally to assess the same conceptual phenomenon, be therefore implemented 

simultaneously, and, to preserve their counteracting biases, also be implemented 

independently” (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p. 256). The second purpose was 

complementarity as the quantitative and qualitative methods were used to measure 
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overlapping but different facets of a phenomenon, yielding an enriched, elaborated 

understanding of that phenomenon (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989, p. 258).  

Therefore, mixed-methods inquiry enabled me to develop “an overall conclusion, 

explanation or understanding…through an integration of the inferences obtained from the 

qualitative and quantitative strands” (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, p.101). The design of this 

study combined the purposes of triangulation and complementarity (Greene & Caracelli, 

1997) to enhance validity in a concurrent strategy (Creswell, 2008) to construct a negotiated 

account of what the studies meant together (Bryman, 2007). 

Mixed-methods research has been undertaken in educational research for many years 

(e.g. Sieber, 1973), and it has grown in popularity (Rocco et al., 2003; Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Sammons et al., 2007). For instance, Day, Flores, and Viana (2007) 

utilised questionnaires and focus group interviews to identify teachers’ levels of motivation, 

commitment, job satisfaction and self-efficacy and whether these had been affected by 

government policies (Day, Flores, & Viana, 2007). 

This study has been designed as a single case study, which is an empirical inquiry that 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real life context (Yin, 2006). Therefore, it 

has recognisable boundaries that define what the case is and what it is not. Moreover, “a 

mixed-methods approach within the confines of a single study can simultaneously broaden 

and strengthen the study (Yin, 2006, p.41). Case studies have been used in educational 

research for many years. In the 1970s, Stephen Ball (1981) utilised a single case study in his 

investigation of Beachside Comprehensive school in England and applied participant 

observation and interview techniques (Ball, 1981). Case studies are an established design in 

educational research (e.g. Stoldosky & Grossman, 2000; Elliot & Croswell, 2002; Day, 

Elliot, & Kington, 2005; van Vleen et al., 2005; Day, 2007; Yin, 2009; Johnson & 
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Chrispeels, 2010). This research used a mixed-methods approach and it was confined to a 

single case study of one high school in the Bronx.  

The Researcher’s Worldview 

 The question of worldview in mixed-methods research referred to the “sensibility of 

mixing paradigms while mixing methods” (Greene & Caracelli, 2003, p. 94). In practice, the 

philosophy underpinning the mixed-methods inquiry may or may not be important to the 

researcher (Greene & Caracelli, 2003, p. 94). Paradigms were not generally central to inquiry 

decisions, “rather, what matters most is responsiveness to the demands of the inquiry 

context” (p. 96). The strategy of the philosophical pragmatist was to ignore the “tyranny…of 

the epistemological over the practical,” adopting instead “a mutual adjustment between the 

two such that practice is neither static nor unreflective nor subject to the one-way dictates of 

a wholly abstract paradigm” (Howe, 1988, p. 13).  

 Howe’s view (1988, p. 13) resonated with my articulation of pragmatic inquiry as my 

professional practice is both pragmatic and reflective. Most of my professional activities over 

the last 35 years as teacher, guidance counsellor, employee advisor, principal personnel 

officer, educational consultant and organisational psychologist have been concerned with 

social, cultural, financial and political issues impacting on educational opportunities for 

disadvantaged or at risk indigenous or immigrant communities and their teaching workforce, 

in Papua New Guinea, the Torres Strait in Australia, and the Bronx in New York. Currently I 

am an education consultant at several urban public schools in New York. This work focuses 

on building educators’ instructional capacity and supporting school leaders to plan and 

implement school change. A consistent ideological theme in my professional life is a strong 

concern to improve society by providing the best possible knowledge about its pressing 

educational issues and supporting practitioners to understand and address these issues. My 



	  

	  

73	  

experience as a consultant in New York City schools has demonstrated the importance of 

practicality and risk-taking at times and methodical adherence to policy and processes at 

other times when strategically warranted. Thus, I brought a pragmatic, philosophical stance to 

the research study. I saw value in mixing deductive and inductive thinking in the 

investigation of teachers’ commitment to change, with a focus on the consequences of the 

research, and a conviction that the research questions were much more important than the 

multiple methods of data collection and data analysis.      

I have deliberately written some sections of this study in the first-person to enable me 

to communicate “the inquirer’s self-aware role in the inquiry” (Patton, 2002, p. 65).  

 In summary, the purpose of this study was to investigate how teachers committed to 

change. Mixed-method inquiry was justified as different but complementary data were 

collected on a proposed framework of teachers’ commitment to change in order to add clarity 

to that framework. The quantitative study used a questionnaire to test the propositions that 

teachers’ commitment to SLCs was multi-layered, that teachers’ change self-efficacy, their 

perceptions of change-turbulence and the significance of the change to SLCs would influence 

teachers’ commitment to SLCs. In the qualitative study semi-structured interviews were 

conducted to explore teachers’ beliefs and actions that influenced their commitment to SLCs. 

Quantitative Method 

 Teachers’ commitment to an educational reform at one high school was investigated 

in this quantitative study. In this section the data collection and analysis strategies are 

explained.  
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Data Collection 

The site of the study was a large, urban, underperforming high school in the Bronx. 

This school had approximately 4,500 students from Grade 9 through Grade 12 at the time of 

the study. About ninety-five per cent of the school’s population was either of Afro-American 

(approximately 30%) or Hispanic background (approximately 65%). The student body 

included 20% who were new learners of English and 15% who had been assessed as special 

education students. Boys accounted for 48% of the population and girls 52%. The average 

attendance rate for the school year in which the data were collected was 79%. The school was 

in receipt of Title 1 funding with 70% eligibility. Title 1 is designed to help educate 

disadvantaged students – those with low academic achievement attending schools serving 

high poverty areas (US General Accounting Office, 2002). 

Four years prior to this study, this school had been deemed by the New York State 

Department of Education to be a School in Need of Improvement under the Restructuring 

Section (Title I, Section 1116(b)(8)) of the No Child Left Behind Act. To improve students’ 

Annual Yearly Progress the principal took a decision, in consultation with the regional 

superintendent and teachers at the school, to restructure the school into SLCs. This study 

investigated the commitment of the teachers to the new school structure. 

Sample  

 Purposive sampling was used in this study (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2006). The target 

population consisted of teachers and administrators at the restructured high school. At the 

time of the study, there were 280 teachers at the school and approximately 30 professional 

staff (administrators, guidance counsellors, attendance teachers). Sample size was determined 

according to Linacre’s (1994) recommendation that it should be consistent with a power 

calculation based on Raschian principles. The questionnaire for this study had 46 items and a 
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5-point Likert scale. This meant that possible total raw scores ranged from 46 to 230, which 

implied a preferred minimal sample requirement of 230 participants. 

Participants 

Participants provided information on gender, age range, education level, years of 

teaching, years of teaching at the school, subject area taught and the percentage of 

participants who were Teaching Fellows. A Teaching Fellow enters teaching with an 

undergraduate degree and earns a Master of Education qualification over a two-year period 

while teaching fulltime (New York City Department of Education, n.d).  

Of the 260 submitted questionnaires 44.2% of informants were from males and 55.8% 

were from females. Several informants (17.5%) were under 30 years, nearly a quarter were 

between 31 and 40 years, 22.2% were aged between 41 and 50 years, and over a third were 

over 51 years of age.  

A Masters in Education qualification was the highest qualification held by 89.2% of 

informants. Approximately 3.5% held a doctoral level qualification, 6.2% held a graduate 

degree, 0.8% held an honours degree, and 0.4% held a post graduate degree other than a 

Masters degree. 

Approximately 22.7% of informants had taught up to 5 years, 21.5% had taught 

between 6 – 10 years, 12% between 11- 15 years, 17.6% between 16-20 years, 11.6% 

between 21-25 years, 11.9% between 26-30 years, and 2.7% had taught for 31 years or more.  

Around 41.5% had been teaching at the school for 0-5 years, 34.3% had been at the 

school for 6-10 years, 12.7% between 11-15 years, 6.5% between 16-20 years, 4.8% between 

21-25 years, and 0.2% had been teaching at the school between 26-30 years. 
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Teaching Fellows comprised 13.8% (36 teachers) of the informants.  

Approximately 15% of the informants were Mathematics teachers, 21.2% were 

English teachers, 18.8% were Science teachers, 14.6% were Social Science teachers, 12.7% 

were either teachers of a Foreign Language or teachers of English as a Second Language, 

6.2% were teachers of Physical Education, 10.8% were Special Education teachers, 2.7% 

were teachers of Art or Music, and 17.3% identified as Other which included Assistant 

Principals, attendance teachers, and guidance counsellors.  

Table 1 
 
Summary of some of the attributes of the questionnaire sample 
 
Attribute Professional characteristics 
Gender Male Female      
 44.2% 55.8%      
        
Age range 20-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-75   
 17.5% 24.1% 22% 30% 6.2%   
        
Qualification 
 

Graduate 
degree 

Honours 
degree 

Post 
Graduate 

Masters 
degree 

Doctoral 
qualification 

  

 6.2% 0.8% 0.4% 89.2% 3.5%   
        
Years teaching 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 31+ 
 17.5% 24.1% 22% 30% 6.2% 11.9% 2.7% 
 

Overall, the participant sample represented a cross-section of the teachers employed 

at the high school on the basis of age, gender, level of teaching qualification, years of 

teaching, subjects taught and years of teaching at the school. Over half of the participant 

sample had been teaching at the school before the school restructured and thus, it would be 

likely that these teachers had intimate knowledge of the transition from the ‘old’ to the ‘new’ 

structure. 



	  

	  

77	  

Measures 

A self-administered questionnaire (see Appendix 5) was used to collect data on SLCs. 

The questionnaire had three sections. The first concentrated on separate layers of teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs and data were collected on teachers’ commitment to change at school-

wide, individual, professional and collegial levels. The second section focused on three 

constructs predicted to influence teachers’ commitment to SLCs: teachers’ change self-

efficacy, change turbulence, and the significance of the change to SLCs itself. Demographic 

data were collected in the third section of the questionnaire.  

I established a focus group at the school to provide me with advice on the clarity of 

questionnaire items. Three teachers and an Assistant Principal/Small Learning Community 

Director from the Bronx school constituted the group. They reviewed all draft items and 

provided recommendations on wording changes - omissions, inclusions, and ambiguities in 

questionnaire items and response options. They also reviewed the wording of the semi-

structured interview questions that were used in the qualitative study.  

According to Tabachnick and Fiddell (1996), a measure is said to be valid when it 

measures what it claims to measure (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). In this study all the items in 

the questionnaire were adopted from pre-existing multi-items scales and the validity of each 

of the constructs measured in the questionnaire had been ascertained in prior research. What 

follows is an explanation of each measure. 

School-Wide Commitment to Change 

The School-Wide Commitment to Change questionnaire is a ten-item scale that was 

adapted from the Organisational Commitment scale of Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979), 
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the Organisational Commitment to Change measure by Fedor, Caldwell and Herold (2006), 

and the Change Commitment scale (Caldwell, Herold & Fedor, 2004).   

According to Mowday et al. (1979) commitment to an organisation consists of (a) a 

strong belief in and acceptance of the organisation’s goals and values, (b) a willingness to 

exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization, and (c) a strong desire to maintain 

membership (p. 226). Fedor, Caldwell, and Herold (2006) adapted this scale (α = .70) to 

denote employees’ perceived increase in commitment to the organisation as a result of a 

change. Six items from the scale by Fedor et al. (2006) were used with wording changes to 

suit a school setting. Sample items include “It would take very little to cause me to leave this 

school” (reverse scored) and “I feel a stronger sense of loyalty to the entire school 

community”. 

The Change Commitment scale was developed by Caldwell, Herold and Fedor (2004) 

and measures an individual’s intentions to act on behalf of change. The original change 

commitment scale had four items (α = .74). All of these items were included in the School-

Wide Commitment scale. Sample items include “I am doing whatever I can for this change to 

be successful” and “I intend to support my administrator during this change”. Ratings are on 

a 5-point scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores reflect 

perceptions that the change positively affected teachers’ commitment to the school as a 

whole. 

Individual Teacher Commitment to Change 

The Individual Teacher Commitment scale is an 11-item scale adapted from the 

Teacher Efficacy measure - long version (Gibson & Dembo, 1984), the Teacher Efficacy 

scale – short version (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990), and the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy scale 
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(Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Teachers’ self-efficacy refers to a teacher’s judgment of his or her 

capabilities of getting the desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among 

students who can be unmotivated and difficult (Hensen, 2001). Five items in the scale 

measure Personal Teaching Efficacy (α = .77) and six items measure General Teaching 

Efficacy (α = .72) (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Sample personal teaching efficacy items include 

“If one of my students could not do a class assignment, I would be able to accurately assess 

whether the assignment was at the correct level of difficulty”, and “When I really try, I can 

get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students”. Sample general teaching 

efficacy items include “When it comes down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because 

most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment” 

and “If parents would do more for their children, I could do more”. Ratings are on a 5-point 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). 

Professional Commitment to Change  

The Professional Commitment to Change measure was based on the Professional 

Learning Community scale (α = .78) (Uekawa, Aladjem, & Zhang, 2005). This variable 

measures the degree to which teachers are socially connected to one another. Respondents 

were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with five statements. 

Sample items include “I am consistently exchanging feedback with other teachers based on 

classroom observations”, “I am consistently acting as a coach or mentor to the other teachers 

or staff in the school and receiving coaching or mentoring from other staff”, and “I am 

consistently participating in a learning community.” Ratings are on a 5-point scale from 

1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
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Collegial Commitment to Change 

Collegial Commitment to Change was measured using the eight-item Collective 

Teacher Efficacy scale (α = .96) (Goddard & Goddard, 2001; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). 

Collective teacher efficacy is a particular form of self-efficacy in which the focus is on the 

teachers at their worksite. This scale was based on items by Goddard et al. (2000) and items 

from the School Profile Survey (Strategic Education Research Partnership, 2008). Sample 

items include “Teachers in this school truly believe that every student can learn”, “Teachers 

in the school are able to get through to the most difficult students, and “Teachers here need 

more training to know how to deal with difficult students”. Ratings are on a 5-point scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

Four additional measures were included in the questionnaire that related to teachers’ 

perceptions of their capacity to cope with change, their perceptions of the influence of change 

turbulence on their commitment to change, the significance of the change to SLCs itself, and 

the influence of students’ home lives on teachers’ commitment to change. These factors, with 

the exception of the influence of students’ home issues, were drawn from educational change 

and organisational change literatures (see Chapter 2). Students’ home lives emerged as a 

factor during data analysis (see Descriptive Statistics below). 

Change Self-Efficacy 

Change Self-efficacy was measured with six items based on Chen, Gully, and Eden’s 

(2001) work on general self-efficacy scales that were adapted to create a measure specific to 

the change domain by Herold, Fedor, and Caldwell (2007). This scale (α = .84) reflects 

beliefs about one’s competency to deal with and master changing situations. Sample items 

include “I am able to successfully overcome the challenges of change”, “When facing 
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difficult changes, I am certain that I can deal with them” and “I believe I can deal with most 

any change to which I set my mind”. Ratings are on a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree). 

Change Turbulence 

The measure of Change Turbulence was developed by Herold, Fedor, and Caldwell 

(2007). Change turbulence “reflect[s] the preponderance of changes going on in an 

organisation at the same time as the focal change - changes that represent additional 

distractions and adaptation demands and thus form an important part of the context for 

individuals’ reactions to the focal change” (Herold et al., 2007, p. 944). The items capture the 

extent to which other change events or environmental distractions influence individuals’ 

commitment to the change being studied (α = .76). One item from the original instrument 

was excluded as it was not relevant to a school context and minor changes were made to the 

wording of the remaining three items. Items for this scale include “This change occurred 

during a turbulent time for our school”, “The restructuring suffered from too many other 

distractions”, and “This change would have been easier if we were not already dealing with a 

number of other changes”. Ratings are on a 5-point scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree). 

Change Significance 

A control variable was included to check the importance of the specific change being 

studied (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). This scale was based on Herscovitch and Meyer’s 

(2002) control variables to measure change significance and change impact (α = .85). Change 

significance was included to assess teachers’ perceptions of the significance of the change at 

a school-wide, individual, and group level. Each of the three questions were adapted to focus 
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on the impact of the change to SLCs. Sample items include “Restructuring the school into 

SLCs has had a major impact on me as a teacher” and “Restructuring the school into SLCs 

has had a major impact on my involvement with colleagues in professional 

meetings/activities”. Ratings are on a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). 

Demographic measures 

In addition to the above scales, demographic information was also collected that was 

used to describe the sample. Participants were asked to provide their age range, gender, years 

of teaching, highest education qualification, years of teaching at the high school in the Bronx, 

subject area taught, and Teaching Fellow status.  

Procedure 

 After discussion and consideration of alternative means of data collection such as 

interviewing participants in focus groups and using an on-line questionnaire to collect 

quantitative data, I decided to use a pen-and-paper questionnaire and semi-structured 

interviews as these would better enable collection of data sought in relation to the research 

questions within the practical contexts operating at this set of learning communities at the 

time.  

The principal gave me permission to collect questionnaire data during a Professional 

Development day when students were not required at school. I assumed that more teachers 

would voluntarily complete the questionnaire if they were allocated time to do so. I addressed 

teachers at the Faculty level on that day and explained the purpose of the proposed research.  

I answered teachers’ questions regarding the study but I was not present while teachers 

completed the questionnaires.  
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 The majority of questionnaires were completed during departmental meetings on that 

day. Remaining forms were completed and submitted within a 10-day period. I provided all 

necessary materials – blank questionnaires, consent forms, and envelopes for completed 

forms - and Assistant Principals/ SLC Directors collected completed questionnaires.  

During departmental meetings I explained the qualitative study. Teachers willing to 

participate in the smaller qualitative study identified themselves to the researcher. Two weeks 

later the qualitative interviews were conducted. 

Data Analysis  

The purpose of the data analysis was to explore the data collected and to identify 

relationships within patterns of responses (Creswell, 2008). Descriptive and inferential data 

analyses of the data were conducted. First, means and standard deviations were calculated to 

provide information about factors used in this study. Second, the product-moment correlation 

coefficient, Pearson’s r was calculated to analyse the relationships among factors. Finally, 

structural equation modelling (SEM) was used to consider relationships among multiple 

independent variables and dependent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) delineated in the 

interim framework of teachers’ commitment to change.  

I decided to use SEM rather than multiple regression data analysis techniques in this 

study. My decision was based on the need to test the a priori framework presented in Chapter 

2 that had been developed from educational and organisational change literatures and my 

own experience. Nokeleian (2009) asserts that SEM has proven to be a versatile statistical 

technique when used to confirm theoretical structures (Nokelainen, 2009). SEM allowed me 

to answer the interrelated research questions in a single, systematic, and comprehensive 

analysis by modelling the relationships among multiple independent and dependent 
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constructs simultaneously (Hoe, 2008). Gefen, Straub, and Boudreau (2000) noted that this 

capacity for simultaneous analysis using SEM differs from most regression models such as 

multiple linear regression, ANOVA and MANOVA, which can analyse only one layer of 

relations between independent and dependent variables at a time (Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 

2000).  

Second, SEM allows relationships among factors to be examined free of measurement 

error as they have been estimated and removed, leaving only common variance (Hardy & 

Bryman, 2004). In addition, Bullock, Harlow and Mulaik (1994) suggested that with SEM the 

result is a more rigorous analysis of the proposed research framework and very often a better 

methodological assessment tool (Bullock et al., 1994). In brief, SEM was used in this study 

as it had the capacity to provide more information about the extent to which the provisional 

framework was supported by the data (Grefen et al., 2000).  

Moreover, advances in computer software development have resulted in more 

researchers using SEM. For example, Hershberger (2003) reviewed psychology journals 

between 1994 and 2001 and found that over 60% of these journals included articles using 

SEM which was twice the number found between 1985 and 1994. SEM usage has grown 

steadily in several fields of study including information technology (Gefen et al., 2000) and 

education (Guarino, 2004; Teo & Khine, 2009; Teo & van Schaik, 2009). Thereupon, the 

application of SEM for the analysis of data in this thesis is thought to be appropriate. A 

detailed explanation of the SEM analysis undertaken in this study is provided below.  

Data entry and cleaning 

Data were scrutinised for possible violations of assumptions underlying univariate 

and multivariate analysis. All questionnaires were numerically coded prior to data entry, data 
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were then entered in SPSS version 8, and a standardised data cleansing procedure was 

completed. Coding errors were examined by comparing the raw data to the verified data. 

Eight out of a total of 260 questionnaires were partially completed and omitted using SPSS. 

This left 252 questionnaires available for further analysis.  

To achieve reliable results, a researcher needs to take account of the sample size in 

relation to model complexity, coefficient magnitudes, the number of observed variables, and 

the multivariate normality of distribution of variables (Klem, 2000). These criteria were met 

in the quantitative component of this study. The sample of 252 exceeded the minimum 

sample size of 100-150 cases recommended for structural equation modelling (Klem, 2000). 

Beyond that, the CFAs and the SEM utilised slightly more than 5 cases per item considering 

the number of items (i.e. 46 items) and the number of participants (i.e. 252). This met 

standard analytical requirements for reliable analysis (Klem, 2000; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

1996). In terms of the SEM there were 26 parameters to be estimated which provided 10 

cases per parameter, which met the general recommendation of 5-10 cases per parameter 

estimated. Given that the CFAs would not have as many parameters to be estimated as the 

SEM itself, one can assume that they would have met the requirements in terms of the ratio 

of participants to parameters to be estimated (Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2001; Klem, 2000).  

The response rate was 84% based on a potential sample size of 320 teachers, 

administrators, attendance teachers and guidance counsellors.  

Descriptive statistics 

The data were screened for normality and outliers using AMOS (analysis of moment 

structures) (Arbuckle, 1995) 17.0 software. In determining the extent and the shape of the 

data distribution, AMOS was used to check for evidence of outliers, both univariate and 
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bivariate, and evaluated the skewness and kurtosis of the distributions for the measured 

variables (items in the questionnaire).  

As detailed in Chapter 4, data were normally distributed. An initial examination of 

outliers using AMOS led to the exclusion of nine questions based on Mahalanobis distance 

estimates. Six of the excluded questions tapped into aspects of students’ home lives. These 

were questions 11, 12, 15, 17, and 20 from the Individual Teacher Commitment Scale, and 

question 34 from the Collegial Commitment Scale of the Teachers’ Commitment to Small 

Learning Communities questionnaire (see Appendix 5). These six questions were combined 

into a new subscale called Students’ Home Lives and analysed as an emergent factor to 

address research question 5 that was added at this stage of the study. The questions in the 

Students’ Home Lives scale were: 

1. The influences of a student’s home experiences can be overcome by good teaching. 

2. If students aren’t disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept my discipline. 

3. If parents would do more for their children, I could do more. 

4. A difficult home life makes learning difficult for students here. 

5. When it comes down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because most of a 

student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment. 

6. Home life, not teacher instruction, determines whether a student will achieve in 

school. 

The remaining three questions that were excluded were negatively worded: Q1 (My 

goals are less aligned with those of the school) and Q4 (It would take very little to cause me 

to leave this school) were in the School-wide Commitment scale, and Q29 (Teachers here 
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need more training to know how to deal with difficult students) was in the Collegial 

Commitment scale. Questions 1 and 4 may have been misread as they were at the beginning 

of the questionnaire and as they were nestled among another eight questions that were 

positively worded. 

In conclusion, all the items in the data file were examined for accuracy of data entry, 

missing values, and for the assumptions of univariate and multivariate analysis. Pattern 

analysis led to reconfiguration of six items into an emergent factor termed students’ home 

lives. Of the 260 questionnaires submitted, 252 were completed in full and analysed further. 

The correlation matrix provided information on the relationships among measures of 

the eight factors surveyed (see Chapter 4, Table 12). However, it does not provide an 

assessment of the relationships between the latent variables or their measurement and 

disturbance errors (Byrne, 2001). As noted previously, SEM was selected for use in this study 

as it allowed complete and simultaneous testing of all relationships free of measurement 

error, leaving only common variance (Hardy & Bryman, 2004, p. 434).  

Inferential Statistics 

 The five research questions were addressed using structural equation modelling. SEM 

involves a two-step process (Byrne, 2001) that includes the testing of (1) measurement 

models called confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and (2) a structural model. CFA is used to 

verify the factor structure of a set of observed variables and it allows the researcher to test the 

proposition that a relationship between observed variables (questionnaire items) and their 

underlying latent constructs exist. As detailed in Chapter 2, a provisional framework 

postulating the nature of teachers’ commitment to SLCs was derived from empirical research. 
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The use of CFA can confirm (or disconfirm) whether observed variables adequately represent 

latent constructs specified in the a priori framework.  

In this study CFA established the reliability and validity of the 8 latent variables that 

made up the measurement components of the proposed framework of teachers’ commitment 

to SLCs. Three separate CFAs were conducted. Each of the CFAs was used to confirm 

whether the items used to measure each separate factor actually measured their respective 

construct (factor) as predicted.  

The first CFA addressed directly the first research question (RQ1) and is therefore 

included in the Results chapter. CFA 1 tested whether teachers’ commitment to SLCs was a 

multi-layered construct (see CFA 1 Figure 5, Table 10 and Appendix 9).  

The second CFA (see CFA 2 below) measured relationships between the data 

obtained from items in the questionnaire and three latent variables (the hypothetical 

constructs of change self-efficacy, change turbulence, and change significance). This second 

CFA was used to inform a response to research questions two, three and four: specifically, 

change self-efficacy was the focus of research question two (RQ2), change turbulence was 

the focal point of research question three (RQ3) and change significance was at the core of 

research question four (RQ4). As indicated in Figure 1 below, observed variables were inter-

correlated (doubled-headed arrows) as indicators of three latent constructs influencing 

teachers’ commitment to SLCs. This clustering indicated that the questionnaire items did 

measure the three theorised constructs: teachers’ self-efficacy, change turbulence, and change 

significance. 

 



	  

	  

89	  

 

Figure 1 CFA 2: Change self-efficacy, change turbulence, and change significance factors. 

The 12 observed variables (questionnaire items) are indicated by 12 rectangles. Six variables 

(E35 to E40) load onto the change self-efficacy factor (Chge Self-Eff), three variables (F41 to 

F43) load onto change turbulence (Chge Turb), and three variables (G44-G48) load onto 

change significance (Chge Sign). Each variable’s Error of measurement is also shown (E35er 

to G46er).  

The theoretical model was compared to the data to evaluate the model’s goodness of 

fit. The goodness of fit statistics (see Table 2 below and Appendix 7) showed that the data fit 

the model extremely well. Chi-square was adequate, χ2 (48) = 59.486, p = 0.124, and the 
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additional goodness of fit indices fell within the ideal range. The Normed Fit Index (NFI = 

0.966), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI = 0.991), the comparative fit index (CFI = 0.993), the 

Root Mean square Residual (RMR = 0.032) and the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA = 0.31) indicated acceptable goodness of fit. Thus, the CFA 

confirmed change self-efficacy, change turbulence, and change significance as constructs. 

Table 2 

Estimates of measures of goodness of fit for CFA 2: Change self-efficacy, change turbulence, and 

change significance 

 χ2 df Probability χ2/df RMR NFI TLI CFI RMSEA 
Ideal 
Values 

  p>0.05 0-3 0–0.05 0.95-1.00 0.90–0.99 0.90-0.99 0 – 0.6 

Obtained 
value 

59.486 48 0.124 1.239 0.032 0.966 0.991 0.993 0.31 

Note. Ideal values identified by Hu and Bentler (1999). 
 

The third CFA informed a response to research question five (RQ5), which was 

centred on students’ home lives and its potential to influence teachers’ commitment to SLCs. 

CFA 3 measured the relationship between the data obtained from items on the questionnaire 

and the latent construct, students’ home lives, which emerged during data cleaning. The 

clustering indicated that the survey questions measured the theorised construct as predicted.  

The diagram generated from AMOS represents the latent variable students’ home 

lives with a circle (Figure 2 below).  Each observed measure (the data obtained from six 

items in the questionnaire) is depicted by a rectangle (B11 – D34). The ovals attached to each 

of the 6 variables refer to the Errors of measurement (B11er – D34er) associated with each 

variable. The two-headed arrow between error B15er and B17er, indicates an interconnection 

in the error measure of that factor. 
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Figure 2 CFA 3: Model of students’ home lives. 

The clustering of items in this CFA confirmed that the items in the questionnaire 

measured the students’ home lives construct. Goodness of fit statistics indicated that the 

range of estimates were a good fit for this CFA model (see Table 3 below and Appendix 8). 

Chi-square was acceptable, χ2 (8) = 8.316, p = .40, and other measures indicated very good fit 

of data to the estimated model. The Normed Fit Index (NFI = 0.993), the Tucker-Lewis Index 

(TLI = 0.995), and the comparative fit index (CFI = 0.997) were within the range of ideal 

values, as were the Root Mean square Residual (RMR = 0.025) and the Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA = 0.013).  

Table 3 

Estimates of measures of goodness of fit for CFA 3: Students’ home lives 

 χ2 df Probability χ2/df RMR NFI TLI CFI RMSEA 
Ideal 
Values 

  p>0.05 0-3 0–0.05 0.95-1.00 0.90–0.99 0.90-0.99 0 – 0.6 

Obtained 
value 

8.316 8 0.403 1.039 0.025 0.993 0.995 0.997 0.013 

Note. Ideal values identified by Hu and Bentler (1999). 
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Subsequent to testing the measurement models (CFAs) and hence the validity of the 8 

latent variables, the full structural model (SEM) was tested (see Chapter 4, Figure 6, Table 13 

and Appendix 10).  

In order to test both the measurement and structural models, maximum likelihood 

estimation procedures were used. Several indices of model fit were consulted to decide 

whether the structural equation model fitted the data. First, chi-square/degrees of freedom 

were checked then other indices of fit including the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) and its 90% confidence level, and the comparative fit index (CFI). 

Once global assessment of model fit was determined, standardized residuals and modification 

indices were examined for areas of misfit (Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2001). In the following 

chapter the results of the SEM are analysed in relation to the research questions.  

A series of linear regressions were conducted later to examine the strength of the 

association between years of teaching, years at the school and age and commitment to 

change. Some studies have identified that years of experience in teaching were associated 

with teachers’ commitment (Henkin & Holliman, 2009; Day & Gu, 2007). In this study, the 

number of years teaching and years teaching at the school did not have a significant effect on 

teachers’ commitment to change (see Appendix 11). Only participants’ age in years was 

positively associated (p<.05) with level of school-wide commitment. 

Summary 

 This section has outlined quantitative data collection and analyses procedures. 

Information was provided on the sampling strategy, participants in the study, and the 

measures and procedures used in undertaking the study. Information was also provided on 

data analysis strategies used to test the interim framework of teacher’s commitment to SLCs.    
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Specific data entry and cleansing processes were outlined, together with an 

explanation of the descriptive and inferential analyses used in the study. Specifically, the 

three CFA that were undertaken as a pre-requisite step to running the SEM were explained. 

The results of the three CFAs established the reliability and validity of the 8 latent variables 

that made up the measurement components of the proposed framework of teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs. 

The next section details the qualitative component of this study. 

Qualitative Method 

The purpose of this section is to explain data collection and analyses that were 

undertaken in the qualitative component of this mixed-methods study. Semi-structured 

interviews were used to collect data and grounded theory and constant comparative method 

were applied to develop inferences from the qualitative data. Data collection and analyses are 

detailed below. 

Data Collection 

I conducted six semi-structured interviews (see Appendices 12-17). The number is 

generally consistent with Yin’s (2009) avocation (i.e. similar conclusions arising from two or 

more cases are more powerful than those arising from a single case and hence increase 

generalisability and credibility). The interview questions were pre-planned, open-ended and 

invited free responses from interviewees. I understood that the quality of the information 

from the interviews would partly depend on my interpersonal communication skills 

(Freebody, 2003; Stone, Patton, & Heen, 1999).  

Interviews are a common qualitative strategy (Patton, 2002), and semi-structured 

interviews, like all data collection strategies, have strengths and limitations. In this study, 
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semi-structured interviews were selected as they were comparatively easy to schedule and 

conduct within the constraints of participants’ teaching schedules. However, the value of 

interviews can be compromised when participants have difficulty being open and honest, or 

when the interviewer influences the interviewee or vice versa (Wilson, 2009; Patton, 2002). 

Hammersley (2003) noted that: 

What people say in interviews in closely attuned to the local context, and is driven by 

a preoccupation with self-presentation and/or with persuasion of others, rather than 

being primarily with presenting the facts about the world or about the informant him 

or herself (Hammersley, 2003, p. 120). 

While acknowledging the challenges and limitations inherent in conducting 

interviews noted by Hammersley (2003), I decided that interviews were an appropriate data-

gathering strategy for this study as I had considerable interviewing experience. Furthermore, 

I was well known at the school. I had begun working at this high school two days a week in 

March 2004 and by 2006-07 I was full time. The focus of my consultancy was to provide 

embedded professional development to teachers. Consequently, I worked consistently with 

many teachers as I facilitated literacy professional development school-wide and followed up 

this work with individual classroom visits to observe, demonstrate or co-teach. A more 

detailed explanation of my contact with teachers at this school is provided in my end of year 

consultancy report for 2007-2008 (see Appendix 19). It would be reasonable for me to 

contend that I had established professional working relationships with many teachers at the 

school and this meant that participants were reasonably likely to be open and honest during 

interviewing.  

Moreover, I was well positioned to observe the practice of the participants - in their 

classrooms, at SLC meetings and other school meetings and to check the balance between 
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what they said and what they did in accord with advice garnered from Argyris and Schön 

(1974). 

Sample   

The purpose of the qualitative interviews was explained on the Professional 

Development day during departmental meetings. Teachers willing to participate in an 

interview were asked to contact me in person or by email. Consequently, I had a pool of 

potential interviewees. I selected interviewees on the basis of each teacher’s availability to 

participate in interviews on the designated day and availability of a suitable space during that 

time period. Also, I decided upon a combination of teachers with regard to gender, number of 

years teaching, number of years teaching at the school, and core subject area (Math, Science, 

English, and Social Science). All six teachers selected were affiliated with more than one 

SLC. None of the interviewees were members of the focus group that had reviewed the 

phrasing of the questions (Teijlingen et al., 2001). 

Participants 

 There were six interviewees, three male and three female; five were teachers and one 

was a SLC Director/Assistant Principal (see Table 4).  

Table 4 
Interviewees’ teaching area, number of SLCs taught in, general teaching experience, and years at the 

school 

Interviewee Subject Area SLCs Years teaching Years at the 
school 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

English 
Mathematics 

Science 
Social Studies 
Administration 
Elective subject 

3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
5 

6 
5 
8 

18 
12 
9 

6 
2 
4 
2 
8 
7 
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Procedure 

All interviewees were provided with a copy of the cover letter and the consent form, 

which provided information about the purpose of the research, the importance of voluntary 

participation, and interviewee anonymity. Prior permission was obtained to audiotape the 

interviews. All interviews were conducted on one day with each interview being conducted 

while the interviewee had a non-teaching break of 42 minutes. Actual interviews varied in 

length from 10 to 20 minutes and they were conducted in a classroom or a SLC office. The 

pre-determined questions were adhered to and some additional questions were asked and 

comments made that arose as a natural occurrence in the interviews. 

 Transcripts were made of each interview (Appendices 12-17). The sixth interview 

transcript was deliberately excluded from initial data analysis so that it could be described 

and analysed later as a discriminating sample (Creswell, 2007) to review the content validity 

of the results (see Appendix 18).  

The semi-structured questions were based on the research questions. The focus group 

examined the first draft of questions and recommended minor wording changes to enhance 

clarity. The interview questions were open-ended and covered content similar to the 

questionnaire. There were 6 interview questions: 

▪ Can you tell me about your commitment to this school now that it has been 

restructured into a series of Small Learning Communities (SLCs)? 

▪ Can you explain how you viewed the change to SLCs alongside other changes that 

were occurring at the same time (such as the introduction of School Quality Reviews, 

the launching of the three year Literacy Across the Curriculum plan)? 
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▪ Can you tell me about your involvement in collective or professional activities 

before and after the move to SLCs? 

▪ Can you talk about your commitment to SLCs from your perspective as an 

individual teacher? Follow up question: What have you found that you have done 

differently as a result of the change?  

▪ Can you tell me about the significance of the change to SLCs on your role as a 

teacher? 

▪ Can you discuss how effective you feel you are at dealing with change itself?  

Data Analysis 

I understood that grounded theory was essentially a method of data analysis that 

focused on deriving theories of human behaviour from empirical data (Glaser & Strauss, 

1967) so that researchers could use a combination of description and analysis to “generate” 

and “discover” a theory (Creswell, 2007, p. 62.). Strauss and Corbin (1994) provided a more 

detailed definition: 

A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived from the study of the 

phenomenon it represents. That is, it is discovered, developed and provisionally 

verified through systematic data collection and analysis of data pertaining to the 

phenomenon. Therefore, data collection, analysis and theory stand in reciprocal 

relationship to one another (Strauss & Corbin, 1994, p. 23).  

Grounded theory research is therefore discovered empirically through induction rather than 

deduction.  

In contrast to conventional research, grounded research analysis requires the 

researcher to set aside “preconceived” ideas before and during the research process to allow a 
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‘substantive’ theory to emerge (Dey, 1999). In my application of grounded theory research 

analysis I did not refer to the literature and I tried to minimise the influence of my own 

knowledge, theories, experience and values in my analysis of the data. To build reliability 

into my analyses, I followed the strategy of Corbin and Strauss (2008) and kept notes so that 

I could provide a transparent, traceable analytic path.  

Constant comparative analysis 

I used constant comparative method to analyse the data. It is a process that derives 

information from data collected and compares it to emerging categories (Creswell, 2007), 

first on an incident-to-incident basis, and then aligning incidents into concepts. While making 

comparisons, Glaser (1998) noted that a researcher should repeatedly put the following 

questions to the analytic process: 

What category does this incident indicate? 

What property of what category does this incident relate? 

What is the participant’s main concern?     (Glaser, 1998, p. 140) 
 

I found Glaser’s questions helped me to sift and explore the interview data. Memos also 

proved helpful as, according to Glaser, they “… are the theorising write-up of ideas about 

codes and their relationships as they strike the analyst while coding” (Glaser, p. 83). I also 

made anecdotal notes depicting possible connections and differences among pieces of 

information that helped me to keep track of the commonalities and contrasts that emerged 

from the data.  

The process of constant comparison, although tedious, was constructive, and even 

though I was comparing only six interviews, the interviewees provided a substantial amount 

of information. I commenced open coding of the transcripts and slowly began to explore each 
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line in the transcripts, looking for similarities and differences within these pieces of 

information to label and categorise (Creswell, 2007). I knew that eventually all of the 

emergent information was expected to lead to the main theme of the research, the ‘core 

category’ (Dey, 1999).  

My application of grounded theory and use of the principal of constant comparison is 

explained in the following section. I have included examples of salient research information 

to illustrate the gradual development of ‘categories’ that captured uniformities in the data, 

which led eventually to the emergence of a core category.  

Open coding of transcript 1 

During the internal comparison of the transcript of interview 1, I included quotations 

to justify my initial choice of categories. A sample is provided in Table 5. 

Table 5  

Open coding of interview transcript 1- categories and quotations 

 
Line number Category Quotation 

8 School allegiance My commitment has always been strong to this school. 

65-66 Concerns raised about SLCs ... we haven’t quite got the scheduling down and a firm 
commitment to one SLC. 

84 Coping with change itself I cope very well with change because I embrace 
change. 

I also wrote a summary of the key messages that emerged from interview transcript 1 and 

considered these in light of the interview questions. The following memo indicates that I saw 

Interviewee 1 as an advocate for change in general, and for SLCs in particular: 

Interviewee 1 seems to sustain effective structures and SLC practices through her 

formal and informal meetings with colleagues. She is able to monitor individual 

student progress by operating at several levels within her SLCs, her subject area, and 

across the school. She provided considerable evidence of what she has been doing 

since the move to SLCs. I found it interesting that she spoke in terms of an alignment 
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between her graduate school theory course and her experience of SLCs at the school. 

She is a driver of the change and she takes the initiative to work with others to 

support student and SLC outcomes (Memo: Interviewee 1, 06/9/10). 

 
During the process of coding, I was attempting to move back and forth in the interview, 

adjusting categories to better reflect details spelt out in phrases, sentences and paragraphs. I 

moved to a consideration of a second interview.  

Comparison between two transcripts 

In my study of interview transcript 2, I combined a repetition of the ‘comparison 

within a single interview’ process with a review of the tentative categories developed in the 

analysis of interview transcript 1. I began to move between the two interviews, adding and 

refining the criteria for comparison, mindful of the differences in perspective and emphasis 

between the two interviews. I continued to intersperse coding with memo writing. I noted that 

Interviewee 2 seemed less confident about her capacity to effectively undertake change 

compared to Interviewee 1:   

Considerable self-disclosure: prefers this school to previous school; will do extra to 

have informed relationships with her students and colleagues in and out of SLCs; she 

is comfortable dealing with change incrementally – she says she takes on change a bit 

at a time to avoid feeling overwhelmed. She says she is not a very experienced 

teacher; she did not enjoy her previous school but here she is keen to play her part; 

she feels respected by the admin here – she consistently tries to support the structure 

and functioning of SLCs; she speaks her mind at meetings. The interviewee candidly 

says what she is challenged by and how she behaves individually to cope and also 

how she behaves with colleagues to support SLCs so that student’s needs are better 

met.    (Memo: Interviewee 2, 06/12/10). 
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My initial open codes from transcripts 1 and 2 indicated that both interviewees made a 

distinction between their perspectives about ‘Change in general’ and ‘Change to SLCs’ (see 

Table 6 below).  

Table 6  

Comparison between two interviews categorised by ‘Change to SLCs’ and ‘Change in General’  

Change to SLCs Change in General 

� Attitude towards SLCs as an idea 

�Attitude to the school 

�Variation in involvement in collective or 

professional activities in SLCs 

  -communication & collaboration: pros and cons  

  -focus of SLC meetings 

�Individual teacher commitment to SLCs 

  -what are they doing differently now? 

�Attitude to concurrent multiple changes at the 

school 

  -External change e.g. Quality Review 

  -Internal change e.g. Literacy school-wide 

�Dealing with change  

  -change self-efficacy 

  -approach to dealing with change 

The content of the third transcript revealed a diversity of attitudes that were not evident in 

either of the first two transcripts. As indicated in Table 7 below, the process of comparison 

illuminated a spectrum of perspectives that added another level of completeness and 

complexity to the data. 

Table 7   

Dimensions of attitudes to SLCs at the school - diverse perspectives 

Dimension Interviewee 3 
 

Interviewee 1 
 

Preferred school structure Previous school structure SLCs 

Attitude to SLC PD activities  Unproductive Productive 

Attendance at SLC meetings Current non-attendee  Consistent attendee  

Attitude to the idea of SLCs  Disenchanted Empowered 

 
             The contrasting perspective provided by Interviewee 3 prompted me to review 

thoroughly the current categories and my own notes.  I referred back and forth to the 
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transcripts processing the information into patterns, variations in attitudes and ideas, in a 

considered effort to ensure that the emerging categories and sub-categories accurately 

reflected the complexity of the typology that was being constructed. I completed ‘within 

interview’ analyses of the remaining interviews (Transcripts 4 and 5) and I compared each 

new interview against the main ideas and categories that had emerged thus far. I found that 

five interviews provided many comparable moments. I was absorbed in a process of using 

each round of comparison to inform and structure the next. 	  

Comparison of five transcripts 

The process of gradual incorporation of description and explanation from two to five 

interviews led to adjustments in categories and sub-categories. The initial categories 

generated after two interviews could not represent adequately the complexity of the available 

data, and several iterative code accommodations were required before gaps and incoherencies 

were addressed. Table 5 reflects an adjustment from comparing two to five transcripts. For 

example, after two transcripts had been compared there was one category ‘Change to SLCs’ 

and it had several sub-categories (see Table 8, under Column 1). However, once five 

transcripts were subjected to the principle of constant comparison, the category ‘Change to 

SLCs’ was absorbed into two categories labelled ‘Beliefs about SLCs’ and ‘SLCs in 

Practice’. Furthermore, the sub-category, ‘Attitudes to SLCs as an idea’ was subsumed into 

‘Beliefs about SLCs’ (see Table 8, bottom of Column 2). Similarly, the sub-category 

‘Attitudes to the school’ was adjusted to mirror the increasingly explicit data that emerged 

about ‘SLC practice’. This bought attitudes to school into sharper focus and resulted in sub-

categories that distinguished between ‘SLC Practice’ at school-wide, professional and 

collegial group levels, and at the individual teacher level. Moreover, ‘SLC Practice’ at the 

group level was further divided into ‘SLC Activities’ and the ‘Operation of SLCs’. The 
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categories developed after five interviews reflected the intricateness of the data that had 

emerged during analysis. 

Table 8  

Categories and sub-categories – comparing two and then five interview transcripts 

 

Column 1 

Category developed after two transcripts were 
compared:  
Change to SLCs 

Column 2 

Categories developed after five interview 
transcripts were compared:  
SLC Practice and SLC Beliefs	  

	  

• Attitude to the school 
 
• Variation in involvement in collegial or 

professional activities 
 
• Individual teacher commitment to SLCs – 

what are they doing differently? 
 
• Attitudes to SLCs as an idea 
 

 
SLC Practice 

• School-wide Administration 

• Professional and Collegial Groups 

      - SLC Activities 

      - Operation of SLCs 

• Individual Teachers  

 
SLC Beliefs 

 

The process of constant comparison continued as the data were continually reviewed. 

I combined the coding process with memo writing and diagraming to help me “to think about 

the data in ‘lean ways’, that is, in a manner that reduces the data to their essence” (Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008, p. 125). For example, notes that I had made comparing similarities between 

Interviewee 5, the SLC Director/AP and Interviewee 1, a content teacher, enabled me to 

comprehend teachers’ responses to change and to SLCs more conceptually: 

Interviewee 5 believes in what she is doing and she has been supporting other SLC 

Directors in their transition to their new role. She indicates that she copes well with 

change and relishes the challenge of change; she was careful to put the school first, 

but that may have been internal politicking – and she articulated several things that 

she has done differently – for students/teachers – since the move. Her perspective is 
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similar to Interviewee 1. They both drive change and seem at home with change per 

se (Memo, 06/27/10). 

 

This prompted me to reflect on the emergent categories in new terms: teachers’ ideas and 

their actions. Up until this point I was steeped in a descriptive analysis of the diversity of 

views that had emerged. I wanted to move away from description and begin to apply more 

conceptual frames to the data (Creswell, 2007). 	  	  

Establishing categories and sub-categories  

Two main categories - ‘Change to SLCs’ and ‘Change in General’ were evident. I 

sub-divided ‘Change to SLCs’ into ‘Beliefs about SLCs’ and ‘SLCs in Practice’ and ‘Change 

in general’ into ‘Beliefs about Change’ and ‘Change in action’ (see Table 9 below).  

Initially, I was satisfied that in this configuration all available information had 

emerged from the interviews, and that the categories/sub-categories were set. At this point, I 

decided to apply a goodness of fit check to the emergent categories and subject a sixth 

available interview to the process of constant comparison. The sixth interview had been 

obtained under the same conditions as the other five interviews. The information merged into 

the final categories very well (see Appendices 17 and 18 for a copy of the interview and the 

description and analysis of transcript 6). Thus, I felt confident that the categories settled on 

after coding and analysis had content validity. 
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Table 9  

Emergence of two main categories and sub-categories 
 
Categories  Sub-Categories  

Change to SLCs 1 Beliefs about SLCs 

2 SLCs in practice   

                                   

                                    

2A At a school-wide level  

2B At a professional and   

collegial level  

B1 Professional and 

collegial activities 

B2 The operation of 

SLCs 

2C At an individual teacher level 

 

Change in General 1 Beliefs about 

change 

Change self-efficacy 

perceptions 

 

2 Change in action 2A Dealing with change  

2B Attitudes to concurrent  

changes 

B1 Attitudes to Literacy        

Across the Curriculum 

B2 Attitudes to the 

Quality Review 

 

 

 

At this iteration I was convinced that the categories and the sub-categories had 

revealed all of the patterns described in the interview data. However, I was not persuaded that 

the typology was insightful. I had two main categories that did explain the data but a core 

category remained elusive. Corbin and Strauss (2008) noted that sometimes researchers 

“…want to develop theory and are reaching for that level of analysis but cannot seem to 

make the final analytic leap” (Corbin & Strauss, p. 105). I returned to my notes and diagrams, 

and I revisited criteria for judging a core category (Creswell, 2008, p. 444): 

� It must be central; that is, all other categories can relate to it.  

� It must appear frequently in the data. This means that within all or almost all 

cases, there are indicators pointing to that concept. 

� The explanation that evolves by relating the categories is logical and consistent. 
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� There is no forcing of data. 

� The name or phrase used to describe the central category should be sufficiently 

abstract. As the concept is refined, the theory grows in depth and explanatory power. 

� When conditions vary, the explanation still holds, although the way in which a 

phenomenon is expressed might look somewhat different. 

Regardless of how sensible the main categories seemed I was dissatisfied and knew that I 

needed to take a fresh look at the picture that had been emerging. I re-examined the notes and 

memos that I had made coding interview 5 that compared the similarities between 

Interviewee 5, the SLC Director/AP and Interviewee 1, a content teacher.  

 I realised that these interviewees shared a particular view regarding SLCs as an idea 

and that they displayed a willingness to work on behalf of its successful implementation. This 

prompted me to view the emergent data in terms of teacher’s ideas and their actions. I had 

missed an earlier opportunity to comprehend the broader connection between beliefs and 

practice when I was describing the diversity of views that the interviewees provided about 

SLCs and change.  

The emergent core category 

In hindsight, I took a circuitous route to arrive at a core category but at this point all 

the categories fell into place as I considered them against Creswell’s (2008) list. The core 

category that emerged from the data was ‘Actualising SLC Commitment’ (Figure 3). It 

framed a connection between what interviewees said they believed in – ‘Beliefs’ and what 

they actually did – ‘Actions’.  
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!

Actualising SLC 
Commitment 

Beliefs 

Beliefs 
about SLCs 

Beliefs 
about 

Change 

Change 
Self-

Efficacy 

Actions 

SLCs in 
Practice 

At a School- 
Wide Level 

At a Group 
Level 

Professional & 
Collegial Activities 

The Operations 
of SLCs 

At an 
Individual 

Level 

Change in 
Action 

Approach to 
Dealing with 

Change 

Attitudes to 
Concurrent 

Change 

Attitudes 
to LAC 

Attitudes 
to QR 

Figure 3 Typology of Actualising SLC Commitment 

Note: SLCs = Small Learning Community, LAC = Literacy Across the Curriculum (a school-based 

change initiative), QR = Quality Review (an external New York City Department of Education 

accountability procedure)  

 

The major category ‘Beliefs’ was divided into two minor categories: ‘Beliefs about 

SLCs’ and ‘Beliefs about Change’. In both of these categories interviewees revealed a range 

of beliefs about SLCs and about change. For example, diversity of interviewees’ beliefs about 

change is indicated in Figure 4. Interviewees 1 and 5 indicated an unwavering commitment to 

change and Interviewee 2 felt she was slow to embrace change but gradually did so. In 

contrast, Interviewee 3 indicated a conditional approach to change, while Interviewee 4 

explained his fear of change (Figure 4): 
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Dimension of Beliefs about Change 
 

Sceptical Conditional Adaptive Embracing 

I’m fearful of change, 
even though 
intellectually I know 
change can be good. I 
like things to stay the 
same, I’ve seen too 
much change for 
changes sake. I have 
seen them change 
things that work (Int 4, 
l.180-181). 

I welcome it, I think we 
need to be creative in 
what we do.. but.. 
change for changes 
sake is useless. Change 
that is intelligent, and 
rational ,..and effective 
is wonderful, and I’m 
very open to that (Int 
3,l.98-103). 

I understand the need 
for change and I 
understand that I am 
slow to embrace it, I’ve 
gotten better at it.. even 
from last year. I make 
things harder than they 
need to be, which 
makes me slower; I’m 
not against it (Int 2, 
l.160-182). 

I believe I cope well 
with change, I’m 
flexible and I believe I 
adjust pretty well  
(Int 5,l.166). 
 
I cope very well with 
change because I 
embrace it (Int 1, 
l.184). 

 

Figure 4 Dimension of Beliefs about Change 

 

 ‘Actions’, the other main category within the core category ‘Actualised SLC 

commitment’, referred to the actions or behaviour of interviewees following the restructure to 

SLCs. This major category has two minor categories: ‘SLCs in Practice’ and ‘Change in 

action’. As depicted in Figure 3 qualitative inferences suggested that ‘SLCs in Practice’ 

reflected perceptions of interviewees’ reactions to SLCs across the multiple roles they 

engaged in at a school-wide, group and individual level. For instance, at the group level, 

participants had made observations about professional and collegial meetings held at the 

school and they had also commented on the operation of SLCs. For example, regarding the 

former, Interviewee 4 was critical of aspects of Professional SLC activities and he perceived 

that his SLC meetings were ‘a waste of time’ (Interviewee 4, l. 213) as they were not relevant 

to his classes (Interviewee 4, l. 228). Thus, the minor category of ‘SLCs in Practice’ 

addressed interviewees’ roles and their views regarding professional and collegial meetings 

as well as the functioning of SLCs in practice.  

‘Change in Action’ the second minor category of ‘Actions’ referred to the 

interviewees’ views about their approaches to dealing with change and their attitudes to other 
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changes occurring at the school simultaneously with the restructure - specifically the Quality 

Review process and the Literacy Across the Curriculum initiative. The minor category 

‘Change in Action’ enveloped a range of perspectives on coping with change and concurrent 

change initiatives. Taken as a whole, the typology reflected interviewees’ commitment to 

change in terms of the interrelationship between beliefs and actions. 

Consistency between espousal and action 

 The participants had indicated particular views about the extent of their commitment 

to SLCs and to change generally – in theory and in practice. I was able to observe the extent 

to which participants’ actions were consistent with the espousal data collected during the 

interviews. For instance, I worked with Interviewee 1 on the school’s Data Inquiry Team and 

I had visited her grade 9 ELA classes regularly since she had commenced at the school. We 

had also been involved in teacher-led collaborative planning of interdisciplinary units of 

work. Interviewee 1 declared that she was committed to SLCs and I observed that she was. 

This was evident in her classroom practice and in the way she worked with others as detailed 

in Chapter 4.  

I had observed that Interviewee 3 was not able to commit himself to SLCs even 

though he had participated in a SLC the previous year. During the preceding year, 

Interviewee 3 had attended his SLC’s meetings. As he said: 

I did have a strong commitment to the [‘X’ SLC] when I was part of that. As I said, I 

went to all of the meetings and I participated and tried to give input, and to receive 

input from others. This semester though, I haven’t been to one meeting (Interviewee 

3, l. 78-80). 

I too attended several of the SLC meetings Interviewee 3 had participated in. He did voice his 

concerns about the operation of the SLC at those meetings – as others did. The following 

semester he had been required to change from one SLC to another. My observations of his 
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actions are also reported in Chapter 4 and as he says, he had not attended any of the meetings 

for the new SLC. There was clarity and consistency between his espoused ideas and his 

actions.  

Moreover, at a broader level, I observed whether teachers who said they were 

consistently exchanging feedback with other teachers based on classroom observations and 

SLC meetings were actually doing this. Again, in the course of my work, I observed 

congruence between what they said and what they did. The results of my observations are 

also presented in the following chapter. Thus, for the duration of the observation period I 

used full-time complement observation, which meant that observations were done on a 

consistent basis. I looked at events, features and behaviours described by the interviewees 

and used complement observation to look for confirmation of the interviewees’ espoused 

intentions and actions in the multi-layered roles that they described. 

Summary  

            The emergent data were coded and analysed using methods borrowed from grounded 

theory. I applied the principle of constant comparison in an iterative process to develop a 

theory more or less inductively that pertained to the purpose and questions of my research. I 

continued the coding process toward formation of a core category that accounted for most of 

the variation around the focus of the study. The core category, Actualising SLC 

Commitment, furnished a conceptual basis for understanding the information that emerged 

through constant comparison. The emergent data indicated that the core category 

encapsulated both the teachers’ beliefs and actions in relation to decisions regarding their 

commitment to SLCs. I also contextualised my observation of consistency between 

interviewees’ espoused and actual commitment to SLCs. The next sections outlines features 

that underscored the trustworthiness of the qualitative component of this study. 
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Trustworthiness  

This study was built on strategies to ensure the trustworthiness of qualitative data and 

inferences. Trustworthiness is based on dependability, transferability, credibility and 

confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  

Dependability emphasises the researcher’s capacity to ensure that the study is logical, 

accountable and transparent (Schwandt, 1997). To establish dependability in this study all 

interviews were recorded and then transcribed professionally. Each transcript was re-checked 

against the audiotapes and all the documents constructed during data analysis were kept to 

provide a complete and transparent analytic path.  

The transferability of the data to broader populations was supported by the level of 

abstraction in the conceptualisation of the core category. The transferability of the data was 

exemplified when qualitative inferences corroborated and triangulated quantitative data (see 

Chapter 4).  

Credibility was established as the analysis continued until there was a ‘fit’ with all 

data (Glasser & Strauss, 1967). Also, a sixth interview transcript was subjected to constant 

comparison as a check of content validity of the emergent core category (see Appendix 18).  

Confirmability of the data demonstrated interdependence and interconnections among 

categories (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). In this study the main categories “Beliefs” and “Actions” 

are interdependent and the categories “Approach to dealing with change” and “Attitudes to 

concurrent change” are interconnected with “Change in action”. In turn, this category is 

interconnected with “Actions” (see Figure 3). Confirmability is germane to the qualitative 

data in this particular study. 
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Ethical approval 

 This study was conducted in accordance with APA Ethical Guidelines for Research 

with Human subjects. Research relationships have been deemed to be asymmetrical with the 

power disproportionately located on the side of the researcher (Glesne, 2006). This requires 

the researcher to deliberately consider and protect the rights of participants to privacy.  

The Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee (EBL/59/08/HREC) 

(Appendix 2) and the New York City Board of Education’s Proposal Review Committee 

(Appendix 2) approved this study. The school principal supported the conduct of the study at 

the school.  

I adhered to the reporting protocols stipulated by the New York City Board of 

Education’s Proposal Review Committee: “Your report of the study should not include the 

identification of the superintendency, district, any school, student, or staff member. A coding 

system should be used if necessary” (T. Gold, Director of External Research, NYCDOE, 

March 11, 2009).  

The rights of participants in this study were protected in a number of ways. 

Participants received an introduction to the study verbally and in writing. They were asked to 

sign a written consent form detailing their participation and ability to withdraw from the 

study at any time (see Appendices 3 and 4). To protect the anonymity of participants in the 

qualitative component of the study, a numerical code was applied to the interview transcripts.  

A dilemma with anonymity and confidentiality is that “key individuals may be 

identified, at least by those within the case…This may be just as threatening or more 

so…than being identifiable to those outside the case to whom the study might be 
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disseminated” (Simons, 1989, p. 117). I pursued confidentiality by always using a numerical 

coding system, and by not identifying the school, Small Learning Communities or any other 

identity-specific data (Howe & Moses, 1999).  

The approach taken in this study was consistent with that of Pring (2003) in that I 

exercised sustained reflexivity and accepted that as a researcher I needed to apply both moral 

and intellectual virtue. As the researcher I was disposed to search for truth and honesty, to be 

open to criticism and to be concerned for the well being of those being researched. In 

addition, I was mindful of the need to reflect on my own position as each researcher “has a 

position by virtue of their race, class, gender, ethnicity [and/or] sexuality” (Nixon et al., 

2003, p. 122). Hence, I practised vigilant reflexivity in this study and was attentive to my 

own preconceptions and view of the world. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter the quantitative and qualitative components of this mixed-methods 

study were outlined. First, the structure and content of the quantitative questionnaire of 

teachers’ commitment to SLCs were explained, the method of data collection was delineated 

and finally, the specific descriptive and inferential statistics used to analyse the data were 

detailed. This was followed by an explanation of the decision to use semi-structured 

interviews to collect qualitative information that could complement the quantitative data. The 

use of grounded theory and constant comparative analysis to evaluate the qualitative 

information were also described. In addition, an explanation of my observation of a 

consistency in interviewees’ espousal and action was provided. Finally, the ethical approach 

adopted in this study was explained. In the following chapter the integrated findings of the 
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quantitative and qualitative components of the research are directed at informing responses to 

the five research questions posed in the study.  
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Chapter 4 

Results 

Introduction 

This study investigated teachers’ commitment to SLCs in the context of NCLB. A 

provisional framework of teachers’ commitment to SLCs was developed from educational 

and organisational change literatures and my experience as a researcher. In this framework 

the teachers’ commitment variable was contextualised as a multi-layered construct and 

particular personal and contextual factors were predicted to influence teachers’ commitment 

to change.  

In this chapter the five research questions are addressed. For each research question, 

the quantitative results are presented first and then followed by the qualitative findings.  

In addition to the quantitative and qualitative data analyses, I have included 

information from full-time complement observation gathered while in my role as an 

education consultant at the school over several years. I have used this information to inform 

the contention that there was consistency between participants’ espoused and actual 

behaviours when their work in the classroom and in professional interactions was observed. 

For example, qualitative outcomes relating to the significance of the change to SLCs itself 

have incorporated observations of Interviewees 1 and 3 as they were representative of the 

spectrum of views participants held regarding commitment to change and to SLCs. Also 

included are similar consistencies that were found among teachers in general, by presenting 

data on teachers who claimed to be involved in collegial exchanges and those teachers who 

made no such claim. Hence, full-time complement observation added a measure of 
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consistency between participants’ espoused and actual behaviour. This was an important 

connection given the warnings of Argyris and Schön (1974), as reported in Chapter 2.  

In this chapter the following research questions are addressed:   

RQ1. To what extent does commitment to a school’s change from one large institution 

to several to Small Learning Communities manifest as a multi-layered construct 

comprised of four separate factors: school-wide, individual, professional, and 

collegial commitment? 

RQ2. Does teachers’ change self-efficacy influence the nature of the data found in 

response to RQ1?  

RQ3. Do teachers’ perceptions of change turbulence within the school influence the 

nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 

RQ4. Do teachers’ perceptions of the significance of the change to Small Learning 

Communities influence the nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 

RQ5. Do the home lives of students influence the nature of the data found in response 

to RQ1? 

A Construct of Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs   

  Both quantitative and the qualitative data addressed the nature of teachers’ 

commitment to change and revealed teachers’ commitment to SLCs as a multi-layered 

construct. First, quantitative data and then qualitative inferences are presented that address 

research question 1:  

To what extent does commitment to a school’s change from one large institution to 

several to Small Learning Communities manifest as a multi-layered construct 
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comprised of four separate factors: school-wide, individual, professional, and 

collegial commitment? 

The quantitative study provided a macro-level investigation of research question 1. 

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) component of structural equation modelling (SEM) 

was used as a quantitative test of the first research question. SEM is a two-step process 

(Byrne, 2001) that includes the testing of (1) a measurement model called a confirmatory 

factor analysis and (2) a structural equation model. In this study, a CFA tested whether 25 

items in the measures of school-wide, professional, collegial, and individual commitment to 

SLCs in the questionnaire, represented adequately the four latent factors of teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs specified in the proposed framework. The CFA of teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs is presented in Figure 5 (see below CFA 1). It indicated that all four 

factors were distinguishable yet intercorrelated, and that they represented distinctive features 

in the multiple levels of teachers’ commitment to SLCs. The clustering of items in the CFA 

indicated that the items in the questionnaire measured the theorised constructs. 
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Figure 5 CFA 1 Multi-layered model of Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs  

A final step in the CFA modeling process was to fit the theoretical model to the data 

and evaluate the model’s goodness of fit. Goodness of fit statistics indicated that the range of 

estimates were appropriate for this CFA model (see Table 10). Chi-square (χ2) is influenced 

by sample size and thus several other measures of goodness of fit were used to assess results 

of the CFA (Byrne, 2001). Table 10 shows that the obtained χ2 probability value was outside 

the range of ideal values. However, data fit was satisfactory when corrected for model 

complexity with χ2/degrees of freedom, = 1.864. The result (1.864) fell within the ideal 

range. 
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Also, the Root Mean square Residual (RMR) which was based on the population 

discrepancy and compared the hypothesised covariance matrix to the obtained one was an 

acceptable fit at .045 (Ideal=0, acceptable threshold=0.05) (Hu and Bentler, 1999).   

Three additional indices compared the tested model to a baseline model. The 

comparative fit index (CFI) was within the acceptable threshold at 0.911, the Tucker-Lewis 

index (TLI) was approaching that threshold at 0.883, while the Normed Fit Index (NFI) fell 

short of the acceptable threshold at 0.831.  

Finally, the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was evaluated. The 

RMSEA included estimates of the lower (LO 90 = .050) and upper (HI 90 = .067) limits of a 

confidence level based on a population value of RMSEA. Values of PCLOSE at 0.06 or less 

are regarded as a close fit. RMSE was estimated at .059 and thus the model achieved this 

measure of adequate fit. The analysis summary for CFA 1 is provided in Appendix 9. 

Table 10  

Estimates of measures for goodness of fit for CFA 1: Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs 

 χ2 df Probability χ2/df RMR NFI TLI CFI RMSEA 

Ideal 

Values 

  p>0.05 0-3 0–0.05 0.95 -1.00 0.90–.99 0.90-0.99 0 – 0.6 

Obtained 

value 

426.947 229 P<0.001 1.864 0.045 0.831 0.883 0.911 0.059 

Note. NFI = normed fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean 

square error of approximation. Ideal values identified by Hu and Bentler (1999).  

 

These goodness of fit indices provided a conservative and reliable evaluation of the 

solution (Brown, 2006). When examined together, these indices were consistent with the 

CFA exhibiting an acceptable goodness of fit for the Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs 
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variable. The results of the CFA indicated that quantitative data supported the proposition in 

research question 1 that teachers’ commitment to SLCs was a multi-layered construct 

comprised of four separate factors: school-wide, individual, professional, and collegial 

commitment.  

In the qualitative study, interviewees’ perceptions of their commitment to change 

provided support for the prospective framework that was adapted from the literature. First, 

they acknowledged a school-wide level of commitment with some preferring the original 

comprehensive school structure while others supported the new structure:  

I want the school to remain essentially what it is – one large school. So, I have a 

commitment to that, but I can’t say that I have a commitment to this [restructured] 

school (Interviewee 3, l. 23-25).  

I’m committed to this school because I think that it’s the best chance for the kids to 

get an education because of the varied opportunities it offers. The SLCs, I would say, 

extends that to a degree (Interviewee 4, l. 16-18). 

The way I see it is that even though SLCs are functioning almost as their own entities, 

it is still the whole school approach that we have…that comes first (Interviewee 5, l. 

10-12). 

Second, interviewees disclosed opinions on their commitment to SLCs at the 

professional level and again they offered diverse perspectives. For instance, Interviewee 1 

explained: 

What I’ve found is…meetings take place absolutely every single week, they’re very 

well organised, and we’re a committed group, so that we visit each other in each 
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others’ classes on a fairly regular basis…we know each others’ grades for the students 

and who’s having trouble (Interviewee 1, l. 111-114). 

In contrast Interviewee 4 acknowledged that professional meetings occurred but he doubted 

their usefulness:  

I think that our SLC meetings, honestly, are a waste of time…I feel like it’s just going 

through the motions as far as professional development goes (Interviewee 4, l. 213-

215; 218-219). 

Third, interviewees’ acknowledged a commitment to SLCs at a collegial level. This 

was evident when Interviewee 3 explained that he continued to work regularly with particular 

teachers and “talk about things that go on in my classes, and strategies that they use…and 

vice versa” (Interviewee 3, l. 67-64). Similarly, Interviewee 4 explained that the best thing 

SLCs did was “bring you closer to your colleagues in your [school] learning community” 

(Interviewee 4, l. 85-86).  

Finally, interviewees recognised that commitment to SLCs existed at an individual 

level. In Interviewee 2’s case, she commented that implementation of SLC rules and 

consequences enabled her to ‘turn around’ some of her students:  

This configuration is great because you’re holding freshmen accountable to become 

sophomores. Because we get to know the freshmen, you can instil in them good study 

habits. You can instil in them that attendance teachers are going to find you…they’re 

going to be held accountable for their actions…I feel more confident that I will be 

backed up by every adult in this building. From security and aides to my AP and 

Principal…So I can turn a kid around, with the help and support of what’s going on 

here (Interviewee 2, l. 124-127; 146-147; 149; 153-154). 
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Interviewee 1 stated that she incorporated the theme of the students’ SLC into her classroom 

teaching: 

What I tend to do is, once I find out and determine what [SLC] they’re from, is gear 

my classes in some way so if I’m working in the ‘Z’ SLC, when I have a non-fiction 

unit, it might be about the ‘Z’ SLC theme…So, I try to match what my curriculum is 

with what their unit of study is (Interviewee 1, l. 77-81). 

However, Interviewee 4 indicated a lack of commitment to SLCs at the individual level: 

It doesn’t really matter. I’m going to teach the kids in front of me and do the best I 

can (Interviewee 4, l. 105-106). 

The interviewees’ transcripts were examined in relation to the four pre-determined 

commitment layers. As represented in the grid below, the pre-determined themes were 

revealed in the transcripts (Appendices 12 to 17).  

Pre-determined layer Case 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 

School-wide ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Professional ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Collegial ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Individual ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

 

Overall, inferences from the qualitative study indicated commitment to SLCs was 

understood as a multi-layered construct. Four levels were acknowledged: school-wide, 

professional, collegial and individual. Furthermore, the extent of commitment to SLCs at 

each level varied such that teachers did not commit to SLCs in a uniform way. Instead, 
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teachers’ commitment was consistent in its diversity. To sum up, Research question 1 was 

supported in both the quantitative and qualitative components of the study.  

The four remaining research questions addressed factors that were predicted to 

influence the nature of the data found in response to research question 1. Both quantitative 

and qualitative data were directed at the four remaining research questions.  

As explained in Chapter 3, in the quantitative component of the study the full 

structural model of the SEM was needed in order to address research questions two through 

five. As a first step pre-requisite CFAs were conducted for each of the factors predicted to 

influence teachers’ commitment to SLCs: teachers’ change self-efficacy, change turbulence, 

change significance and students’ home lives. The results for each of these analyses are 

provided (for CFA 2 see Chapter 3, Figure 1, Table 2 and Appendix 7; for CFA 3 see Chapter 

3, Figure 2 and Table 3 and Appendix 8; for CFA 1 see Chapter 4, Figure 5, Table 10 and 

Appendix 9). Each CFA met all of the goodness of fit criteria.  

Second, prior to conducting the SEM, descriptive and correlational data were 

examined to provide information on the strength and direction of relationships among the 

variables. Data showed that the variables were not unduly skewed or kurtotic as none of the 

values exceeded 1 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Scale scores are provided below in Table 11. 

As scale scores were reported as average scores, results could be interpreted using the 

5-point Likert scale used for data entry: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = undecided, 4 

= agree, and 5 = strongly agree. For example, the mean for change self-efficacy was the 

highest (4.16). Also, responses fell into a positively, truncated range with a minimum of 2 

and a maximum 5. This implied that participants perceived they had the ability to manage the 

restructure to SLCs. In comparison, the mean for students’ home lives was lower (3.2) and it 
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was negatively truncated range (1.17 to 4.83), which suggested that students’ home lives 

might not have a substantial influence on teachers’ commitment decisions. In summary, all 8 

factors had mean values between 3.18 and 4.2 and the minimum and maximum data 

demonstrated the generally positive spread of responses to the factors.  

Table 11  

Scale scores 

Statistics N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Minimum Maximum 

SchlCmtAv 252 3.959 .668 -.672 .967 1.25 5.00 

IndivCmtAv 252 3.796 .519 -.117 .069 2.33 5.00 

ProfCmtAv 252  3.615 .729 -.435 .172 1.20 5.00 

CllglCmtAv 252 3.419 .450 -.208 .164 2.00 4.67 

Stu HomeAv 252 3.201 .535 -.148 .525 1.17 4.83 

Self-EffAv 252 4.161 .577 -.340 .464 2.00 5.00 

ChgeTurbAv 252 3.178 .672 -.208 .269 1.00 5.00 

ChgSigAv 252 3.311 .851 -.286 -.016 1.00 5.00 

Note: Since neither skew nor kurtosis exceeds 1, these variables do not appear to be unduly skewed or 

kurtotic. All factors were measured on a scale from 0 to 5; N = 252. 

 

The strength of the relationships among the factors was assessed using  

bi-variate correlation analysis (ie. product moment correlation coefficient, or Pearson’s r) 

(see Correlation Matrix, Table 12). Correlation values between .10 and .30 are considered 

small or weak, those between .40 and .60 are considered moderate, and those over .70 are 

considered strong (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). The majority of significant correlations were 

significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 12 
Correlation matrix 

Correlations	   Statistics	   HomeAv	   SchlCmtAv	   IndivCmtAv	   ProfCmtAv	   TchrSlfEffAv	   ChgeTurbAv	   ChgSigAv	   CllglCmtAv	  

HomeAv	   Corr	   1	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   Sig	    	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   N	   252	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

SchlCmtAv	   Corr	   -‐.105	   1	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   Sig	   .095	    	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   N	   252	   252	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

IndivCmtAv	   Corr	   -‐.159*	   .368**	   1	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   Sig	   .012	   .000	    	   	   	   	   	  

	   N	   252	   252	   252	   	   	   	   	   	  

ProfCmtAv	   Corr	   -‐.188**	   .515**	   .412**	   1	   	   	   	   	  

	   Sig	   .003	   .000	   .000	    	   	   	   	  

	   N	   252	   252	   252	   252	   	   	   	   	  

TchrSlfEffAv	   Corr	   -‐.099	   .376**	   .480**	   .390**	   1	   	   	   	  

	   Sig	   .117	   .000	   .000	   .000	    	   	   	  

	   N	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   	   	   	  

ChgeTurbAv	   Corr	   .246**	   -‐.172**	   -‐.125*	   -‐.026	   -‐.077	   1	   	   	  

	   Sig	   .000	   .006	   .047	   .683	   .224	    	   	  

	   N	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   	   	  

ChgSigAv	   Corr	   -‐.045	   .379**	   .201**	   .339**	   .263**	   .096	   1	   	  

	   Sig	   .474	   .000	   .001	   .000	   .000	   .127	    	  

	   N	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   	  

CllglCmtAv	   Corr	   -‐.116	   .492**	   .411**	   .506**	   .284**	   -‐.062	   .319**	   1	  

	   Sig	   .067	   .000	   .000	   .000	   .000	   .330	   .000	    

	   N	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	   252	  

Note. N = 252; Corr = correlations; *p < .05.  **p < .01 
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There were significant interrelationships among the four levels of teachers’ 

commitment to change as hypothesised in research question 1. Also, all individual and 

contextual factors were correlated with the four operational layers of teachers’ commitment 

to change and with each other at moderate to weak levels. Overall, the correlations confirmed 

that none of the eight factors overlapped redundantly (correlation = 0.90 – 1).  

Next, the full SEM was conducted using AMOS 17.0. The SEM tested 

simultaneously the interim framework for relationships among factors influencing teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs. The dependent variables were the four levels of teachers’ commitment 

to change, the independent variables were teachers’ change self-efficacy and students’ home-

lives, and the mediating variables were change turbulence and change significance. This 

configuration of the framework was decided on after comparing the results of an alternative 

configuration of the framework with change significance as an independent variable rather 

than a mediating variable. The results of the χ2 difference test (χ2  = 0.04) showed that the 

initial model was statistically preferable. 

A diagram of the SEM is provided in Figure 6. The factors are represented by 

rectangles: the independent factors (change self-efficacy and students’ home life) are on the 

left side, the mediating factors (change turbulence and change significance) are in the middle, 

and the dependent factors (school-wide, professional, collegial, and individual commitment 

to SLCs) are on the right in the diagram. The small ovals represent errors of measurement 

linked to specific factors, and the arrows show the direction of the relationships. The 

complete model can be read from left to right. The SEM diagram indicated that the direction 

of the correlations in the SEM were similar to patterns observed in the coefficient correlation 

matrix that was presented in Table 12.  
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Figure 6 Structural Equation Model (SEM) of factors influencing teachers’ commitment to SLCs. 

The fit of the structural equation model was evaluated in three steps. First, goodness 

of fit indices for the SEM (see Table 13) showed that obtained values were close to ideal, 

which indicated the hypothesised model fitted the data well. 

Table 13  

Structural Equation Model: Factors influencing teachers’ commitment to SLCs. 

 χ2 df Probability χ2/df RMR NFI TLI CFI RMSEA 

Ideal 

Values 

  p>0.05 0-3 0–0.05 0.95-1.00 0.90–0.99 0.90-0.99 0 – 0.6 

Obtained 

value 

10.352 10 0.410 1.035 0.013 0.976 0.998 0.999 0.012 

Note. NFI = normed fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean 

square error of approximation. Ideal values identified by Hu and Bentler (1999).  

 

Second, standardised residuals and modification indices were checked for 

misspecification errors between the predicted and the actual model. The standardised 

residuals capture discrepancies between the two (Byrne, 2001). As none of these were greater 
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than 2.58 (they ranged from -1.802 to 1.113), this indicated that there were no areas of ill-fit 

in the data (see Appendices 10a. & 10b.) (Byrne, 2001).  

As a final step the modification indices were evaluated for areas of misfit. The critical 

values (C.R.) and the related probability values (P) of the standardised regression weights for 

the structural parameter paths were statistically significant (see Appendix 10c.) which 

indicated no misfit of data. Also, all of the standardised weight estimates were below 1.00, 

the threshold for significance (they ranged from -.103 to .480) (Byrne, 2001). A review of the 

modification indices did not identify any areas of concern regarding data misfit. 

Consequently, the full SEM model was found to fit the data. Checks of misspecification 

found that the model did not have any localised areas of misfit in the solution.  

What follows is an examination of each of the research questions two to five in terms 

of the quantitative data (from the SEM) and the qualitative findings. 

The Influence of Teachers’ Change Self-efficacy  

First quantitative and then qualitative data are examined in relation to research 

question 2: 

Does teachers’ change self-efficacy influence the nature of the data found in response 

to RQ1?  

Quantitative results demonstrated that change self-efficacy influenced significantly 

teachers’ commitment to SLCs at multiple layers. The direct influence of change self-efficacy 

was confirmed by significant, positive pathways to school-wide, professional, collegial and 

individual levels of teachers’ commitment to SLCs (see the SEM, Figure 6). Change self-

efficacy also had an indirect influence on three of the four levels of commitment that was 

mediated by the change-significance factor. Overall, quantitative data confirmed that change 
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self-efficacy influenced teachers’ commitment to change at each of the four operational 

levels identified in research question 1. 

In the qualitative data, interviewees’ change self-efficacy perceptions revealed a 

diversity of beliefs and actions that influenced the nature of their commitment to SLCs. For 

example, Interviewees 5 and 1 espoused belief in their capacity to deal with change. 

Furthermore, their perceptions of their responses to change inferred they had actualised their 

commitment to SLCs and change more generally. Interviewee 5 was a SLC 

Director/Assistant Principal (AP). She explained her beliefs and actions about managing 

change:  

I believe I cope well with change. I believe I’m flexible with that, and I believe I 

adjust pretty well. I assess the situation and I think about the possibilities we have in 

order to be successful in a given situation, and then we go into planning and action. 

So personally, I think that I cope well with the change (Interviewee 5, l. 63-66).  

 

Now, with Small Learning Communities, the fact that I have the ‘Q’ SLC [one of the 

SLCs], and I am overseeing the others when it comes to data collection and progress. 

I am much more involved in all the different subjects, also in the different teaching 

strategies…basically my job has changed a lot because of the SLCs…Previously I 

supervised only my [departmental] teachers but now we meet as a Cabinet [Principal 

and Assistant Principals] and we discuss the SLC work – that didn’t happen before. 

So we meet more, we communicate more and we plan more together; we have 

teachers who are committed – but it is a small percentage of the whole staff. They’re 

committed, they are interested in bringing in the SLC themes…They’re interested in 

planning the curriculum, and they’re interested in giving students all these 
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opportunities that SLCs have. They come to meetings, they contact parents, they have 

ideas about how to do it...now they [teachers] get to meet teachers from other subject 

areas…they get to learn strategies from other subject areas that they may use in their 

own classrooms (Interviewee 5, l.33-36; 39-40; 71-74; 84-85). 

 

Interviewee 1 revealed beliefs and actions similar to those of Interviewee 5: 

I’ve worked well with – especially the Global teachers, all through the change. But I 

have gone to meetings with teachers from all curriculums and disciplines…I do work 

developing data that we can use in the school, and presenting it to other schools…I’m 

strongly committed to the SLCs that I work in…I cope very well with change because 

I embrace it (Interviewee 1, l. 35-42; 44-45; 64; 184). 

 

Another interviewee viewed her ability to cope with change differently. This person espoused 

change but tackled the work of change in small achievable bits. Interviewee 2 found it 

challenging to translate her intentions into actions: 

I’ve learnt to – I’ll take what pieces of it I can use and make that work, instead of 

doing every single thing. Not trying to ignore stuff, but I’m not good at change all the 

time, and then I tend to make a mountain – something small into a bigger project than 

it needs to be. I’m learning to say, okay what do they want to do? … I try to address it 

so that at least I can say I’ve gone from there to here, as opposed to try to take on 

something so huge that I get nowhere…I have colleagues and I have supervisors who 

have said…take a step back…So, in terms of change, my problem is, I make things 

harder than they need to be, which tends to make me slower...I’m not against it 

(Interviewee 2, l.37-39; 47-48; 163-164; 181-182). 
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In this instance, the interviewee espoused commitment to change and SLCs and actualised 

her commitment to change incrementally.  

           Interviewee 3 espoused contingent support for change when asked how effectively he 

thought he dealt with change itself: 

 I think it depends on the type of change. I’m very open to change as a rule. I 

welcome it, I think we need to be creative in what we do in all facets of life, but I 

don’t much like change that feels like it’s just bullying or pointless - change for the 

sake of change. A lot of the stuff they want us to do differently now, doesn’t make 

sense to me. Things that I think we should be doing we’re not – and we’re not 

permitted to – and when we do, we get arguments for it. Change that is intelligent, 

and rational, and pointed and effective is wonderful, and I’m very open to that 

(Interviewee 3, l. 96-103). 

He placed conditions on his commitment to change and SLCs in particular: 

 I think that if the SLCs start to become more functional- it’s the best word. I keep 

using it. If they start really working, as I think they can – because I think SLCs are a 

great idea – I just don’t think they’re being well utilised…I think that there’s so much 

wrong with the way the SLCs are being administered, that it’s a hodgepodge of stuff 

that is just not working the way it should (Interviewee 3, l. 91-93; 36-38). 

The qualitative data demonstrated that the interviewees had varying change self-

efficacy perceptions that influenced the nature of their commitment to SLCs and to change 

more generally. To conclude, the significant influence of change self-efficacy identified in 

the quantitative data was corroborated in the qualitative data. Thus, research question 2 was 
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affirmed as change self-efficacy was found to influence the nature of teachers’ commitment 

to change. 

The Influence of Change Turbulence 

Research question 3 asked: 

Do teachers’ perceptions of change turbulence within the school influence the nature 

of the data found in response to RQ1? 

Change turbulence was not a significant influence on the nature of teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs. In the quantitative study change turbulence was examined as a 

mediating variable in the SEM and it was predicted that change turbulence would influence 

teachers’ commitment to change at all levels. The prediction was based on research that 

found change turbulence distracted employees from committing to a new change (Fedor, 

Caldwell, & Herold, 2006). Surprisingly, as shown in the SEM analysis (see Figure 6), 

change turbulence did not influence teachers’ commitment to SLCs at an individual, collegial 

or professional level and it had a minor negative influence on school-wide commitment. This 

indicated that teachers did not perceive other changes that were overlapping with the change 

to SLCs as a distraction from their commitment to SLCs. Thus, change turbulence was not an 

influential factor on teachers’ commitment to SLCs. The qualitative information corroborated 

and supplemented this finding. 

 Interviewees’ indicated that change turbulence was not an important factor. They 

were asked to explain how they viewed other changes, such as the Quality Review and 

Literacy Across the Curriculum that were being implemented in the school at same time as 

the school restructured to SLCs. Qualitative data indicated that a context of multiple, 
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concurrent changes did not compromise interviewees’ commitment to SLCs. Interviewees 

perceived change as a constant:   

 …three years at the other school, two years here, - no matter where I am, multiple 

things are always being introduced. So as far as I’m concerned, it’s par for the course 

(Interviewee 2, l.32-34). 

 

I think they go all hand in hand. If I think about Literacy Across the Curriculum 

specifically…it works very well for us because we sit in our SLC meetings we talk 

about literacy with the Math teacher, with the Global teacher, with the Science 

teacher, and it makes good sense. The Quality Reviews however, are something 

slightly different, I think, and I think they’re more nerve wracking than helpful to us. 

(Interviewee 1, l. 21-26). 

 

…Literacy Across the Curriculum - that could have been done without SLCs, but now 

we have other venues to do it through…But the fact that we have the SLCs now, I 

think it’ll help in a structural way to bring people together and to make these other 

changes more effective (Interviewee 5, l. 21-27). 

 

Interviewee 2 indicated that she approached SLCs as she had other changes: 

So I see what the SLCs want, I saw the literacy, I started doing spelling tests and word 

walls…I don’t let them, in Mathematics, fall down with literacy, and things like 

that…if something needs to be done, I’ll do it (Interviewee 2, l. 42-44; 51-52). 

 

Interviewee 3 questioned how the various changes were implemented: 
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I don’t think teachers have been very well schooled in all this stuff. So, I think that, 

for most of us, it feels like an imposition more than something that’s helping us…or 

the students (Interviewee 3, l. 32-34). 

 

Therefore, interviewees indicated that change was common in the school, the move to SLCs 

was perceived as just another change and their commitment to SLCs was not compromised 

by change turbulence.  

A closer examination of one interviewee’s perceptions of simultaneous changes 

demonstrated that he was used to multiple changes but not necessarily committed to them. 

Interviewee 4 espoused support for Literacy across the Curriculum but wondered whose 

needs were being met in the Quality Review process: 

I think first of all, literacy is the main problem with our students and any attempt to 

improve literacy is very welcomed… As for the Quality Reviews I think it’s a 

bureaucratic waste of time…I think that it’s like investigating yourself, and I think the 

money could be better spent doing more literacy work or maybe improving 

technology…The [school] learning community make[s] it probably easier to organise 

a school for these Quality Reviews, so I think that it’s having the whole school having 

to figure out what we’re going to do – by [small] learning community, we can at least 

plan for these reviews (Interviewee 4, l. 33-39; 47-50). 

 

Interviewee 4 made both constructive and critical comments about changes brought about by 

SLCs: 

…before SLCs we would talk about students, but in a large school often you don’t 

have the same students and its hit and miss. The good thing about this is, if you have a 

teacher colleague who has the same kids you have, it definitely helps. As a matter of 
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fact, I’ve had my colleagues in English help my kids with essays in Social Studies 

(Interviewee 4, l. 73-77). 

 

…I think people would invest more in the [Small] Learning Communities if we  

were shown viable ways to improve within the structure… what can we do to get 

these kids more engaged?…I think there’s been a tremendous lacking in anything 

specific (Interviewee 4, l. 67-70; 213). 

 

Hence, according to Interviewee 4 the change to SLCs did not represent a substantial change. 

He was sceptical about change. He stated, “the minute they say change, I’m conditioned to 

say no… It could be better, but I don’t trust you to make it better” (Interviewee 4, l. 201-

202). His lack of commitment to SLCs reflected his beliefs and actions regarding change 

rather than a lack of commitment to SLCs that could be attributed to change turbulence.  

In general, interviewees indicated that change was common in schools. Concurrent 

changes such as the Literacy across the Curriculum policy and the Quality Review did not 

distract interviewees from committing to SLCs in their individual ways. Hence, qualitative 

data did not support research question 3 as teachers’ perceptions of change turbulence within 

the school did not influenced significantly their commitment to SLCs. Research question 3 

was not supported by either data set. 

 

The Significance of the Restructure 

The question asked: 

Do teachers’ perceptions of the significance of the change to Small Learning 

Communities influence the nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 
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In this section the quantitative data on the significance of the change to SLCs is 

presented first followed by the qualitative data. In addition, my observations indicating 

consistency between participants’ espoused and actual behaviour have been included.  

Quantitative data demonstrated partial support for research question 4. The SEM 

indicated that the mediating variable, significance of the change to SLCs itself, did not 

influence significantly the nature of teachers’ commitment to SLCs at the individual level. 

This is indicated in the SEM by the absence of a single-headed arrow between the change 

significance construct and teachers’ commitment to change at the individual layer. This 

suggested that the actual change in the structure of the school from one large comprehensive 

school into a series of small learning communities did not have a significant impact at the 

individual teacher level– and thus there was not a significant change in classroom teaching as 

a consequence of the school’s restructure. However, the SEM clearly indicated that the 

change in structure did have a significant impact at school-wide, professional and collegial 

layers. This meant that the SEM demonstrated that teachers perceived a positive, significant 

change in the way they worked with one another in school-wide, professional and collegial 

roles as a result of the school’s restructure into SLCs. Overall, the SEM indicated that the 

actual change to SLCs had a significant impact when teachers were working with one another 

but not when teachers worked independently in their classrooms. 

Analysis of the qualitative data revealed interviewees perceived and reacted to the 

actual restructure in a diversity of ways. Some found the change itself was important and it 

had an effect at all of their operational roles, while others reported that it did not have an 

impact on their classroom teaching but it did change how they worked with others. An 

examination of interviewees’ comments provides a spectrum of views on the significance of 

the change to SLCs.  
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Interviewee 2, for example, had spent two years in another Bronx high school that had 

restructured to SLCs before transferring to this school. She addressed several positive aspects 

of the significance of the change to SLCs at this school by comparing her experiences of 

SLCs at the school-wide and professional levels:  

I see more people finding relevance, or finding what’s good about the SLC…I feel 

more of a commitment, I feel more of a stake, I feel that I can have more of an 

influence…It does not feel as lost, do you know what I mean? [My previous school] 

is large and it’s ill-run …What’s very different here is the administration…the 

assumption is that the teacher has done the first outreach…it’s the assumption that 

I’ve done my job…let’s take some corrective action as opposed to being reprimanded 

or punished (Interviewee 2, l. 18; 111-116; 130-132). 

Interviewee 2 also referred to the challenges she faced in her attempts to implement SLC 

changes at the individual level in her teaching of mathematics: 

I try to bring it in, piece by piece. So, where I have been asked - try to get them to 

write paragraphs…I’ve done it with vocabulary…I’m better able to do a few things 

across the curriculum, like we did with History and the Pythagorean Theorem 

(Interviewee 2, l. 45-47; 60-62). 

Interviewee 5 and Interviewee 1 saw the change to SLCs as a significant one that 

influenced their commitment at all levels.	  Interviewee 5 was a SLC Director/Assistant 

Principal. She commented: 

I believe that my commitment has to be high, due to the fact that the students that are 

with me in the SLCs, and it is my responsibility to get them where they’re supposed 

to be, when it comes to attendance or being on track (Interviewee 5, l. 45-47).  
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She indicated that restructuring the school to SLCs had a significant impact on her individual 

work and on her work with others:  

So, basically my job has changed a lot because of the SLCs...I run the data inquiry 

team. I have more people to supervise. I have SLC coordinators. I have two 

attendance teachers, I have the parent coordinator and I have the family assistant to 

supervise. Also, I do more Professional Development than I did – everything that I do 

now has a wider focus than what it had before. (Interviewee 5, l. 36; 55-59). 

 

She also perceived the change to SLCs was more significant to some teachers than others:  

…you have those teachers who couldn’t care less. They think the SLCs are still going 

away, eventually, just like so many other changes in the New York City Department 

of Education. They’re not interested, but I would say they’re not interested in 

children, in general – their learning. You have two opposites, and then you have the 

middle ground there, in between, where many of our teachers finally end up 

(Interviewee 5, l. 75-80). 

Thus, Interviewee 5 indicated that SLCs were a significant change for her and influenced her 

individual behaviour. In addition, she deduced that the significance of the change to teachers 

was not uniform.   

Interviewee 1, like Interviewee 5, was committed to SLCs (Interviewee1, l. 8-9). She 

affirmed that the restructure changed her work with others and her classroom teaching: 

I’ve gone out to a tremendous amount of development-meetings and seminars…it 

isn’t just within the school, it’s within the district, at this point, and then in summer 

I’ll go to Atlanta and present nationally… I develop more units alongside the other 

teachers…for instance, in my English class I noticed that the Global teacher had a 
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research paper. Well, I hadn’t taught research papers in my English class, so I worked 

with her… and I made my three week unit – the research paper, the Global research 

paper…I took the [students] to the library…I taught them note cards…annotations 

and bibliography (Interviewee 1, l.40-52; 93-98). 

 

As noted in Chapter 3, I was in a position to check whether Interviewee 1’s espoused 

intentions to act in a particular way to support SLCs actually occurred. I have worked closely 

with this teacher – in her classroom and in professional meetings since September 2005 when 

she began at the school as a Teaching Fellow. This teacher taught in the adolescent literacy 

program that I facilitated for four years and she was an engaged and reflective participant in 

the weekly adolescent literacy meetings. She has been an active member of the school’s and 

her SLC’s data inquiry teams. At school-wide inquiry meetings this teacher provided lesson 

plans and samples of her students’ work for examination and discussion on a regular basis. 

Her classes were always open to inquiry team members, colleagues and visitors – this was 

not the case with all teachers. She also supported and facilitated collaboration across SLCs 

that aimed to improve the performance and attendance of students in the bottom third of their 

classes. For example, one of her Grade 9 ELA classes was the focus of a data inquiry team 

project for the ‘X’ SLC that aimed to improve the attendance and progress of boys in the 

class. In other school-wide meetings she voluntarily collaborated with teachers to produce 

integrated units of work for English and Social Studies. These behaviours showed that she 

was doing the sort of things in her classroom and professional meetings that she had espoused 

about her commitment to SLCs.  

As noted previously, other interviewees revealed that the change to SLCs did not 

impact on their classroom teaching and it did not necessarily change how they worked with 

other teachers. For example, Interviewee 4 was a proponent of the principal (Int 4, l. 204) yet 
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he could not commit to SLCs. He was critical of the organisation of teachers’ schedules 

(timetables) and questioned the significance of SLCs in practice:   

...they want us to plan together and I actually got together with a colleague, when we 

realised that we didn’t have the same kids. So I don’t think there’s been a real effort 

to match up…I think it’s more going through the motions…it’s more ceremonial that 

actually real (Interviewee 4, l. 78-82). 

 

Interviewee 4 indicated that he saw himself as a content area teacher and consequently, the 

change to SLCs had not had a significant impact on his work – at any level:  

Although I feel, I want to be honest, I feel the [school] learning community is a really 

- a lot like houses we had with guidance…more than me teaching any differently - I 

think it’s just more that the kids are together. Because, honestly, I have to teach a 

whole curriculum of Social Studies and … if I was teaching in another [small] 

learning community, other than showing the occasional [SLC themed] film, which I 

probably still would show -I don’t think it has changed me at all… (Interviewee 4, l. 

51-56).  

 

… the only thing I have done differently is I’ve had – it’s easier to talk to the teachers 

of my students because they’re easily identifiable. I know exactly who they have. I 

know their English teacher most of the time. I know who they’re going to have in 

Social Studies, so that’s a good thing (Interviewee 4, l. 105-106; 124-126). 

 

He indicated that the change to SLCs had not had a significant impact on his classroom 

teaching (Int 4, l. 105) and even though he regularly attended SLC meetings and attempted to 
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liaise with SLC colleagues he found the restructure superficial and questioned the motives 

behind it. He was mindful of politically motivated agendas for school change (Int 4, l. 178-

181). He commented that the Quality Reviews had “a punitive tone” (Int 4, l. 62) and that 

school reviewers were not really interested in providing constructive or “positive feedback on 

what we’re doing…it’s more like, nothing bad happened, not closing you today, rather than, 

you’re doing wonderful stuff” (Inter 4, l. 64-66).  

I have worked along side Interviewee 4 for three years. During that time he has openly 

aired his views and consistently questioned the motives underlying change in schools. He 

imputed this in his interview when he commented, “I just feel like sometimes they change 

things based on politics, rather than actually talking to us, asking teachers what they think 

might work. I’d be more willing - like in this interview – more than willing to tell people 

what I think, and I feel like nobody cares what we think about changing things” (Interviewee 

4, l. 195-198). From his statements and from my observations of his behaviour in school-

wide, SLC and classroom settings, there has been an alignment in his espoused and his actual 

lack of commitment to SLCs at the school.  

 

Finally, Interviewee 3 explained that the change to SLCs did not have a significant 

impact on him. He was asked if there was anything that he had done differently because of 

the restructure and he responded: 

 I’m not sure. I think – things happen without you even realizing it… you hear things, 

you see things, you learn things and you start doing things differently on an 

unconscious level. It’s not necessarily – I saw this and so now I’m going to do it. I 

think we constantly are evolving. I think at this point very little because of the way 

they function for me - certainly more when I was in the ‘X’ SLC. (Interviewee 3, l. 83-

91). 
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I have intimated that my role as education consultant at this school enabled me to develop 

professional working relationships with many of the teachers. In the case of Interviewee 3, 

we shared a teachers’ common-room along with several teachers for four years. During that 

time we developed a collegial relationship and I visited his classroom several times, 

especially when he was teaching in the ‘X’ SLC, which he referred to (Interviewee 3, l. 83-

91).  

 Whilst I may not have agreed with his views or his actions, I knew that Interviewee 3 

was not pleased about the restructure to SLCs as he had argued on multiple occasions that he 

felt the SLCs were not working as well as they should and that he would have preferred that 

no change had occurred. For instance, he held particular views about teaching and student 

discipline and he would clearly articulate them in ‘X’ SLC meetings that I attended. Several 

SLC meetings were devoted to the proactive and reactive management of students’ 

behaviour. For example, when students were disruptive in class teachers were expected to 

implement a set of behaviour management steps that could result in the removal of the 

student(s) from class. Several teachers, including Interviewee 3, had attended professional 

development on a new student-management system that included this procedure. During the 

SLC meetings Interviewee 3, among others, had expressed views against this stepped-

procedure. They nominated a list of students with very challenging behaviours. Other 

teachers who had the same students contended that they did not have similar problems. The 

discussions were lively and contentious and there was a lack of consensus regarding students’ 

and teachers’ rights and responsibilities and what constituted a level of ‘disruptive’ behaviour 

that required external intervention. Interviewee 3 explained that he preferred to by-pass the 

classroom management steps as he expected students to do as they were told and that he 

called for immediate assistance from a Dean (a supervisor of students’ behaviour) to remove 

offending students, as he did not want to engage with students who were misbehaving in his 
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class. Several teachers agreed with his actions and his perspective. Ultimately, all teachers in 

the SLC were expected to follow the steps. 

I visited his classroom approximately once every six weeks and observed that he 

continued to implement his own system of student management. There was a consistency 

across his espoused ideas on managing students’ behaviour and his actions in and out of the 

classroom that in his mind would minimise disruption. For example, students had been given 

a test and those who had 20-25 minutes of free time asked if they could use the time to do 

their homework. Interviewee 3 responded that all students with free time were to place their 

heads on their desks until the end of the lesson. When I questioned his decision later he 

indicated that he was pre-empting disruptive behaviour. Hence, what he said in the SLC 

meetings was consistent with his actions in those meetings and in the classes that I visited. 

Overall, the interviewees held a range of views about the significance of changing to SLCs. 

However, at an individual level, there was a consistency between each interviewee’s 

espoused ideas and their actions. 

Furthermore, I found that teachers in general had varying views about the restructure 

and from my observation their espoused views were consistent with their behaviour. The 

quantitative data indicated that approximately 3 of 4 teachers agreed that they consistently 

exchanged feedback with other teachers based on classroom observations (i.e., 193 of 258 

teachers). From my experience this proportion fits the pattern of my observations of teachers 

at this school.  

In summary, at a macro-level the quantitative data demonstrated that the restructure 

did not change the way teachers worked in their classrooms but it did change the way they 

worked collaboratively. At a micro-level, the qualitative information revealed that 

interviewees’ held a spectrum of views about the significance of the restructure. Finally, my 
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observations inferred a consistency across interviewees’ intentions and actions in response to 

the restructure.  

The Influence of Students’ Home Lives 

The question posed was: 

 Do the home lives of students influence the nature of the data found in response to 

RQ1? 

In the quantitative data students’ home lives had a small, negative influence on 

teachers’ professional commitment to SLCs. However, it did not influence teachers’ 

individual, collegial or school-wide commitment to SLCs and thus it did not influence 

significantly teachers’ commitment to change (see SEM, Figure 6).  

Students’ home lives were not directly addressed in the qualitative data as this factor 

emerged after the interviews were conducted. Consequently, little qualitative information was 

available that could address this question. However, one interviewee commented on students’ 

home lives in answering an interview question. Interviewee 4 referred to perceptions of his 

students’ home lives and he explained how this influenced his commitment to SLC work with 

some SLC colleagues. He revealed that he attempted to provide strategic support to some of 

his students:   

I end up trying to lobby for my students, say giving them a break, they’re okay, and 

sometimes that helps. Every teacher gets along with certain students – so the ones I 

know can be difficult, but only because they have issues. This way, maybe I can 

soften up the teacher, and say, listen give them a break (Interviewee 4, l. 85-89). 

The interviewee was asked to explain what he meant by issues: 
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Home life issues or boy issues. I think they become adults way too soon. There are so 

many things – gangs, their parents are not totally present in their lives or they come 

from single families. A lot of these kids just don’t have that family home they can go 

to where the parents ask them how they’re doing (Interviewee 4, l.91-95). 

In this instance the teacher specified that students’ experiences away from school impacted 

on some of his interactions with other SLC teachers and colleagues. 

There was insufficient qualitative data to address research question 5. Hence, research 

question 5 was not supported as quantitative data found that students’ home lives did not 

influence significantly the nature of the teachers’ commitment to change at any level. 

Summary 

In this chapter each research question was addressed and it was apparent that 

outcomes from the study provided support for the provisional framework. First, teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs was identified as a multi-layered factor. The layers reflected multiple 

roles that teachers had across the school in and outside the classroom. Moreover, teachers’ 

actual commitment to the change varied across these roles. Second, teachers’ perceptions of 

their change self-efficacy were found to influence significantly their commitment to SLCs at 

all levels. Teachers’ change self-efficacy also influenced perceptions of the significance of 

restructuring the school. Third, an unexpected result from the study was that change 

turbulence did not influence teachers’ commitment to SLCs or change. Fourth, the impact of 

the restructure itself influenced the nature of teachers’ commitment to SLCs. This was 

evident when teachers were working collaboratively in school-wide, professional and 

collegial roles but not when they were independently teaching their classes. However, some 

interviewees who believed they were highly committed to SLCs did report changes in their 
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individual practice. Also, I delineated my observations of consistency between participants’ 

espousal and behaviour. Finally, quantitative data indicated that the home lives of students 

did not influence significantly the nature of teachers’ commitment to SLCs. In the following 

chapter the results of the study are discussed and recommendations for policy, practice and 

future research are advanced. 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

 

Introduction  

 In this study of one school’s voluntary restructure to Small Learning 

Communities (SLCs) in the context of No Child Left Behind (2002), data were gathered from 

teachers that have addressed five research questions framed against extant literature. What 

follows is a discussion of these data and their meaning in relation to the questions.  

Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs – A Multi-layered Phenomenon  

To what extent does commitment to a school’s change from one large institution to 
several to Small Learning Communities manifest as a multi-layered construct 
comprised of four separate factors: school-wide, individual, professional, and 
collegial commitment? 

Teachers in this study outlined their commitment to change in relation to four 

essential factors that contextualised what “commitment” was in what they said about the 

change that happened around them and what they were observed to do as actors involved in 

the change. These factors represented roles that the teachers moved through as they did their 

work in school-wide (i.e., as a Faculty member), professional (i.e., as a member of a content-

area department and their SLC), collegial (i.e., informal work with others) and individual 

(i.e., classroom lesson planning and teaching) ways – roles that all shared, but that gave 

different lenses and expression to their espoused and enacted commitment.  

Across the sample this pattern emerged as cause to see “teacher commitment” as a 

multi-layered phenomenon, consistent with the variety of roles in teachers’ work that several 

other theorists (e.g. Sarason, 1998; Mintrop, 2003; O’Day, 2004; Valli & Buese, 2007) have 
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observed, yet striated to show that what any one teacher might say and do when acting as part 

of the staff of his/her changing school might be very different from the talk and action in the 

specific context of his/her own particular deployment as a Mathematics teacher and member 

of a particular SLC. Interviewee 4 exemplified this as he revealed that he was committed to 

SLCs at the school-wide level (Appendix 15, l. 16-18), ambivalent about his commitment 

when at the professional level (Appendix 15, l. 213-215; 218-219) and not committed at the 

individual level (Appendix 15, l. 105-106). His actions matched his words in each of these 

contexts, so that for him and others around him this teacher’s apparent “commitment to 

change” was itself changeable according to which of the four contexts related  - and this 

variation needed to be understood, and managed accordingly.  

The phenomenon of “commitment to change” as a multi-layered construct, 

nonetheless has a core element. All teachers shared the levels, and in the majority case, their 

commitment to the SLCs that now provided the structure for their work was highest at the 

school-wide level (the global concerns of all) and lowest at the collegial level (the concerns 

of small groups). The smaller group situations gave them more opportunities to vent – 

opportunities about which or where they were speaking and acting with very real aspects of 

their work as teachers – such as techniques for class control and the level of rigour in 

classroom instruction (see Appendix 14, transcript of interview 3, lines 3-15). This suggests 

that their commitment was particularly challenged at the more concrete levels of their 

participation, notably when in professional, collegial and individual roles. This interpretation 

seems reasonable in that teachers have greater agency at these levels – here are aspects of 

their work that they have capacity to control, aspects that are changeable as the structural 

context alters whereas they had none at all in the whole-of-school institution of the particular 

change now contextualising their work as noted by Fullan (2011a).  
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The significance of this differentiation is that it matters to realise the phenomenon of 

teacher commitment is multi-layered. For policy makers, such realisation may be factored 

into the decision-making about change and in the evaluation strategies used to monitor and 

guide its implementation and to assess its outcomes. For a school’s leadership team, this 

understanding may result in a particular focus on teachers’ multiple roles and on change-

implementation strategies that are differentiated according to these roles and in the 

development, communication and review of these strategies with teachers. For instance, as 

suggested by Dee et al. (2008) and Day et al. (2005), school leaders could facilitate teachers’ 

commitment to a change by empowering them to drive a change (such as enabling teachers to 

lead collaborative unit development aligned to national standards instead of employing a 

consultant from outside the school community).  For teachers, as indicated by DuFour, Eaker, 

and DuFour (2005), such an understanding may mean they would be reflecting individually 

and collaboratively on the planning, implementation and progression of a change in terms of 

their multiple roles (i.e., a focus on the curriculum, assessment strategies and classroom 

instruction; clarifying core work in SLCs on specific goals; using school-wide task forces to 

address discrete attendance and literacy concerns). And, if the underlying rationale for 

change is that students will be better for it then students, too, need to understand both the 

nature, purposes and practicalities of a change, and their own positions concerning it in 

relation to strengths and deficits as the change rolls-out. Some research has focused on 

students’ perspectives of educational reform (e.g. Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Berube, 2004; 

Daniels & Arapostathis, 2005) and the intended and unintended consequences of reform that 

directly affects students (Certo, Cauley, Moxley & Chafin, 2008). Hence, the multi-layered 

nature of teachers’ commitment to reform ought to be considered from the perspective of all 

those affected by the change – including the students and their families. 
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In providing evidence of teachers’ multi-layered commitment to SLCs, this study 

offers a caution for anyone taking too narrow a view of the way teachers commit to change. 

In order to make informed decisions about teachers’ commitment to change, it is important to 

take into account the profile of teachers’ commitment across their multiple roles. 

Key findings 

• Teachers’ commitment to change is a multi-layered and complex phenomenon 

• A framework formed from the four layers identified in the literature – individual, 

collegial, professional and school-wide, proved effective in relation to organising 

findings in this study 

• A teacher’s commitment to change can vary according to role and this variation ought 

to be accepted and considered in the management of change initiatives 

• The extent of teachers’ commitment to a change may be challenged more at concrete 

levels of participation (individual, collegial and professional) than at an institutional 

(school-wide) level 

• Realisation that teachers’ commitment to change across roles can be differentiated has 

implications for policy makers  

• Simplistic, narrow-views of the teachers’ commitment to change disregard the 

complexity of the commitment to change phenomenon and this may compromise 

potential educational reform outcomes. 
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The Significance of Teachers’ Change Self-efficacy 

Does teachers’ change self-efficacy influence the nature of the data found in response 
to RQ1?  

Change self-efficacy may prove to be invaluable in building a better understanding of 

teachers’ behaviour and their beliefs in change initiatives. It can influence significantly 

teachers’ response to a change, and this impact needs to be recognised when planning, 

implementing and evaluating school reform. This variable was found to predict employees’ 

commitment to change by Herold et al. (2007), to influence teachers’ behaviour as 

Hodgkingson and Healey (2007) and Bandura (1991) noted, and to affect their commitment 

as Chan et al. (2008) and Bolger and Somech (2004) signalled.  

Moreover, teachers’ change self-efficacy can influence significantly the support for 

change they provide regardless of role. However, for those in this study, the impact across 

roles was uneven with greatest effects occurring at the individual level. This seems 

reasonable, as one’s capacity to manage change has been found to directly impact on one’s 

reaction to change (Herold et al., 2007).  

Furthermore, teachers’ perceptions of their capacity to cope with change may vary 

according to the purposefulness of the interaction. For example, at the Bronx school, 

teachers’ change self-efficacy was greatest at the professional level and lowest at the collegial 

level.  In my six years as a consultant at the school, professional SLC meetings and 

departmental meetings were understood to be official meetings that teachers were expected to 

attend. They were generally deliberate and purposeful and in this sense these meetings often 

had an expectation of “concerted action”. Being concerted in one’s actions in my study meant 

that teachers would act in most of their roles in ways that indicated their positive or negative 

commitment to SLCs. The expectation of “concerted action” used by DuFour (2005) to 
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delineate the difference between purposeful professional and not-so-purposeful collegial 

collaboration may help to explain the difference in teachers’ change self-efficacy at 

professional meetings compared to casual or informal collegial meetings. Moreover, there 

may be a positive link between change self-efficacy and concerted action associated with 

professional collaboration as the spirit and tenor of purposeful collaborative dialogue may 

foster support for change, as evidenced by Leana (2011) who found that low-ability teachers 

performed as well as teachers of average ability as a result of effective professional 

collaborative work (Leana, 2011). Therefore, as Herold et al. (2007) observed the role played 

by individual differences in shaping responses to change ought to be recognised and taken 

into account when planning and implementing school reform. 

Variation in teachers’ perceptions of change self-efficacy could be misinterpreted to 

the detriment of a change effort, as Ford et al. (2008) and Dent and Goldberg (1991) 

cautioned. For instance, individuals may respond to change in a similar way to Interviewee 2 

who found change overwhelming. However, she revealed that the administrators at the school 

were supporting her in dealing with change gradually and they did not assume that her 

apparent hesitancy to commit was evidence of resistance. In other words, those implementing 

change are encouraged to understand and accept the diversity of teachers’ responses to 

change as resistance-views of change tend to blame employees for disappointing change 

outcomes. 

Key findings 

• Understanding the likelihood of individual differences in teachers’ change self-

efficacy may support a better understanding of teachers’ behaviour and beliefs in 

relation to change 
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• The impact of change self-efficacy ought to be recognised and considered when 

planning, executing and evaluating reform efforts 

• Teachers’ change self-efficacy can influence significantly their support for change 

regardless of the role that gives perspective on the issue 

• There may be a positive association between change self-efficacy and professional 

collaboration that fosters support for change 

SLCs Perceived as ‘Just another passing change’ 

Do teachers’ perceptions of change turbulence within the school influence the nature 
of the data found in response to RQ1? 

The result that teachers’ perceptions of change turbulence within the school had not 

influenced their commitment to SLCs was surprising considering Herold et al’s. (2007) 

research finding that employees’ commitment to a change initiative could be compromised if 

they were working in a context of pervasive change. The change at the Bronx school was 

pervasive yet seemingly uneventful in relation to its turbulence. 

In the qualitative information there was consensus about the constancy and normality 

of change in schools. Even though the interviewees’ commitment to SLCs at different 

operational levels was found to vary, the variations were not due to change turbulence. 

Rather, they tended to reflect the diverse nature of teachers’ commitment to SLCs at multiple 

operational levels and their varying perceptions of their change-related efficacy.  

While some interviewees stated that they struggled with change, none suggested that 

change turbulence had distracted them from committing to SLCs. Thus, at multiple levels, the 

interviewees had drawn upon their personal change-efficacy to cope with the restructure.  
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The unexpected finding may simply reflect a distinction in setting. There may be 

substantial differences in the way that teachers and employees experience the influence of 

overlapping changes that relates to the nature of the employing organisation. Shamir (1991) 

and Mintrop (2003) indicated that commitment can vary in ‘strong’ private corporations 

compared to ‘weak’ ones like schools where rewards are less generous and where there is less 

tendency to differentiate among individuals on the basis of their work performance (Shamir, 

1991). As noted by Fryer (2011) there was no evidence that individual performance bonuses 

that had been trialled in over 200 New York City public schools had resulted in 

improvements in students’ achievement. Thus, it may be that the potential for change 

turbulence was lessened because this school was similar to those in Fryer’s (2011) study.  

Another explanation for the contrary finding could be that teachers were accustomed 

to the ongoing nature of change which may help to explain why interviewees perceived each 

change as just another passing change rather than a discrete shift that would bite both the 

history and the future of their work. Shamir (1991) commented that there was a need to 

distinguish between concepts of commitment that focused on specific tasks and those that 

focused on changes that extended over time and situations which may not even have a ‘point-

of-action’ (p. 408). In this sense, additional changes introduced as part of systemic change 

have no real entity, as they are part of a broad reform agenda and not discrete.  

Overall, the empirical evidence from my study confirms that change turbulence had 

no influential effect on teachers’ commitment decisions at this school.  

Key Findings 

• Change turbulence did not influence significantly teachers’ commitment to SLCs 
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• Substantial differences in the way that teachers and employees experience the impact 

of multiple, overlapping changes may reflect differences in the nature of the public 

and private organisations 

• Teachers were accustomed to the ongoing nature of change in schools and turbulence 

of an additional change was not evident  

Structural Change and Classroom Instruction 

Do teachers’ perceptions of the significance of the change to Small Learning 
Communities influence the nature of the data found in response to RQ1? 

Even though teachers perceived their school’s restructuring to SLCs had significantly 

impacted on their work with one another, it had not changed their classroom instruction. 

Therefore, if the intention that students of the school would benefit from the change to SLCs 

was to be realised - at least in terms of better grades, it would need to be linked to more than 

a reform in the structural organisation of the school.  

The restructured teachers shifted organisationally from a department-based school to 

an interdisciplinary one. The change also increased the number of professional gatherings as 

SLC meetings were scheduled for most weeks along with concurrent interdisciplinary 

professional development. Yet this did not affect appreciable change in what teachers did in 

their classroom instruction. Perhaps because they considered the major enactment of the 

change was larger than the work they each did as individuals, as Raywid (1996) had found 

with teachers in some small changing schools. Regardless, by 2009 the school was in its 

seventh year of NCLB sanctions as students’ achievement targets had not been met and the 

connection between the persistence of this disappointing status and insistence on some 

teachers to continue their practices of the past was reason for concern.   
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It is possible that time for gestation is needed for professional development to 

permeate established teaching practices and attitudes concerning best ways to instruct 

students. If so, this may become evident in the school’s classrooms at some future time. 

There is some optimism for this possibility in evidence that a majority of teachers were 

involved in collegial exchanges and this may provide grounds for community of practice 

influences and effects to better reflect positive SLCs-linked changes. Certainly, some 

interviewees had actualised their commitment to SLCs in their classrooms and teachers’ 

significant commitment to change in their roles as faculty members and as members of 

professional and collegial groups is important in the context of research (Fullan, 20011b; 

Leana, 2011) that has highlighted collaboration as an aspect of system-wide reform. The 

importance of this finding is that administrators and teachers at this school will address issues 

of classroom instruction and its improvement throughout the SLCs directly as a compliance 

requirement under NCLB accountability.  

It was apparent that other external factors might have impacted negatively on 

students’ outcomes at this particular high school. Two initiatives designed to improve 

students’ performance in New York City public schools – opening new small schools and 

expanding the system of school choice, may have had unintended consequences for some 

students and high schools. As lowest performing high schools were closed in compliance 

with NCLB sanctions, thousands of students – especially new immigrant and special 

education students were diverted to the schools that remained – mainly large high schools. In 

several cases, the graduation and attendance rates at these schools subsequently declined 

(Hemphill & Nauer, 2009) suggesting that outcomes from the toughest sanctions on some 

schools appear to have compromised others.  
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The policy of school choice seems to have enabled some of the most academically 

competent students to transfer from this school to other schools. This loss will have 

contributed to an important shift in post high school preferences amongst the seniors – 

notably a sharp decrease in numbers (15%) planning to attend a 4-year college the following 

year, with a corresponding increase (13%) in those planning to enrol in 2-year college [the 

school’s Comprehensive Information Report, 2009/10 (permission to name the school was 

not granted by the New York City Department of Education – see Appendix 2)]. Also, in a 

two-year period (2009 – 2011) there was a marked decline (12.7%) in the number of Grade 9 

Freshmen students who succeeded in earning 10 or more credits [the school’s Progress 

Report, 2011]. This data indicates that as the change policies were implemented, the 

composition of the student body transformed in undesirable ways that depleted the school’s 

human capital for success and lessened the likelihood that its students would move forward 

as anticipated in its restructuring.  

While it is important to acknowledge any unintended consequences of city-wide 

reforms, restructuring this high school in the Bronx to SLCs did not have a significant impact 

on classroom instruction as its relatively poor rates of graduation and attendance and 

performance in Regents examinations remain on-going.  

 Conversely, the move to SLCs did have a significant impact on teachers in their roles 

as Faculty members and as members of professional and collegial groups. This result may be 

noteworthy, as Leana (2011) and Fullan (2011b) have stressed the saliency of collaboration 

as an aspect of successful system-wide reform.  

 Furthermore, the restructure to SLCs at the Bronx school appears to have facilitated a 

more personalised approach to education as Allen and Steinberg (2004), Murphy et al. (2000) 

and Capps (1999) had contended, as students inferred a quality of ‘belonging’ to SLCs. For 
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example, in the school’s Learning Environment Survey Report of 2008-2009, 73% of 

students compared to 49% in 2007 reported that most adults they saw at school everyday 

knew them by name or knew who they were (permission to name the school was not granted 

by the NYCDOE – see Appendix 2). Moreover, in the Grade 9 Academy SLC English 

teachers integrated Advisory - a personal development course – into their English Language 

Arts (ELA) curriculum. The Advisory program was taught once a week by the ELA teachers 

to enable students to make more informed decisions and develop self-awareness and 

communication skills (see Appendix 20). The program was intended to foster higher 

achievement for all students through increased personalisation (Osofsky, Sinner & Wolk, 

2003). Also, the relatively small scale of the SLCs ‘personalised’ the school for some of the 

interviewees. Interviewee 4 noted he knew his students (Int 4, l. 7-13; 163-167) and he even 

knew their other teachers (Int 4, l. 124-126). Similarly, Interviewee 2 could maintain 

appropriate contact with her Grade 9 students in and out of class (Int 2, l. 68-75; 78-90). The 

restructure from one large, comprehensive institution to several smaller learning communities 

did facilitate a more personalised approach to education but it did not deliver substantial 

changes in classroom instruction and student outcomes. 

Key findings 

• Structural reform in the school did not translate into changes in classroom instruction 

and student outcomes  

• Structural reform in the school significantly influenced the way teachers worked with 

one another 

• In the longer-term, professional collaboration may support changes in classroom 

instruction 
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• Restructuring the school into SLCs appears to have supported a more personalised 

approach to education 

Teachers’ Commitment Decisions and Students’ Home Lives 

Do the home lives of students influence the nature of the data found in response to 
RQ1? 

Despite indications that emerged during the initial analysis of the quantitative data 

that this factor could influence teachers’ commitment decisions, my follow-through with the 

SEM revealed that it did not. Students’ home lives were not an influence on teachers’ 

decisions concerning SLCs at any level.  

Key findings 

• Students’ home lives did not impact teachers’ commitment to SLCs at any level 

Strengths of the Study 

A primary strength of this study was the employment of mixed-methods inquiry. Its 

use enabled data to be triangulated across methods to help offset biases implicit in the 

quantitative and qualitative studies. In addition, the application of two complementary data 

methods to measure different aspects of teachers’ commitment to SLCs resulted in an 

enhanced, elaborated understanding of teachers’ commitment to change as a variable of 

school reform.  

 A second strength of this study was the use of SEM as a tool to analyse the 

provisional framework. SEM had the capacity to examine simultaneously the interaction of 

individual and contextual change variables on teachers’ commitment to SLCs at multiple 

layers. Also, its validity estimates are adjusted for measurement error, unlike other 

approaches such as multiple regression or ANOVA where it is assumed that variables in the 
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analysis are free of measurement error. Lastly, SEM results were subject to stringent, 

conservative evaluations as multiple goodness of fit indices and checks for model-

specification errors were used. Thus, SEM provided a rigorous analytic base to the study.   

 A final strength of this study was the researcher’s knowledge of the school 

community and the well-established relationships she had with people who worked there. 

This enabled the researcher and participants to communicate with one another in an open 

manner.  

Limitations of the Study 

 While this research has contributed to an understanding of teachers’ commitment to 

change as a variable of school reform, it has several limitations. First, it is a contained study. 

Its findings are based on data from teachers at one urban high school where a particular 

change was implemented in compliance with NCLB. Hence, these particularities are limiting 

in relation to generalisation to other educators, other places and other compelling forces. 

 Second, the qualitative analysis led to the development of a substantive theory of 

teachers’ actualised SLCs commitment. As advised by theorists such as Glaser and Strauss 

(1967) and Strauss and Corbin (1994, 2008) this research was not done for the purposes of 

generalisation, but rather to develop the ‘localised’ insights and understandings considered 

appropriate for practitioners that Taylor and Bogdan (1998) identified as critical 14 years 

ago, and where practitioners and other researchers see correspondences between their own 

situations and role contexts and those presented here.  

 The concept of teachers’ commitment to change that I had built in the prospective 

framework was based on individuals’ intentions, a conceptualisation adopted from the 

organisational change research completed by Herold et al. (2007). This has been a productive 
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conceptualisation for my purposes, however had the variable been operationalised differently, 

for example, by using Herscovitch and Meyer’s (2002) sets of measures of affective, 

normative, and continuance commitment, it may be that the nature and level of prominence 

of the variable may have differed. It remains an empirical question whether the influence of 

teachers’ commitment to the SLCs-change at this school remains stable across such different 

measures, and a pragmatic one given that the roll-out of the change will have progressed 

considerably before any such study is conducted. Furthermore, my study of the variable 

investigated a limited number of contextual and personal features of teachers’ commitment to 

change. There are other features such as motivation, commitment to professional 

collaboration and access to resources that facilitate change that might influence the stability 

of what was found here in relation to the variable.  

 Fourth, because the four factors (individual, collegial, professional and school-wide) 

were adapted from the literature, the study was not designed so much as an enquiry into 

whether commitment to a school’s change was multi-layered, but to test the effectiveness of a 

framework based on these. 

 Finally, I had consistent opportunities to observe teachers at work in classrooms and 

in other settings reflecting their varied roles. Furthermore, I had been at this school for six 

years at the beginning of this study and therefore I knew the school leadership team and most 

of the teachers quite well and I was well known. Such familiarity constitutes a particular 

culture that may influence access and availability of data differently from where the 

relationship differs. 
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Implications 

 The results of this study have led to a re-evaluation of the initial framework and to the 

presentation of a provisional model of teachers’ commitment to change. It is important for 

policy-makers and practitioners alike to realise that this phenomenon is a multi-layered 

construct and that it shares this feature with teachers’ commitment as Mowday et al. (1982), 

Somech and Bogler (2002), Elliott and Crosswell (2001) observed and with commitment to 

change as Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) and Herold et al. (2007) noted. Thus, the initial 

conceptualisation of commitment to change as likely to be a multi-layered construct is 

retained as a found-to-be-one in the model.   

 Moreover, this study indicates that factors impacting teachers’ commitment to change 

are analogous to variables found to influence teachers’ commitment by Day et al. (2005), 

Elliott and Crosswell (2001) and van Veen et al. (2008). Both concepts appear to reflect a 

complex interplay of external and personal factors such as commitment to collaborative 

teamwork, support for a school’s goals, and teachers’ beliefs and practices. Hence, this 

highlights the importance of recognising that micro as well as macro-level elements can 

impact an individual’s commitment decisions as Herold et al. (2007) and Turner et al. (2009) 

have argued. 

This study may be empirically instructive as it highlights the significance of change 

self-efficacy on individuals’ commitment to change, which was largely unrecognised by 

policy-makers and practitioners who tend to be preoccupied with macro-level change 

management processes as Van Tonder (2006) and Herold and Fedor (2008) commented. 

Hence, considering the likely significance of this personal variable on teachers’ change 

efforts, it is important for decision-makers and researchers to recognise that individual level 
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factors can influence teachers’ commitment-decisions and ultimately affect the level of 

success associated with a change.  

The finding that the structural change to SLCs did not alter classroom practice in any 

significant way is important. As the school was deemed an underperforming school, the 

restructure was meant to facilitate improved student performance. This may come with time 

but the evidence from the first six years of change at this school ought to be sufficient for 

decision-makers to pause in any expectation of immediate and positive outcomes.  

 The findings within the limitations of this study, including important issues of 

generalisation may have some messages for policy, practice and future studies of educational 

reform. 

Policy implications 

 Recognising that teachers can be consistent across their espousal and commitment to 

change behaviours (i.e., consistently for, against or undecided about a change) could be used 

to advantage in the planning, implementation and monitoring of change efforts. Knowing 

teachers are quite likely to be predisposed to react to a change initiative in diverse ways 

ought to encourage those designing and managing change to work creatively with groups of 

teachers and with individual teachers to see areas of probable strength and support, and 

weakness and risk. If policy-makers decided to undertake a differentiated or ‘customised’ 

approach to managing it, they could support school leaders to foster teachers’ understanding 

and support for reform – especially for teachers who say that they are unlikely to support any 

change. For example, one strategy could be to introduce a voluntary ‘buddy system’ for 

teachers cynical about or challenged by change, so that pragmatic, non-judgemental support 

is available to them. Over time it may be possible to build their commitment to change using 
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one or more of their differentiated roles where commitment appears positive and in the 

process, develop more collaborative, trusting and transparent relationships among policy-

makers, teachers, administrators, students and their families. Thus, an understanding that 

people, specifically the very people entrusted to enact a change, vary in their deep-

understanding of the purposes and potential of change and therefore in the approaches they 

take to change could provide opportunities for decision-makers to leverage change-

commitment using a range of strategies targeting different groups of teachers. Certainly, 

‘one-size-fits-all’ approaches to change have been less than successful as Fedor and Herold 

(2004) and Freedman (1987) have shown.  

 Second, policy-makers may improve the success of reforms if they take into account 

information regarding the multi-layered nature of teachers’ commitment to change, the 

influence of change self-efficacy and context on teachers’ commitment decisions. For 

example, if teachers’ commitment to change was accepted as complex and multi-layered, co-

ordinated planning strategies could address separately the multiple operational roles that 

teachers have in a school. One set of strategies could address individual teachers’ 

commitment to change at the classroom level while another could focus on building 

commitment to change through professional collaborations. Furthermore, the provision of 

training for administrators in approaches to change that focus on individual-level factors, 

such as coping with change in varying teaching/operational roles, may assist them to lead 

their teachers more effectively through the purposes and the possibilities of change 

initiatives, and possibly reduce the likelihood of a change being unsuccessful. 

 Policy-makers could also include reform strategies that acknowledge the diverse 

views that teachers have about change-commitment and recognise that such diversity can be 

indicative of a spectrum of views rather than a narrow pairing of either accepting or resistant 
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views. Change can be challenging and unsettling as Mento et al. (2002) and Scott and Jaffe 

(1998) indicated. Importantly, both administrators and teachers may benefit from training to 

understand more about individuals’ responses to change along with programs that support 

people to build their capacities to contribute to and cope with change.   

  Policy-makers are urged to communicate about change consistently with all 

participants in order to to build trusting relationships and teachers’ commitment. As 

Cunningham et al. (2002) observed, education policymakers tend to adopt a top-down 

approach to change, which can inhibit open and transparent dialogue within school 

communities. However, teachers may extend their commitment to a change effort if they 

have open access to information. Hence, the inclusion of teachers in the planning, 

implementing and review of a change effort may facilitate and open up communication 

within and across the school, gradually consolidating trusting working relationships among 

administrators, teachers and district personnel as Johnson and Chrispeels (2010) found. 

Considering teachers have a vital role in the successful implementation of reforms (Day, 

2007; Geijsel et al., 2003), their involvement in all aspects of the change process could 

expand and strengthen their commitment to educational reform.  

Practice implications 

The findings of this study have practical implications. First, principals who 

collaborate with their teachers in the planning, implementation and evaluation of change 

initiatives may facilitate change-relevant communication within and across the school and 

sustain or improve teachers’ commitment to change. Interviewees openly spoke of problems 

that had compromised their commitment to SLCs; these typically revolved around scheduling 

(timetabling) concerns, the quality of professional development in SLCs, and a lack of 

common planning time for teachers. Consequently, including teachers in all stages of a 
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change effort may help to minimise problems that could jeopardise or limit teachers’ pro-

commitment actions. In addition, engaging teachers in planning and enabling change 

strategies in their own schools may create new opportunities and expectations for teacher-led 

professional collaboration and school-based change initiatives. 

Second, change strategies ought to reflect the nature of teachers’ work at various 

operative levels. An inclusive planning team could devise role-related strategies to increase 

teachers’ support for a reform. While it may be routine for administrators to address the 

Faculty when introducing a new change, it may be beneficial to provide additional role-

related strategies so that the teachers have several opportunities to consider a change 

initiative in terms of “what it could look like” in their classroom or in their professional 

meetings. Role-related strategies could ensure that teachers develop a comprehensive 

awareness of the way that a change could be rolled-out and implemented at all levels which 

could build clarity around the change process and improve intercommunication among 

district personnel, administrators, teachers and students.  

Furthermore, it may be possible to build teachers’ commitment to change by 

facilitating discussions of on-going change (i.e., system-wide change strategies), discrete 

changes and their interconnections. Teachers at this school have been involved with many 

changes including Quality Reviews, performance-based accountability, balanced literacy and 

data inquiry teams. It was evident that some teachers felt that the changes were externally 

imposed while some perceived each change as  ‘just another change’. Providing a safe 

environment conducive to informed, rigorous and regular discussion about on-going reform 

and discrete changes may gradually result in a more coherent school-based change strategy 

and increased change-commitment.  
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Finally, a principal in a similar situation to the one in this study may find it 

advantageous to place teachers who cope well with change in positions where they might 

increase other teachers’ commitment to change (i.e., use peers to influence other peers). 

These teachers could provide teacher leadership for colleagues in professional and collegial 

meetings. In addition, coaches or mentors could support teachers to enhance their classroom 

instruction by developing a repertoire of alternative ways to cope effectively with change.   

Research implications 

 The findings from this study have implications for educational change research. First, 

the significance of change self-efficacy at multiple levels of teachers’ commitment to SLCs 

indicates that change-related efficacy may have a similar influence on teachers’ commitment 

to other change initiatives. Therefore, change researchers need to continue to assess the 

importance of individual differences in shaping individuals’ responses to change as Herold et 

al. (2007) suggested, and hence, additional research appears warranted across other settings, 

teachers, and forms of change on how change self-efficacy associates with commitment 

decisions.  

 Second, research into programs that can develop teachers’ change self-efficacy are 

recommended. Individuals can be supported to cope with change by reflecting on their 

actions, beliefs, attitudes and patterns of behaviour as Kegan and Lahey (2009), Marshak 

(2006), Wagner et al. (2005), Eden and Aviram (1993), Schön (1983), and Argyris and Schön 

(1974) indicated. For example, Kegan and Lahey (2009) were able to support individuals and 

organisational leaders to uncover and understand their ‘immunity to change’ and to recast 

their capacity to deal with it. Teachers’ change self-efficacy was a significant variable at each 

operational level. Thus, it would be worthwhile to investigate how individuals gain insight 
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into their own change self-efficacy beliefs and actions as this may facilitate pro-change 

commitment behaviour.  

Conclusion   

Argyris and Schön (1974) provided a theoretical basis that informed an understanding 

of what teachers’ commitment to change actually means. By tracking teachers’ commitment 

to SLCs through what they said and comparing it to what they did it became clear that there 

was a consistency in participants’ espoused and actual commitment to SLCs. Even though 

participants held diverse views about the extent of their commitment to SLCs – with some for 

and against SLCs, and some undecided – there was a general alignment in their words and 

actions (or inactions). At this school, for these teachers, it was clear that participants held 

certain predispositions about the extent of their commitment to SLCs and sustained this in 

their actions across various roles. Hence, this research helps to confirm that data relating to 

teachers’ change-commitment reflect the actual professional practice of those teachers. This 

thesis therefore provides greater clarity in the understanding of the relationship between 

teachers’ espousal and professional practice and thus represents a contribution to theory.  

This study has delineated ways that teachers actualised their commitment to SLCs at 

school-wide, professional, collegial and individual levels at one high school in the Bronx. It 

has also found that teachers’ change self-efficacy influences significantly their commitment-

decisions. In so doing, this study has contributed to a better understanding of teachers’ 

commitment to SLCs as a variety of school reform. The prospective change model developed 

as an outcome of this study focuses at the individual-level and provides empirical support for 

teachers’ commitment to change at this site to be conceptualised as a complex and multi-

layered phenomenon.  
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Appendix 1:  Informing a Provisional Framework of Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs. 
Multi-layered 
construct 

Herscovitch & Meyer, ‘02 Predictors of Teachers’ Commitment to SLCs 

School-wide role 
Professional role 
Collegial role 
Individual role 

Mowday et al., ‘82 
DuFour et al., ‘05; Coleman, ‘88 
Tschannen-Moran & Bar, ‘04; 
Bandura, ‘97 
Woods & Bandura, ’91; Hensen, 
‘01 

Change Self-efficacy 
Change Turbulence 
Change Significance 
Students’ Life-changes 

Herold et al., ‘07 
Herold et al., ‘07 
Herscovitch & Meyer, 
‘02 
Not derived from 
literature 

 

Key ideas from Organisational Change literature 
Change Example(s) of sources: 
Explanations of the lack of 
success of change 
initiatives  

Herold et al., ‘07; Van 
Tonder, ‘06; Probst & Raisch, 
‘05; Sorge & Van 
Witteloostuijn, ‘04 

Perspectives of resistance 
to change and unanticipated 
consequences of change  

Mento, Jones, & Dirndorfer, 
‘02; Scott & Jaffe, ’98; Bovey 
& Hede, ‘01; Ford, Ford, & 
D’Amelio, ’08; Fullan, ‘00; 
McKinley & Scherer, ‘00 

Multidimensional models 
of readiness to change  

Piderit, ‘00; Barker, ‘94; 
Armenakis, Harris, & 
Mossholder, ‘93; Beckhard & 
Pritchard, ‘92; Freedman, ‘87 

Thinking about change - 
intentions and actions; 
continuous learning ideas  

Ajzen, Brown, & Carvajal, 
‘04; Senge, ‘90; Argyris & 
Schön, ‘74; Schön, ‘83; 
Marshak, ‘06; Keegan & 
Lahey, ‘09 

Organisational 
Commitment 

 

Defined in psychological 
terms 

Mowday et al., ‘79; Meyer & 
Allen, ‘91 

Multidimensional; 
individuals can hold 
ambiguous perceptions 
within and across 
dimensions  

Mowday et al., ‘79, ‘81; 
Meyer & Allen, ‘91 Meyer & 
Allen, ‘91; Piderit,‘00 

Commitment to Change  

Based on Meyer & Allen’s 
(1991) model of 
organisational change; 
distinct from organisational 
change  

Herscovitch & Meyer, ‘02 

Based on individuals’ 
behavioural intent 

Piderit, ‘00; Ajzen, ‘87; Fedor 
& Herold, ‘06 

Multilevel research on 
personal and contextual 
influences on employees’ 
commitment to change; 
micro not macro  

Herold, Fedor, & Caldwell, 
‘07 

Self-Efficacy  
Self-efficacy to study 
individuals’ beliefs on their 
behavioural intentions  

Pajares, ‘92; Bandura, ‘91, 
‘93 

Self-efficacy as a predictor 
of teachers’ commitment  

Chan et al., ‘08; Bogler & 
Somech, ‘04 

Change self-efficacy and 
employees’ commitment to 
change  
 

Herold et al., ‘07 

 

Key Ideas: Teachers’ Commitment 
literature  

Multidimensional e.g. Mowday, 
Steers, & 
porter, ’79, ‘81 

Professional 
commitment and 
collaboration 
linked 

e.g. Day, 
Elliott, & 
Kington, ’05; 
Tsui & Cheng, 
’99;  

Links to teachers’ 
beliefs and attitudes 

e.g .DuFour et 
al., ’05; Fullan, 
‘00 

Years teaching in 
context of reform 

e.g. Day, ’07; 
Day & Gu, ‘07 

Impact of external 
accountability 

e.g. Fuhrman, 
’99; Elmore, 
‘07 

Self-efficacy  e.g. Bandura, 
‘93 

Personal values and 
beliefs 

e.g.Day, Elliott, 
& Kington, ’05; 
Elliott & 
Crosswell, ‘02 

 

Key ideas from Theories of Action 

Behaviour is controlled 
by ‘theories of action’; 
gaps between 
‘espoused’ theories and 
‘theories-in-action’; 
single and double-
looped learning; expert 
and reflective 
practitioner  

e.g. Argyris 
& Schön, 
‘74; Schön, 
‘83; Argyris, 
‘04 

Application of ‘theories 
of action’ in a context of 
school reform  

e.g. Fuhrman, 
‘04; van 
Veen et al., 
’05 
 
‘05 
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Appendix 2  

Ethical Clearances 

         GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
 
                                                         11-Mar-2009 
 
 
Dear Ms. Coleston 
 
I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the 
conditional approval granted to your application for ethical clearance for 
your project "Actualized teacher commitment to Small Learning Communities 
in a Bronx high school. Mixed signals." (GU Ref No: EBL/59/08/HREC).   
 
This is to confirm receipt of the remaining required information, 
assurances or amendments to this protocol. 
 
 
 
Consequently, I reconfirm my earlier advice that you are authorised to 
immediately commence this research on this basis. 
 
The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence 
about this protocol continue to apply. 
 
Regards 
 
 
 
Dr Gary Allen 
Manager, Research Ethics 
Office for Research 
Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 
Griffith University 
ph: 3735 5585 
fax: 3735 7994 
email: g.allen@griffith.edu.au 
web:  
 
Cc:  
 
PRIVILEGED,  PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL 
This email and any files transmitted with it are intended solely for the 
use of the addressee(s) and may contain information which is confidential 
or privileged.  If you receive this email and you are not the addressee(s) 
[or responsible for delivery of the email to the addressee(s)], please 
disregard the contents of the email, delete the email and notify the author 
immediately 
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Appendix 3 

Quantitative component - Information sheet and consent form  

	  

Griffith University Letterhead 

Teacher Commitment to Small Learning Communities  

QUESTIONNAIRE COVERSHEET  

Senior Investigator:  

Assoc. Prof. Brendan. Bartlett b.bartlett@griffith.edu.au 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Griffith University 
Brisbane, Australia. 
Student Investigator: 

Robyn. Coleston. rcoleston@hotmail.com  

PhD Candidate 

 

Dear Teacher 

I would like to invite you to participate in this important educational research project.  

Continued failure of educational reform in public schools has highlighted the need to develop a greater 
understanding of factors critical to teacher commitment to change.  

 Little is known about factors that influence teachers in their approach to ongoing school change initiatives. 

Why should you participate in this survey? 

The goal of this research is to minimize the gap between the theory and the reality of a school change initiative 
such as restructuring schools into Small Learning communities. Information from this survey will provide 
information from the practitioner’s perspective on real world challenges to school change. 

What you will be asked to do: 

Participation in this study asks that you complete a survey that enquires about teacher commitment to SLCs. It is 
estimated that the survey will take you approximately 15 to 30 minutes to complete. 

Your participation is voluntary: 

Your participation is voluntary and you are not under any obligation to participate in this research. If you chose 
to participate you may discontinue participation at any time without penalty and without providing an 
explanation. Your decision to participate or not to participate in this research will in no way impact upon your 
relationship with the organization you are employed by. The return of a completed questionnaire will be 
accepted as an expression of your consent to participate in the research. I hope that you will agree to participate 
in this study, while it may not benefit you directly, it may have positive repercussions for future school reform 
initiatives.  
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Your confidentiality: 

The conduct of this research does not involve the collection or use of identified personal information. The 
survey does not ask you to disclose your name. The data collected for this research will be reported in general 
terms and will not involve any identifying features. All data will be kept confidential and stored in a locked 
cabinet. 

Questions/information: 

I am happy to answer any questions you may have. Please contact me at the school, on extension 3880, cell: 917 
930 8611 or at rcoleston@hotmail.com.  

Concerns/complaints: 

This project has been reviewed by the Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee. Griffith 
University research is conducted in accordance with the National Statement on the Ethical Conduct of Human 
Research (2007).  If you should have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research 
project you should contact the Manager, Research Ethics at research-ethics@griffith.edu.au.   

Privacy Statement: 

The conduct of this research does not involve the collection, access and/or use of any identifiable personal 
information. 

Risks: In this research there are no risks to the participants above those of ordinary, everyday living. 

Who is supervising my PhD research? 

I am currently undertaking a Doctorate in Philosophy at the School of Education and Professional Studies, 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia. I am being supervised by Associate Professor Brendan Bartlett, PhD 
and Debbie Heck, PhD, Education and Professional Studies, Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia. 

Feedback: 

A summary of the results of the research will be made to all members of the school faculty via the school 
website and the school newsletter. A full copy of the assessment dissertation will be made available to the 
school and referred to in the newsletter and on line. Griffith University thanks you for your consent and 
participation in this research. 

Thank you 

A. Prof. Brendan Bartlett                         Robyn Coleston 

Senior Investigator                                      Student Investigator 

cc: Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee, Brisbane, Australia; 
      DAA Research, Proposal Review Committee, NYCDOE, NY, U.S.A. 
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Griffith University Letterhead 

 

Teacher Questionnaire Consent Form 

Senior Investigator:  
Assoc. Prof. Brendan. Bartlett b.bartlett@griffith.edu.au 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Brisbane, Australia. 
 
Student Investigator: 
Robyn. Coleston.  rcoleston@hotmail.com  
PhD Candidate 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Brisbane, Australia. 
 

STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
 

By checking the boxes below, you are indicating that you: 

 

�  have read and understood the coversheet;  

 

�  understand that completion and submission of the survey represents consent; 

 

�  understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 

 

�  understand that you will not be identified in the study and that your confidentiality will be protected. 
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Appendix 4 

Qualitative component - Interview information sheet and consent form   
 

Griffith University Letterhead 
 

Teacher Commitment to Small Learning Communities 

 TEACHER INTERVIEW INFORMATION SHEET 

Senior Investigator:  
Assoc. Prof. Brendan. Bartlett b.bartlett@griffith.edu.au 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Brisbane, Australia. 
 
Student Investigator: 
Robyn. Coleston. rcoleston@hotmail.com  
PhD Candidate 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Brisbane, Australia. 

 

Dear Teacher 
I would like to invite you to participate in this important educational research project.  

Continued failure of educational reform in public schools has highlighted the need to develop a greater 
understanding of factors critical to teacher commitment to change.  

 Little is known about factors that influence teachers in their approach to ongoing school change initiatives. 

Why should you participate in this interview? 
The goal of this research is to minimize the gap between the theory and the reality of a school change initiative 
such as restructuring schools into Small Learning communities. Information from the interview will provide 
additional in-depth information from the practitioner’s perspective on teacher commitment to SLCs. 

What participation in this study involves: 
Participation in this study asks that you voluntarily participate in a semi- structured interview that enquires 
about teacher commitment to SLCs. It is estimated that the interview will take you approximately 30 to 45 
minutes to complete. 

Consent to participate: 
Your participation is voluntary and you are not under any obligation to participate in this research. If you chose 
to participate you may discontinue participation at any time without penalty and without providing an 
explanation. A decision to participate will in no way impact upon your relationship with your employer. I hope 
that you will agree to participate in this study, while it may not benefit you directly, it may have positive 
repercussions for future school reform initiatives.  

 
Confidentiality: 
The conduct of this research does not involve the collection or use of identified personal information. The 
information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third parties without participants’ consent, 
except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority requirements. Pseudonyms will be used to de-
identify interview participants. Audio-recordings made during this research will be erased following 
transcription and analysis of the data. The school and the teacher’s anonymity will be safeguarded at all times. 
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For further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.griffith.edu.au/au/aa/vc/pp or email the 
Manager, Research Ethics research-ethics@griffith.edu.au  

Feedback:  
A summary of the outcomes of the research will be provided to interviewees. A full copy of the assessment 
dissertation will be made available to the school and referred to in the newsletter and on line. 

Questions/information: 
I am happy to answer any questions you may have. Please contact me at the school, on extension 3880, cell: 917 
930 8611 or at rcoleston@hotmail.com.  

Who is supervising my PhD research? 
I am currently undertaking a Doctorate in Philosophy at the School of Education and Professional Studies, 
Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia. I am being supervised by Associate Professor Brendan Bartlett, PhD 
and Debbie Heck, PhD, Education and Professional Studies, Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia. 

Concerns/complaints: 
This project has been reviewed by the Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee. Griffith 
University research is conducted in accordance with the National Statement on the Ethical Conduct of Human 
Research (2007).  If you should have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research 
project you should contact the Manager, Research Ethics at research-ethics@griffith.edu.au.   

Privacy Statement: 
The conduct of this research does not involve the collection, access and/or use of any identifiable personal 
information. 

Risks: In this research there are no risks to the participants above those of ordinary, every day living. 

Griffith University thanks you for your consent and participation in this research. 
 

Thank you 
A.Prof. Brendan. Bartlett      Robyn Coleston 

Senior Investigator       Student Investigator 
   

cc: Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee, Brisbane, Australia; 

      DAA Research, Proposal Review Committee, NYC Department of Education, U.S.A. 
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Griffith University letterhead 
 

Teacher semi-structured interview consent form 

Senior Investigator:  
Assoc. Prof. Brendan. Bartlett b.bartlett@griffith.edu.au 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Brisbane, Australia. 
 
Student Investigator: 
Robyn. Coleston.  
PhD Candidate 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Brisbane, Australia. 
 
 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

 

By signing below, you are indicating that you: 

 

�  have read and understood the information sheet;  

�  agree to participate as an interviewee; 

�  understand that the interview will be audio-taped, that the research team will have access to the tape 
and that the audiotape will be erased following transcription/analysis. 

�  understand that your participation is voluntary and that you are free to withdraw at any time, without 
penalty; 

� understand that you will not be identified in the study and that your confidentiality will be protected. 

 

Signature:_____________________________________ 

Name:      _____________________________________ 

 

Date:       ______________ 

 

 

 



	  

	  

208	  

Appendix 5 

Teacher Commitment to Small Learning Communities Survey 
School-Wide Commitment 
A. Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible feelings that individuals might have about the 
reconfiguration of a school into Small Learning Communities. With respect to your own feelings about the 
particular school for which you are now working please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement 
with each statement. 

As a result of this change to Small Learning Communities: 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 
1. My goals are less aligned with those of 
the school. 

     

2. I feel a stronger sense of loyalty to the 
entire school community. 

     

3. I am willing to put in an even greater 
effort to help this school to be successful. 

     

4. It would take very little to cause me to 
leave this school. 

     

5. This is the best school for me to work 
at. 

     

6. I am doing whatever I can for this 
change to SLCs to be successful. 

     

7. I am fully supportive of the 
restructuring that took place. 

     

8. I have tried to convince others to 
support this change. 

     

9. I intend to support my administrator 
during this change. 

     

10. I am proud to tell others that I am part 
of this school. 

     

Individual commitment  
B. A number of statements about people and teaching are presented below. To what extent do you agree or 
disagree with the following statements? 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 
11. The influences of a student’s home 
experiences can be overcome by good 
teaching. 

     

12. If students aren’t disciplined at home, 
they aren’t likely to accept any discipline. 

     

13. When I really try, I can get through to 
the most difficult or unmotivated 
students. 

     

14. When the grades of my students 
improve, it is usually because I found 
more effective approaches. 

     

15. If parents would do more for their 
children, I could do more. 

     

16. If a student did not remember      
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information I gave previously, I would 
know how to increase his/her retention in 
the next lesson. 
17. A difficult home life makes learning 
difficult for students here. 

     

18. If a student in my class becomes 
disruptive, I feel assured that I know 
some techniques to redirect him/her 
quickly. 

     

19. If one of my students could not do a 
class assignment, I would be able to 
accurately assess whether the assignment 
was at the correct level of difficulty. 

     

20. When it comes down to it, a teacher 
really can’t do much because most of a 
student’s motivation and performance 
depends on his or her home environment. 

     

21. My teacher training and/or experience 
has given me the necessary skills to be a 
successful teacher. 

     

Collegial/professional commitment 
C. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

22. I am consistently planning lessons or 
courses with other teachers. 

     

23. I am consistently diagnosing 
individual students with other 
teachers/staff . 

     

24. I am consistently exchanging 
feedback with other teachers based on 
classroom observations. 

     

25. I am consistently acting as a coach or 
mentor to the other teachers or staff in the 
school and receiving coaching or 
mentoring from other staff. 

     

26. I am consistently participating in a 
learning community. 

     

 
D. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 
27. SLC teachers in the school are able to 
get through to the most difficult students. 

     

28. SLC teachers in this school have what 
it takes to get students to learn. 

     

29. Teachers here need more training to 
know how to deal with difficult students. 

     

30. Teachers in this school truly believe 
that every student can learn. 

     

31. Our school has the capacity to 
improve Regents and A.P. examination 
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results.  
32. Teachers here don’t have the skills 
needed to increase the quality of the 
students’ learning. 

     

33. Teachers in this school have the 
knowledge and the skills to teach the 
subjects they are assigned to teach. 

     

34. Home life, not teacher instruction, 
determines whether a student will achieve 
in school. 

     

 
Additional contextual change elements 
E. Please indicate the extent to which the following statements are true or untrue for you. 
  Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 
35. I am able to successfully overcome 
the challenges of change. 

     

36. When facing difficult changes, I am 
certain that I can deal with them. 

     

37. I believe I can deal with most any 
change to which I set my mind. 

     

38. Compared to other people, I can cope 
with change quite well. 

     

39. I am confident that I can perform 
effectively in a changing situation. 

     

40. Even faced with change, I can obtain 
outcomes that are important to me. 

     

F. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 
41. This change occurred during a 
turbulent time for our school. 

     

42. The restructuring suffered from 
too many other distractions. 

     

43. This change would have been 
easier if we were not already dealing 
with a number of other changes. 

     

G. Please indicate the degree of your response to each of the following statements. 
 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree 
44. Restructuring the school into SLCs 
has had a major impact on the whole 
school. 

     

45. Restructuring into SLCs has had a 
major impact on me as a teacher? 

     

46. Restructuring into SLCs has had a 
major impact on my involvement with 
colleagues in professional 
meetings/activities? 
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H. General Information 

47. What is your gender? 

Sex Check correct box 
Male  
Female  

48. State your age 

Age in years   
49. Highest education qualification 

Qualifications Check correct box 
Diploma  
Advanced Diploma  
Bachelor Degree  
Honors Degree  
Postgraduate Diploma/  
Masters Degree  
Doctoral Degree  

50. Number of years of teaching 

Number of years teaching  
51. Years teaching at this school: 

Years teaching at this school  
52. Subject area taught    

Subject Area Check correct box 
Mathematics  
English  
Science  
Social Science  
Foreign Languages/ESL  
Physical Education  
Special Education  
Art/Music  
Other  

53. Are/were you a Teaching Fellow? 

Teaching Fellow Check correct box 
Yes  
No  
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Appendix 6 

Semi-structured interview questions  
 

 ▪ Can you tell me about your commitment to this school now that it has been restructured into a series 

of SLCs?   

 

▪ Can you explain how you viewed the change to SLCs alongside other changes that were occurring at 

the same time (such as the introduction of School Quality Reviews, the launching of the three year 

Literacy Across the Curriculum plan)? 

 

▪ Can you tell to me about your involvement in collective or professional activities before and after 

the move to SLCs? 

 

▪ Can you talk about your commitment to SLCs from your perspective as an individual teacher. 

Follow up options: What have you found that you have done differently as a result of the change?  

 

▪ Can you tell me about the significance of the change to SLCs on your role as a teacher? 

 

▪ Can you discuss how effective you feel you are at dealing with change itself?  
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Appendix 7 

Analysis Summary of CFA 2 - Change self-efficacy, change turbulence, and change significance 

 
The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 252 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous 
variables 

E35_1 

E36_1 

E37_1 

E38_1 

E39_1 

E40_1 

F41_1 

F42_1 

F43_1 

G44_1 

G45_1 

G46_1 

Unobserved, exogenous 
variables 

E35er 

E36er 

E37er 

E38er 

E39er 

E40er 

F41er 

F42er 

F43er 

G44er 

G45er 

G46er 

Tchr Self-Eff 

Chge Turb 

Chge Sign 
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Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 27 

Number of observed variables: 12 

Number of unobserved variables: 15 

Number of exogenous variables: 15 

Number of endogenous variables: 12 

Parameter summary (Group number 1) 

 Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 12 0 3 0 0 15 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 12 6 12 0 0 30 

Total 24 6 15 0 0 45 

Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 

Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 

G46_1 1.000 5.000 -.314 -2.033 -.546 -1.770 

G45_1 1.000 5.000 -.037 -.243 -.639 -2.070 

G44_1 1.000 5.000 -.570 -3.696 .113 .365 

F43_1 1.000 5.000 -.186 -1.206 -.123 -.398 

F42_1 1.000 5.000 -.001 -.006 -.035 -.115 

F41_1 1.000 5.000 -.179 -1.157 -.393 -1.273 

E40_1 2.000 5.000 -.403 -2.610 .289 .935 

E39_1 2.000 5.000 -.579 -3.753 .971 3.148 

E38_1 2.000 5.000 -.600 -3.890 .197 .639 

E37_1 2.000 5.000 -.511 -3.311 .572 1.854 

E36_1 2.000 5.000 -.423 -2.744 .398 1.288 

E35_1 1.000 5.000 -.928 -6.011 2.761 8.947 
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Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 

Multivariate      86.349 37.390 

Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 

Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

92 63.564 .000 .000 

172 61.137 .000 .000 

112 56.336 .000 .000 

19 56.088 .000 .000 

58 44.812 .000 .000 

48 44.775 .000 .000 

157 44.701 .000 .000 

51 41.380 .000 .000 

74 40.135 .000 .000 

101 36.518 .000 .000 

160 34.545 .001 .000 

238 33.914 .001 .000 

131 32.950 .001 .000 

161 32.303 .001 .000 

108 28.441 .005 .000 

52 28.037 .005 .000 

114 25.169 .014 .000 

177 24.933 .015 .000 

14 24.596 .017 .000 

155 24.108 .020 .000 

37 23.844 .021 .000 

212 23.493 .024 .000 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

182 23.456 .024 .000 

91 23.308 .025 .000 

75 23.019 .028 .000 

158 22.585 .031 .000 

144 22.517 .032 .000 

70 22.504 .032 .000 

200 22.401 .033 .000 

178 22.015 .037 .000 

109 21.912 .039 .000 

139 21.304 .046 .000 

68 12.431 .412 .882 

232 12.378 .416 .883 

11 12.345 .418 .873 

220 12.112 .437 .945 

83 11.690 .471 .995 

65 11.609 .478 .996 

Models 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 78 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 30 

Degrees of freedom (78 - 30): 48 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 59.486 

Degrees of freedom = 48 

Probability level = .124 
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Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

E35_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .503 .036 13.972 ***  

E36_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .575 .033 17.617 ***  

E37_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .570 .032 17.889 ***  

E38_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .592 .041 14.604 ***  

E39_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .564 .032 17.607 ***  

E40_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .534 .032 16.541 ***  

F41_1 <--- Chge Turb .470 .056 8.397 ***  

F42_1 <--- Chge Turb .647 .061 10.570 ***  

F43_1 <--- Chge Turb .601 .059 10.230 ***  

G44_1 <--- Chge Sign .640 .056 11.376 ***  

G45_1 <--- Chge Sign .802 .063 12.751 ***  

G46_1 <--- Chge Sign .848 .064 13.332 ***  

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

E35_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .765 

E36_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .889 

E37_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .891 

E38_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .788 

E39_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .884 

E40_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff .852 

F41_1 <--- Chge Turb .573 

F42_1 <--- Chge Turb .754 

F43_1 <--- Chge Turb .724 
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   Estimate 

G44_1 <--- Chge Sign .698 

G45_1 <--- Chge Sign .774 

G46_1 <--- Chge Sign .805 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Tchr Self-Eff <--> Chge Turb -.104 .075 -1.388 .165  

Chge Turb <--> Chge Sign .089 .081 1.103 .270  

Tchr Self-Eff <--> Chge Sign .313 .066 4.731 ***  

E35er <--> E36er .023 .011 2.052 .040  

E36er <--> E38er -.043 .011 -3.961 ***  

E39er <--> E40er .027 .009 3.084 .002  

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

Tchr Self-Eff <--> Chge Turb -.104 

Chge Turb <--> Chge Sign .089 

Tchr Self-Eff <--> Chge Sign .313 

E35er <--> E36er .182 

E36er <--> E38er -.315 

E39er <--> E40er .279 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Tchr Self-Eff   1.000     

Chge Turb   1.000     

Chge Sign   1.000     

E35er   .180 .018 9.832 ***  
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

E36er   .088 .012 7.548 ***  

E37er   .084 .010 8.398 ***  

E38er   .213 .022 9.594 ***  

E39er   .089 .011 8.322 ***  

E40er   .108 .012 8.985 ***  

F41er   .452 .049 9.196 ***  

F42er   .318 .060 5.332 ***  

F43er   .329 .054 6.088 ***  

G44er   .431 .050 8.584 ***  

G45er   .431 .063 6.862 ***  

G46er   .389 .065 5.969 ***  

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

G46_1   .649 

G45_1   .599 

G44_1   .488 

F43_1   .524 

F42_1   .568 

F41_1   .328 

E40_1   .726 

E39_1   .782 

E38_1   .621 

E37_1   .795 

E36_1   .790 

E35_1   .585 
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Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

G46er <--> Tchr Self-Eff 4.458 .100 

G45er <--> Tchr Self-Eff 4.868 -.105 

F41er <--> Chge Sign 5.061 .108 

E35er <--> F43er 6.846 .047 

E35er <--> F42er 5.155 -.042 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

G46_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff 4.605 .107 

G46_1 <--- E40_1 6.633 .200 

G46_1 <--- E39_1 6.422 .193 

G46_1 <--- E35_1 4.691 .160 

G45_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff 4.778 -.110 

G45_1 <--- E40_1 8.569 -.228 

G45_1 <--- E39_1 6.036 -.188 

G45_1 <--- E35_1 7.272 -.199 

F43_1 <--- E35_1 7.172 .173 

F42_1 <--- Tchr Self-Eff 4.228 -.092 

F42_1 <--- G46_1 4.169 -.085 

F42_1 <--- E36_1 6.593 -.173 

F42_1 <--- E35_1 9.855 -.208 

F41_1 <--- Chge Sign 6.012 .123 
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   M.I. Par Change 

F41_1 <--- G45_1 4.219 .090 

F41_1 <--- G44_1 5.189 .113 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 30 59.486 48 .124 1.239 

Saturated model 78 .000 0   

Independence model 12 1770.303 66 .000 26.823 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .032 .962 .939 .592 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model .203 .367 .252 .310 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model .966 .954 .993 .991 .993 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .727 .703 .722 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 
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NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 11.486 .000 35.248 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1704.303 1570.827 1845.152 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .237 .046 .000 .140 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 7.053 6.790 6.258 7.351 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .031 .000 .054 .906 

Independence model .321 .308 .334 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 119.486 122.764 225.369 255.369 

Saturated model 156.000 164.521 431.295 509.295 

Independence model 1794.303 1795.613 1836.656 1848.656 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .476 .430 .571 .489 

Saturated model .622 .622 .622 .655 

Independence model 7.149 6.617 7.710 7.154 
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HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 
.05 

HOELTER 
.01 

Default model 275 311 

Independence model 13 14 
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Appendix 8  

Analysis summary of CFA 3 – Students’ home lives 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 252 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous 
variables 

B11_1 

B12_1 

B15_1 

B17_1 

B20_1 

D34_1 

Unobserved, exogenous 
variables 

B11er 

B12er 

B15er 

B17er 

B20er 

Home 

D34e
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Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 13 

Number of observed variables: 6 

Number of unobserved variables: 7 

Number of exogenous variables: 7 

Number of endogenous variables: 6 

Parameter summary (Group number 1) 

 Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 6 0 1 0 0 7 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 6 1 6 0 0 13 

Total 12 1 7 0 0 20 

Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 

Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 

D34_1 1.000 5.000 .416 2.697 -.596 -1.932 

B20_1 1.000 5.000 .546 3.536 -.384 -1.244 

B17_1 1.000 5.000 -1.031 -6.681 2.114 6.851 

B15_1 1.000 5.000 -.943 -6.110 .611 1.978 

B12_1 1.000 5.000 -.201 -1.302 -1.021 -3.308 

B11_1 1.000 5.000 -.609 -3.946 -.119 -.387 

Multivariate      6.206 5.028 

Observations farthest from the centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 

Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

232 27.296 .000 .032 

127 26.993 .000 .001 

176 25.144 .000 .000 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

61 24.034 .001 .000 

123 18.237 .006 .015 

14 18.205 .006 .004 

131 17.130 .009 .008 

4 16.085 .013 .021 

235 14.372 .026 .205 

68 14.059 .029 .199 

87 13.519 .035 .285 

15 13.252 .039 .287 

146 13.163 .041 .225 

17 13.040 .042 .186 

69 12.931 .044 .150 

20 12.800 .046 .128 

75 12.294 .056 .243 

38 12.212 .057 .201 

110 12.038 .061 .204 

230 11.998 .062 .156 

153 11.827 .066 .161 

217 11.660 .070 .169 

143 11.576 .072 .147 

242 11.550 .073 .108 

239 11.400 .077 .114 

215 11.328 .079 .096 

196 11.041 .087 .155 

114 10.320 .112 .543 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

111 10.268 .114 .504 

96 10.000 .125 .635 

Models 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 21 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 13 

Degrees of freedom (21 - 13): 8 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 8.316 

Degrees of freedom = 8 

Probability level = .403 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

B11_1 <--- Home -.231 .074 -3.119 .002  

B12_1 <--- Home .570 .085 6.672 ***  

B15_1 <--- Home .270 .074 3.656 ***  

B17_1 <--- Home .134 .061 2.192 .028  

B20_1 <--- Home .596 .084 7.115 ***  

D34_1 <--- Home .572 .083 6.864 ***  

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

B11_1 <--- Home -.250 

B12_1 <--- Home .541 
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   Estimate 

B15_1 <--- Home .293 

B17_1 <--- Home .178 

B20_1 <--- Home .588 

D34_1 <--- Home .561 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

B15er <--> B17er .176 .045 3.921 ***  

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

B15er <--> B17er .269 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Home   1.000     

B11er   .800 .075 10.724 ***  

B12er   .785 .097 8.066 ***  

B15er   .779 .074 10.521 ***  

B17er   .550 .050 10.957 ***  

B20er   .671 .094 7.176 ***  

D34er   .713 .092 7.707 ***  

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

D34_1   .314 

B20_1   .346 

B17_1   .032 

B15_1   .086 
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   Estimate 

B12_1   .292 

B11_1   .062 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

B12er <--> B17er 5.726 .105 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

B12_1 <--- B17_1 5.008 .181 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 13 8.316 8 .403 1.039 

Saturated model 21 .000 0   

Independence model 6 125.021 15 .000 8.335 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .025 .989 .971 .377 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model .161 .835 .769 .596 
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Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model .933 .875 .997 .995 .997 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .533 .498 .532 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .316 .000 11.527 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 110.021 78.023 149.496 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .033 .001 .000 .046 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model .498 .438 .311 .596 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .013 .000 .076 .770 

Independence model .171 .144 .199 .000 
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AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 34.316 35.062 80.198 93.198 

Saturated model 42.000 43.205 116.118 137.118 

Independence model 137.021 137.365 158.197 164.197 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .137 .135 .181 .140 

Saturated model .167 .167 .167 .172 

Independence model .546 .418 .703 .547 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 
.05 

HOELTER 
.01 

Default model 469 607 

Independence model 51 62 
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Appendix 9 
CFA 1 Teachers’ commitment to SLCs – analysis summary 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 252 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 

Observed, endogenous variables 

A2_1 

A3_1 

A5_1 

A6_1 

A7_1 

A8_1 

A9_1 

A10_1 

B13_1 

B14_1 

B16_1 

B18_1 

B19_1 

B21_1 

C22_1 

C23_1 

C24_1 

C25_1 

C26_1 

D27_1 

D28_1 

D30_1 

D31_1 

D32_1 

D33_1 

Unobserved, exogenous 
variables 

A2er 

A3er 

A5er 

A6er 

A7er 

A8er 

A9er 

A10er 

B13er 

B14er 

B16er 

B18er 

B19er 

B21er 

C22er 

C23er 

C24er 

C25er 

C26er 

D27er 

D28er 

D30er 

D31er 

D32er 

D33er 

Schl-Wide_Cmt 

Indiv Cmt 

Prof Cmt 

Collgl Cmt 
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Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 54 

Number of observed variables: 25 

Number of unobserved variables: 29 

Number of exogenous variables: 29 

Number of endogenous variables: 25 

Parameter summary (Group number 1) 

 Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 25 0 4 0 0 29 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unlabeled 25 46 25 0 0 96 

Total 50 46 29 0 0 125 

Assessment of normality (Group number 1) 

Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 

D33_1 1.000 5.000 -.831 -5.387 .780 2.529 

D32_1 1.000 5.000 .880 5.704 .828 2.684 

D31_1 1.000 5.000 -.794 -5.149 1.730 5.605 

D30_1 1.000 5.000 -.470 -3.046 -.447 -1.448 

D28_1 1.000 5.000 -.498 -3.229 .235 .760 

D27_1 1.000 5.000 -.060 -.388 -.516 -1.672 

C26_1 1.000 5.000 -.980 -6.348 .702 2.274 

C25_1 1.000 5.000 -.412 -2.668 -.818 -2.652 

C24_1 1.000 5.000 -.993 -6.435 .615 1.992 

C23_1 1.000 5.000 -.777 -5.037 -.142 -.461 

C22_1 1.000 5.000 -.353 -2.285 -.904 -2.929 

B21_1 1.000 5.000 -.976 -6.325 1.527 4.948 
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Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 

B19_1 1.000 5.000 -.785 -5.087 1.168 3.784 

B18_1 1.000 5.000 -1.049 -6.799 2.780 9.008 

B16_1 1.000 5.000 -.442 -2.866 -.039 -.127 

B14_1 1.000 5.000 -.649 -4.207 .495 1.603 

B13_1 1.000 5.000 -.574 -3.717 -.245 -.792 

A10_1 1.000 5.000 -1.311 -8.495 2.160 7.001 

A9_1 1.000 5.000 -.970 -6.286 1.819 5.893 

A8_1 1.000 5.000 -.160 -1.040 -.699 -2.266 

A7_1 1.000 5.000 -.584 -3.782 -.234 -.757 

A6_1 2.000 5.000 -.682 -4.419 .053 .171 

A5_1 1.000 5.000 -1.161 -7.523 1.021 3.309 

A3_1 1.000 5.000 -1.198 -7.767 1.152 3.732 

A2_1 1.000 5.000 -1.030 -6.673 .609 1.973 

Multivariate      130.347 28.158 

Observations farthest from centroid (Mahalanobis distance) (Group number 1) 

Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

125 65.889 .000 .004 

158 61.455 .000 .000 

69 61.020 .000 .000 

150 60.825 .000 .000 

38 58.652 .000 .000 

110 57.728 .000 .000 

134 57.536 .000 .000 

42 55.892 .000 .000 

19 55.120 .000 .000 
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Observation number Mahalanobis d-squared p1 p2 

198 52.754 .001 .000 

15 52.348 .001 .000 

7 51.980 .001 .000 

74 51.956 .001 .000 

176 51.779 .001 .000 

108 50.169 .002 .000 

118 49.542 .002 .000 

241 48.635 .003 .000 

81 47.749 .004 .000 

24 46.245 .006 .000 

33 46.002 .006 .000 

63 45.774 .007 .000 

135 45.687 .007 .000 

175 45.657 .007 .000 

187 45.184 .008 .000 

102 44.608 .009 .000 

165 44.493 .010 .000 

25 43.941 .011 .000 

151 43.402 .013 .000 

182 43.395 .013 .000 

246 43.247 .013 .000 

48 42.643 .015 .000 

183 42.563 .016 .000 

80 42.520 .016 .000 

Models 
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Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 325 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 96 

Degrees of freedom (325 - 96): 229 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 426.947 

Degrees of freedom = 229 

Probability level = .000 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

A2_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .548 .083 6.609 ***  

A3_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .610 .059 10.386 ***  

A5_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .581 .066 8.871 ***  

A6_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .586 .051 11.419 ***  

A7_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .686 .066 10.463 ***  

A8_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .669 .069 9.750 ***  

A9_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .495 .043 11.468 ***  

B13_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .370 .058 6.349 ***  

B14_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .605 .065 9.281 ***  

B16_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .647 .073 8.881 ***  

B18_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .474 .053 8.889 ***  

B21_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .434 .058 7.470 ***  

C22_1 <--- Prof Cmt .797 .068 11.710 ***  

C23_1 <--- Prof Cmt .646 .057 11.399 ***  
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

C24_1 <--- Prof Cmt .668 .061 10.994 ***  

C25_1 <--- Prof Cmt .608 .067 9.056 ***  

C26_1 <--- Prof Cmt .637 .068 9.386 ***  

D28_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .482 .057 8.443 ***  

D30_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .679 .070 9.656 ***  

D31_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .410 .050 8.207 ***  

D32_1 <--- Collgl Cmt -.342 .062 -5.507 ***  

D33_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .502 .063 7.916 ***  

A10_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .629 .054 11.658 ***  

D27_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .514 .056 9.143 ***  

B19_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .333 .050 6.690 ***  

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

A2_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .525 

A3_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .634 

A5_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .583 

A6_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .715 

A7_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .671 

A8_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .654 

A9_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .702 

B13_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .407 

B14_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .773 

B16_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .737 

B18_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .661 

B21_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .550 
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   Estimate 

C22_1 <--- Prof Cmt .743 

C23_1 <--- Prof Cmt .690 

C24_1 <--- Prof Cmt .738 

C25_1 <--- Prof Cmt .594 

C26_1 <--- Prof Cmt .663 

D28_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .645 

D30_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .666 

D31_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .594 

D32_1 <--- Collgl Cmt -.393 

D33_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .621 

A10_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt .759 

D27_1 <--- Collgl Cmt .604 

B19_1 <--- Indiv Cmt .429 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Prof Cmt <--> Collgl Cmt .639 .060 10.659 ***  

Schl-Wide_Cmt <--> Indiv Cmt .497 .059 8.372 ***  

Indiv Cmt <--> Prof Cmt .483 .060 8.114 ***  

Indiv Cmt <--> Collgl Cmt .547 .064 8.503 ***  

Schl-Wide_Cmt <--> Prof Cmt .610 .053 11.442 ***  

Schl-Wide_Cmt <--> Collgl Cmt .682 .058 11.739 ***  

A2er <--> A3er .252 .060 4.236 ***  

A7er <--> A8er .216 .057 3.786 ***  

A6er <--> A10er -.077 .030 -2.549 .011  

D32er <--> D33er -.151 .040 -3.764 ***  
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

D30er <--> D33er .088 .051 1.727 .084  

A5er <--> A10er .119 .038 3.115 .002  

D30er <--> D31er -.037 .039 -.937 .349  

D31er <--> D32er -.044 .034 -1.283 .200  

D31er <--> D33er -.045 .035 -1.264 .206  

C24er <--> C25er .039 .047 .819 .413  

C25er <--> C26er -.050 .054 -.932 .351  

D27er <--> D28er .079 .036 2.204 .028  

D28er <--> D30er -.003 .042 -.062 .950  

D28er <--> D31er -.015 .029 -.500 .617  

D28er <--> D32er -.062 .035 -1.778 .075  

D28er <--> D33er .035 .040 .872 .383  

D27er <--> D33er -.068 .035 -1.961 .050  

C22er <--> C24er -.041 .049 -.830 .407  

C22er <--> C26er -.162 .055 -2.973 .003  

C24er <--> C26er -.114 .048 -2.370 .018  

A8er <--> A9er -.029 .029 -.981 .326  

A6er <--> A7er .084 .041 2.060 .039  

A5er <--> A6er .038 .035 1.065 .287  

B14er <--> B16er -.131 .057 -2.315 .021  

B16er <--> B18er -.068 .046 -1.503 .133  

B16er <--> B21er -.115 .044 -2.614 .009  

B14er <--> B21er -.149 .041 -3.602 ***  

B14er <--> B18er -.125 .041 -3.029 .002  

A9er <--> A10er .042 .027 1.539 .124  
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

A8er <--> A10er -.102 .039 -2.635 .008  

A7er <--> A10er -.007 .038 -.183 .855  

A6er <--> A8er .069 .042 1.651 .099  

A5er <--> A7er -.023 .041 -.557 .578  

A3er <--> A5er .101 .043 2.357 .018  

A2er <--> A5er .125 .060 2.075 .038  

A2er <--> A6er -.038 .045 -.848 .396  

A2er <--> A7er .000 .056 .004 .997  

A2er <--> A8er -.024 .055 -.428 .669  

A2er <--> A9er -.044 .038 -1.175 .240  

A2er <--> A10er .005 .046 .105 .916  

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

Prof Cmt <--> Collgl Cmt .639 

Schl-Wide_Cmt <--> Indiv Cmt .497 

Indiv Cmt <--> Prof Cmt .483 

Indiv Cmt <--> Collgl Cmt .547 

Schl-Wide_Cmt <--> Prof Cmt .610 

Schl-Wide_Cmt <--> Collgl Cmt .682 

A2er <--> A3er .382 

A7er <--> A8er .369 

A6er <--> A10er -.248 

D32er <--> D33er -.298 

D30er <--> D33er .182 

A5er <--> A10er .273 



	  

	  

241	  

   Estimate 

D30er <--> D31er -.087 

D31er <--> D32er -.099 

D31er <--> D33er -.127 

C24er <--> C25er .077 

C25er <--> C26er -.085 

D27er <--> D28er .204 

D28er <--> D30er -.006 

D28er <--> D31er -.046 

D28er <--> D32er -.135 

D28er <--> D33er .097 

D27er <--> D33er -.159 

C22er <--> C24er -.092 

C22er <--> C26er -.314 

C24er <--> C26er -.259 

A8er <--> A9er -.074 

A6er <--> A7er .194 

A5er <--> A6er .081 

B14er <--> B16er -.445 

B16er <--> B18er -.214 

B16er <--> B21er -.295 

B14er <--> B21er -.456 

B14er <--> B18er -.469 

A9er <--> A10er .154 

A8er <--> A10er -.243 

A7er <--> A10er -.017 



	  

	  

242	  

   Estimate 

A6er <--> A8er .156 

A5er <--> A7er -.037 

A3er <--> A5er .167 

A2er <--> A5er .174 

A2er <--> A6er -.075 

A2er <--> A7er .000 

A2er <--> A8er -.034 

A2er <--> A9er -.100 

A2er <--> A10er .010 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

Schl-Wide_Cmt   1.000     

Prof Cmt   1.000     

Collgl Cmt   1.000     

Indiv Cmt   1.000     

A2er   .787 .093 8.415 ***  

A3er   .553 .057 9.793 ***  

A5er   .657 .069 9.547 ***  

A6er   .328 .042 7.867 ***  

A7er   .575 .068 8.414 ***  

A8er   .600 .074 8.111 ***  

A9er   .252 .029 8.545 ***  

A10er   .291 .047 6.219 ***  

B13er   .690 .063 10.918 ***  

B14er   .247 .064 3.851 ***  
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

B16er   .352 .078 4.517 ***  

B18er   .289 .042 6.851 ***  

B19er   .493 .045 10.838 ***  

B21er   .434 .050 8.755 ***  

C22er   .515 .074 6.963 ***  

C23er   .458 .051 8.991 ***  

C24er   .373 .059 6.349 ***  

C25er   .679 .072 9.373 ***  

C26er   .519 .070 7.375 ***  

D27er   .459 .050 9.140 ***  

D28er   .325 .047 6.895 ***  

D30er   .578 .076 7.551 ***  

D31er   .307 .037 8.267 ***  

D32er   .642 .061 10.439 ***  

D33er   .402 .056 7.133 ***  

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

D33_1   .385 

D32_1   .154 

D31_1   .353 

D30_1   .444 

D28_1   .416 

D27_1   .365 

C26_1   .439 

C25_1   .352 
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   Estimate 

C24_1   .544 

C23_1   .477 

C22_1   .553 

B21_1   .303 

B19_1   .184 

B18_1   .437 

B16_1   .543 

B14_1   .598 

B13_1   .165 

A10_1   .576 

A9_1   .493 

A8_1   .427 

A7_1   .450 

A6_1   .512 

A5_1   .340 

A3_1   .402 

A2_1   .276 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

D33er <--> Prof Cmt 8.403 .093 

D32er <--> Prof Cmt 7.348 .108 

C26er <--> Schl-Wide_Cmt 8.828 .126 

C25er <--> D28er 4.491 -.065 

C23er <--> Schl-Wide_Cmt 4.075 -.076 
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   M.I. Par Change 

C23er <--> C26er 5.640 -.084 

C23er <--> C25er 6.160 .094 

C22er <--> C25er 4.530 -.093 

B21er <--> D27er 4.236 -.063 

B21er <--> C22er 5.745 .089 

B19er <--> D31er 4.586 .056 

B19er <--> B21er 5.168 .071 

B18er <--> Schl-Wide_Cmt 4.862 -.071 

B18er <--> D31er 4.563 .049 

B18er <--> C25er 4.013 .065 

B16er <--> D30er 4.394 .077 

B14er <--> Schl-Wide_Cmt 5.967 .084 

B13er <--> D27er 17.582 .151 

B13er <--> C26er 5.302 -.098 

B13er <--> C23er 4.462 .079 

B13er <--> B21er 6.088 -.091 

B13er <--> B18er 5.998 .078 

A10er <--> Prof Cmt 7.742 -.080 

A9er <--> B16er 9.491 -.074 

A6er <--> D31er 4.030 -.044 

A6er <--> C24er 4.005 -.051 

A6er <--> B21er 5.729 .063 

A6er <--> B18er 7.726 -.063 

A5er <--> D30er 5.077 .084 

A5er <--> D28er 5.667 -.064 
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   M.I. Par Change 

A5er <--> C24er 8.679 .096 

A3er <--> D33er 7.682 -.074 

A3er <--> C23er 6.894 .082 

A2er <--> D33er 4.356 .066 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

D33_1 <--- C23_1 4.167 .084 

D31_1 <--- B19_1 5.723 .115 

D31_1 <--- B18_1 4.934 .116 

D27_1 <--- B18_1 4.094 .122 

D27_1 <--- B13_1 17.603 .200 

C26_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt 5.865 .133 

C26_1 <--- A8_1 12.789 .179 

C26_1 <--- A7_1 10.456 .162 

C26_1 <--- A6_1 11.469 .212 

C25_1 <--- D28_1 4.115 -.145 

C25_1 <--- B13_1 4.239 .121 

C24_1 <--- A5_1 5.299 .100 

C23_1 <--- C26_1 4.603 -.100 

C23_1 <--- C25_1 4.493 .093 

C23_1 <--- A10_1 5.898 -.132 

B21_1 <--- B19_1 4.268 .119 

B21_1 <--- B13_1 5.135 -.112 
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   M.I. Par Change 

B21_1 <--- A6_1 5.137 .124 

B19_1 <--- B21_1 6.116 .139 

B18_1 <--- Schl-Wide_Cmt 5.277 -.095 

B18_1 <--- D33_1 5.229 -.109 

B18_1 <--- B13_1 5.057 .095 

B18_1 <--- A6_1 11.148 -.157 

B14_1 <--- A8_1 4.670 .087 

B14_1 <--- A7_1 7.912 .114 

B13_1 <--- D27_1 8.804 .183 

A10_1 <--- C24_1 4.461 -.081 

A10_1 <--- C23_1 5.620 -.087 

A9_1 <--- B16_1 7.536 -.102 

A6_1 <--- B18_1 4.576 -.110 

A5_1 <--- C24_1 4.016 .104 

A3_1 <--- C23_1 6.263 .117 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 96 426.947 229 .000 1.864 

Saturated model 325 .000 0   

Independence model 25 2521.467 300 .000 8.405 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .045 .884 .835 .623 

Saturated model .000 1.000   
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Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Independence model .226 .333 .278 .308 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model .831 .778 .914 .883 .911 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .763 .634 .695 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 197.947 143.670 260.046 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 2221.467 2064.915 2385.421 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model 1.701 .789 .572 1.036 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 10.046 8.850 8.227 9.504 
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RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .059 .050 .067 .050 

Independence model .172 .166 .178 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 618.947 641.134 957.773 1053.773 

Saturated model 650.000 725.111 1797.064 2122.064 

Independence model 2571.467 2577.245 2659.703 2684.703 

ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model 2.466 2.250 2.713 2.554 

Saturated model 2.590 2.590 2.590 2.889 

Independence model 10.245 9.621 10.898 10.268 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 
.05 

HOELTER 
.01 

Default model 156 166 

Independence model 34 36 
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Appendix 10  

Structural Equation Model (SEM) 

10a. Standardised residual covariances 

 
Home

Av 

TchrSlfEf

fAv 

ChgSig

Av 

ChgeTur

bAv 

CollglCm

tAv 

ProfCmt

Av 

IndivCmt

Av 

SchlCmt

Av 

HomeAv 

 
.003        

TchrSlfEf

fAv 
-.023 .003       

ChgSig 

Av 
-.299 -.102 -.041      

ChgeTurb

Av 
-.036 -.832 -.295 -.013     

CollglCmt

Av 

-

1.642 
-.023 .345 -.973 .123    

ProfCmt 

Av 
-.785 -.019 .272 -.311 .284 .202   

IndivCmt

Av 

-

1.770 
.002 1.113 -1.802 .248 .415 .001  

SchlCmt 

Av 
-.453 .101 .218 -.539 .295 .201 .618 .214 
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10b. Table of modification indices: Regression and standardised weights 

 

   

Regression 

Weights 

Estimate 

S.E. C.R. P 

Standardized 

Weights 

Estimate 

ChgeTurbAv <--- HomeAv .312 .076 4.098 *** .248 

ChgSigAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .399 .089 4.471 *** .269 

SchlCmtAv <--- ChgeTurbAv -.169 .049 -3.365 .001 -.168 

IndivCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .432 .050 8.671 *** .480 

ProfCmtAv <--- HomeAv -.138 .066 -2.098 .0306 -.103 

SchlCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .241 .044 5.512 *** .310 

ProfCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .198 .048 4.167 *** .234 

ProfCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .403 .073 5.535 *** .321 

CllglCmtAvMR <--- TchrSlfEffAv .129 .039 3.302 *** .202 

CllglCmtAvMR <--- ChgSigAv .102 .025 4.060 *** .237 

SchlCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .327 .065 4.997 *** .285 

 

 

 

10c. Analysis summary of SEM 

The model is recursive. 

Sample size = 252 

Variable Summary (Group number 1) 

Your model contains the following variables (Group number 1) 



Observed, endogenous variables 

ChgeTurbAv 

SchlCmtAv 

IndivCmtAv 

ProfCmtAv 

CollglCmtAv 

ChgSigAv 

Observed, exogenous variables 

HomeAv 

TchrSlfEffAv 

Unobserved, exogenous variables 

Turber 

schCter 

IndivCter 

ProfCter 

CollCter 

Chger 

Variable counts (Group number 1) 

Number of variables in your model: 14 

Number of observed variables: 8 

Number of unobserved variables: 6 

Number of exogenous variables: 8 

Number of endogenous variables: 6 

Parameter summary (Group number 1) 

 Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Fixed 6 1 0 0 0 7 

Labeled 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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 Weights Covariances Variances Means Intercepts Total 

Unlabeled 11 7 8 0 0 26 

Total 17 8 8 0 0 33 

Models 

Computation of degrees of freedom (Default model) 

Number of distinct sample moments: 36 

Number of distinct parameters to be estimated: 26 

Degrees of freedom (36 - 26): 10 

Result (Default model) 

Minimum was achieved 

Chi-square = 10.352 

Degrees of freedom = 10 

Probability level = .410 

Maximum Likelihood Estimates 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

ChgeTurbAv <--- HomeAv .312 .076 4.098 ***  

ChgSigAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .399 .089 4.471 ***  

IndivCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .432 .050 8.671 ***  

SchlCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .241 .044 5.512 ***  

SchlCmtAv <--- ChgeTurbAv -.165 .049 -3.365 ***  

SchlCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .327 .065 4.997 ***  

ProfCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .403 .073 5.535 ***  

ProfCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .198 .048 4.167 ***  

CollglCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .102 .025 4.060 ***  

CollglCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .129 .039 3.302 ***  
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

ProfCmtAv <--- HomeAv -.138 .066 -2.098 .036  

Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

ChgeTurbAv <--- HomeAv .248 

ChgSigAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .269 

IndivCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .480 

SchlCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .310 

SchlCmtAv <--- ChgeTurbAv -.168 

SchlCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .285 

ProfCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .321 

ProfCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .234 

CollglCmtAv <--- ChgSigAv .237 

CollglCmtAv <--- TchrSlfEffAv .202 

ProfCmtAv <--- HomeAv -.103 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

HomeAv <--> TchrSlfEffAv -.030     

Turber <--> Chger .069 .034 2.045 .041  

schCter <--> IndivCter .052 .017 3.081 .002  

IndivCter <--> ProfCter .074 .019 3.928 ***  

ProfCter <--> CollCter .089 .015 5.954 ***  

schCter <--> ProfCter .141 .025 5.701 ***  

IndivCter <--> CollCter .049 .010 4.755 ***  

schCter <--> CollCter .068 .013 5.132 ***  

 

 



	   255	  

Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

HomeAv <--> TchrSlfEffAv -.098 

Turber <--> Chger .130 

schCter <--> IndivCter .198 

IndivCter <--> ProfCter .256 

ProfCter <--> CollCter .406 

schCter <--> ProfCter .386 

IndivCter <--> CollCter .315 

schCter <--> CollCter .342 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

HomeAv   .285 .025 11.310 ***  

TchrSlfEffAv   .331 .029 11.310 ***  

Turber   .423 .038 11.203 ***  

Chger   .672 .060 11.203 ***  

schCter   .330 .029 11.203 ***  

IndivCter   .206 .018 11.203 ***  

ProfCter   .407 .036 11.203 ***  

CollCter   .119 .011 11.203 ***  

Squared Multiple Correlations: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   Estimate 

ChgSigAv   .073 

ChgeTurbAv   .062 

CollglCmtAv   .123 

ProfCmtAv   .217 
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   Estimate 

IndivCmtAv   .231 

SchlCmtAv   .243 

Modification Indices (Group number 1 - Default model) 

Covariances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

Variances: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) 

   M.I. Par Change 

 

Model Fit Summary 

CMIN 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 26 10.352 10 .410 1.035 

Saturated model 36 .000 0   

Independence model 8 423.405 28 .000 15.122 

RMR, GFI 

Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI 

Default model .013 .990 .964 .275 

Saturated model .000 1.000   

Independence model .101 .618 .509 .480 

Baseline Comparisons 

Model 
NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Default model .976 .932 .999 .998 .999 

Saturated model 1.000  1.000  1.000 
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Model 
NFI 
Delta1 

RFI 
rho1 

IFI 
Delta2 

TLI 
rho2 

CFI 

Independence model .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Parsimony-Adjusted Measures 

Model PRATIO PNFI PCFI 

Default model .357 .348 .357 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.000 .000 .000 

NCP 

Model NCP LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .352 .000 12.327 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 395.405 332.518 465.731 

FMIN 

Model FMIN F0 LO 90 HI 90 

Default model .041 .001 .000 .049 

Saturated model .000 .000 .000 .000 

Independence model 1.687 1.575 1.325 1.856 

RMSEA 

Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE 

Default model .012 .000 .070 .808 

Independence model .237 .218 .257 .000 

AIC 

Model AIC BCC BIC CAIC 

Default model 62.352 64.286 154.117 180.117 

Saturated model 72.000 74.678 199.059 235.059 

Independence model 439.405 440.000 467.640 475.640 
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ECVI 

Model ECVI LO 90 HI 90 MECVI 

Default model .248 .247 .296 .256 

Saturated model .287 .287 .287 .298 

Independence model 1.751 1.500 2.031 1.753 

HOELTER 

Model 
HOELTER 
.05 

HOELTER 
.01 

Default model 444 563 

Independence model 25 29 
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Appendix 11 

Supplemental analysis of unidirectional associations among duration measures and teachers’ 

commitment to change. 

These analyses were conducted using the dataset previously used for CFA and SEM 

analyses, with nine participants excluded.  

A series of four linear regressions (direct entry, stepwise) were conducted to examine the 

strength of the association between these three measures of the passing of time (entered as 

predictors) and four measures of commitment to change (individual commitment to change, school-

wide commitment to change, professional commitment & collegial commitment: entered as 

outcomes). However, in only one of the analyses, a stepwise regression with school-wide 

commitment as the outcome variable, did even one of the three measures of duration (age, years 

teaching, years teaching at this school) predict one of the four measures of commitment at the p<.05 

level. 

Table 21. Significant predictors of school-wide commitment 

Coefficients B Std. Error Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 3.556 0.165  21.552 0.000 

Q48 State your age 0.009 0.004 0.16 2.55 0.011 

 

As indicated in Table y, the participant’s age in years was positively associated (p<.05) with level 

of school-wide commitment. 
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Appendix 12 

Transcript of interview one 

FILE DETAILS     INTERVIEWEE 1      
Audio Length:    10 minutes 
Audio Quality:    Good 
Number of Facilitators: One 
Number of Interviewee: One 

Other Comments:     High pitched background sound at one point. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

21 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Facilitator: So, [name], thank you very much for being prepared to talk. Now last week 

you voluntarily completed the interview schedule, to do about the - your commitment to the 

move to SLCs, and thank you for doing that. Just want to ask you some questions which 

 are, pretty well, a reiteration of what’s was in [your thesis], if that’s okay? 

Interviewee 1: That’s fine, thank you. 

Facilitator: Okay.  So, could you tell me about your commitment to the school now that 

it has been restructured into a series of SLCs? 

Int 1: My commitment has always been strong to this school, but I did come the first year 

SLCs were in place, so I knew nothing here before that. What I wrote on the survey was 

that SLCs were the continuation of what I learnt in graduate school, about working 

together with cross curriculums with other teachers and interdisciplinary work. So, for me, 

they made sense. 

Facilitator: So your commitment to the school? 

Int 1: Is very strong.  

Facilitator: Okay. Thank you. Could you explain how you view the change to SLCs – 

 I’ve taken in mind what you’ve said - alongside other changes that were occurring at the 

 same time. For example, the introduction of the School Quality Review, the School 

 Progress Report, the launching of the Literacy Across the Curriculum Program - which 

occurred in 2004, which was just before the SLC started. So, how do you explain how you 

viewed the change to SLCs alongside the other changes?  

Int 1: I think they all go hand in hand. If I think about literacy across curriculums 

specifically - as an English teacher - it works very well for us because when we sit in our 

SLC meetings we can talk about literacy with the Maths teacher, with the Global teacher, 

with the science teacher, and it makes good sense. The Quality Reviews however, are 

something slightly different, I think, and I think they’re more nerve wracking, than helpful, 

 to us. 

Facilitator: Okay. So, the idea there is that there is a lot of change going on at the 

 same time. 
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29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

Int 1: Yes, and then we were asked to qualify our work, when we were just getting used 

 to our work. 

Facilitator: Alright, thank you. Now, your involvement with collective or professional 

activities - I’m trying to ask you then, to what extent were you involved in collegial 

activities, working with you colleagues before the change and after the change? 

Int 1: Because I didn’t have a before the change, there really - I’ve worked well with - 

especially the Global teachers, all through the change. But I have gone to meetings with 

teachers from all curriculums and disciplines. 

Facilitator: Can you explain more about what you’re doing, personally, in relation to 

your involvement with other colleagues, with other schools in relation to SLCs? 

Int 1: A lot of professional development surrounding Understanding by Design, and 

curriculum building, and Ramp Up, when I was doing the Ramp Up thing, so I’ve gone out 

 to a tremendous amount of development - meetings and seminars. 

Facilitator: Is there anything extra that you’re doing at the moment, relating to your 

work from SLCs here, outside the school, or anything like that? 

Int 1: Well, if you consider the data task force that I’m on, I do work developing data that 

we can use in the school, and presenting it to other schools. 

Facilitator: Can you tell me more about that? When are you doing that? 

Int 1: In my boys-only class, we’re following them, because it’s a first - it’s a pilot program 

- it’s the first time we’ve tried that in the school, since we’ve been a co-ed school - public 

school. There is a data committee that gets together… 

Facilitator: Are you talking about the data enquiry team? 

Int 1: Yes, the data enquiry team, so it’s maybe - I’m going to say it’s about 20 schools - 

that gather once a month or so, and I’ve presented at that, what my data is for the boys, 

 and what we’ve done to try to get the boys to stay in school to graduate in four years, and 

 to bring up their achievement levels. 

Facilitator: So, would it be correct to say, or could you explain to me, your level then, of 

involvement with colleagues is not only at a departmental level? Could you expand on 

 that, then - in summary, you’re working in a variety of places, it sounds like,[name]? 

Int 1: Yes. So it isn’t just within the school, it’s within the district, at this point, and then in 

the summer I’ll go to Atlanta and present nationally. 

Facilitator: Oh, really?  

Int 1: Yes. 

Facilitator: Congratulations. That’s exciting. It’s a certain pitch, isn’t it? Can you talk 

about your commitment to SLCs, from your perspective as an individual teacher? 

Int 1: I’m strongly committed to the SLCs that I work in, and primarily I have worked in Y 
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SLC and the X SLC. I did have two years in Z SLC and I have, on occasion, had either R 

SLC or T SLC. So I think because the SLCs are rather new to us here, we haven’t quite 

 got the scheduling down, and a firm commitment to one SLC. 

Facilitator: Can you explain what you mean by the scheduling? 

Int 1: Yes. So I randomly will find myself with a class of students who are not from a 

population SLC that I know, so last year I had a group of juniors who were from T SLC, or 

 C SLC - I had never taught on that SLC before. Then on another occasion, I had R SLC 

students, so I might have, within my five classes that I teach, I might have one outlier, 

 who’s not within the realm of my normal SLC. 

Facilitator: Okay, so can I ask you then, quite specifically, what you’ve found that 

you’ve actually done differently as a result of the change to SLCs, as an individual 

 teacher? 

Int 1: What I tend to do in my class is, once I find out and determine what [SLC] they’re 

from, is gear my classes in some way so if I’m working in the Z SLC, when I have a non 

fiction unit, it might all be about Z SLC theme, or if I’m in the T SLC, I’ll bring in articles 

that we could read and do our work with, but they’d have to do with [the] T SLC theme. So, I 

try to match what my curriculum is with what their unit if study is. 

Facilitator: So can you discuss how effective, or how effectively you personally feel, 

you cope with change itself.  

Int 1: I cope very well with change because I embrace change, but I think what happens 

 - I worry about the students being a little short changed, because if I only have one class 

that’s not in my normal SLC unit, I tend not to go to their meetings. So I don’t meet with 

their other teachers, and I feel as though the students do better if the teachers know each 

other. So, in the case of having the T SLC group, I never went to a SLC meeting for that 

particular group of students. 

Facilitator: Can you explain more about the things that you’re doing now, that you 

weren’t doing three years ago, in relation to your work as a teacher, in any role you feel 

 you can discuss. 

Int 1: I think now I develop more units alongside the other teachers. So for instance, in 

 my x class I noticed that the Global teacher had a research paper. Well, I hadn’t taught 

research papers in my English class, so I worked with her, with her [rubric] and what her 

requirements were and I made my three week unit - the research paper, the Global 

 research paper - so I took the [students] to the library, I had a check off list, I taught them 

note cards, I taught them annotations and bibliography pages. 

Facilitator: With that lady we just met? 

Int 1: Yes. Oh no, not [name]. No. Miss [name].  
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Facilitator: Oh, okay. 

Int 1: But it was because I had met with her in SLCs, and heard about what she was 

working on, and it was a long term project for Global, but she had no follow up meetings. 

She gave it to them a month in advance and expected them to get there, and turn it in 

 June 1st, and I knew they wouldn’t be able to do that because they didn’t have the tools to 

 do that. So I think I do a lot more work with the other teachers now. 

Facilitator: Yes. Okay. So, anything, [name], that you’d like to talk about specifically, 

that we haven’t discussed, in relation to your personal commitment to this change to SLCs 

 or how well you work on ideas -  actually doing stuff, in relation to doing, as opposed to 

talking - in relation to others in the school or yourself? 

Int 1: I think that, what I’ve found is that - in the X SLC in particular, we have a very close 

working relationship. The meetings take place absolutely every single week, they’re very 

well organised, and we’re a committed group, so that we visit each other in each others’ 

classes on a fairly regular basis. We’re very in tune with what’s going on, we know each 

others’ grades for the students and who’s having trouble. I can always follow up with my 

 [x] class about their science, it was the last period of the day and I know who is not going 

 to be there, so I can -about their lab work and that sort of thing. I think that helps sustain 

 the [students] - that they knew we were all paying close attention and asking the right 

questions, to keep them on task. 

Facilitator: Great, okay. [Name], thanks very much. 

Int 1: Welcome. 

Facilitator: I appreciate that. 

Int 1: Okay. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	   264	  

Appendix 13 
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Facilitator: So, [name] I wanted to ask you just some questions as a follow up.  

Interviewee 2: Okay. 

Facilitator: I’d really appreciate your participation and it won’t take too long, I don’t 

think. Can you tell me about your commitment to this school, now that it has been 

restructured into a series of SLCs? 

Int 2: I guess what I like about SLCs is I have a commitment to a piece of a larger pie. So I 

don’t feel so lost and I feel that I can make - by making that commitment and following 

through, I feel like it’s more appreciated. I can be more consistent and you can make more of 

a difference in the school, as a whole. So as each SLC is doing its part and sees that 

something is going well, I think eventually it’s really going - I mean, this is the end of my 

second year. From last year to this year I see a big difference, so I think for me, that helps my 

commitment, because I just feel renewed every single year by it. 

Facilitator: What’s the difference you’re seeing? 

Int 2: I see - I will speak up to veteran colleagues or colleagues who say, oh this is stupid, 

we don’t get to sit with our content, we’re Social Studies teachers and we don’t get to sit with 

the Social Studies teachers. On the other hand, you get to meet other teachers who are 

teaching the same kids you do.  

So, I see more people finding the relevance, or finding what’s good about the SLC, so when I 

hear colleagues - of course I’m somebody who’ll speak up - colleagues who 

 say, oh I don’t know about that, I don’t know about this. Well, if you went to your SLC 

meeting and [saw that] your SLC coordinator is doing X, Y and Z - you’re in my SLC 

 - come on, go. Oh wow, look at what they’re doing.  

So if - the consistency is there - it’s calling people, making people, and calling people 

accountable on it. If you say something’s not being done, I know it’s being done, 

 I’m going to tell a colleague. You can stop bitching and moaning about that, come see it, 

 and you can find something else to moan and groan about. So, that’s what I see. 

Facilitator: Okay. So can you explain how you viewed the change to SLCs alongside 

other changes that were occurring at the same time, such as, the introduction of the 

 School Quality Review, or the three year Literacy Across the Curriculum program which 
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was also launched? 

Int 2: I don’t know, maybe it’s because, as this is the end of my fifth year teaching, 

everywhere I’ve been - the three years at the other school, two years here - no matter 

 where I am, multiple things are always being introduced. So as far as I’m concerned, that’s 

par for the course. 

Facilitator: Yes, okay. 

Int 2: As a teacher in the classroom, and I’ve got five classes, and I have freshmen and I 

take the [unclear], I’ve learnt to - I’ll take what pieces of it I can use and make that work, 

instead of trying to do every single thing. Not trying to ignore stuff, but I’m not good at 

change all the time, and then I tend to make a mountain - something small into a bigger 

project than it needs to be.  

I’m learning how to say, okay what do they want to do? What part of it can I easily bring into 

how I manage a class now? So I see what the SLCs want, I saw the literacy, I started doing 

spelling tests and word walls, I talk to the kids about words. I don’t let them, 

 in Mathematics, fall down with literacy, and things like that.  

So I try to bring it in, piece by piece. So where I’ve been asked - try to get them to write 

paragraphs and whatever else - haven’t gotten there yet, but I’ve done it with vocabulary. So 

I try to address it so that at least I can say I’ve gone from here to here, as opposed to try to 

take on something so huge that I get nowhere. 

Facilitator: Okay. Thank you. Can you tell me about your involvement in collective or 

professional activities before and after the move to SLCs? 

Int 2: In one way, I’m the wrong person to ask, because if something needs to be done, 

 I’ll do it. I sit in the X SLC office, it was the first office I sat in since going with all the other 

Maths teachers. The room where they are now is much too small, and I didn’t try to break 

into the cliques -not that they were rude or nasty or anything. I just read the lay of the land, 

found another place and another new teacher, who was new to the school, found me there. 

We made friends and we were our own clique and eventually we all go back and forth - and 

I’ve forgotten the question. 

Facilitator: So, to what extent, if any, are you inclined to be involved more, or less… 

Int 2: Oh because I hear more from - the school’s so big that it’s good that I see the 

 History teacher, the Social Studies teacher, the English teacher, the Science teacher. I'm 

better able to do a few things across the curriculum, like we did with History and the 

Pythagorean Theorem, and things like that.  

So I have an idea of what’s going on, and one of the things I’m trying to do is figure out 

some way to come up with a small project for freshmen to write a business plan, using some 

basic mathematics. Kind of accounting oriented - because I’m an accountant – and that way 
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it’s another type of writing, more technical writing. 

Facilitator: Yes, sure. 

Int 2: So being in the SLC has let me be part of that. Then I get to see some of the after 

school things that are going on. I listen to what’s going - so I tend to show up at other 

 things, even if I’m not being paid for that and not necessarily part of it. I like to know that 

the kids in my class are part of it and then I can comment on it or - work they’re doing there, 

I’ll give them some credit for, and they tend to work better in class. So that’s what I think, 

since I wasn’t here before the school necessarily was all SLCs, but the last high school I was 

in didn’t have SLCs and was just as big. I’m comparing it that way. I think there’s value to 

the SLC format. 

Facilitator: Okay. Thanks. Can you talk about your commitment to SLCs from your 

perspective as an individual teacher? 

Int 2: Oh, I just love that I get to - I know how the kid is doing, how my students are 

 doing, across the board, and I have a ready, ready pick for it. A student’s - for instance, 

 there was one student - oh, he’s not showing up and he says he’s whatever. I was able to 

 say to the Science teacher, he is ill, he’s in the hospital, he’s in this hospital in 

 Westchester, because a family member actually is a nurse there. That’s why he’s there, so 

he’s not lying. Oh, but they didn’t answer the call. Well, they’ve given the information to 

[her]. Well how did you get that information? I spoke to the guidance counsellor.  

So I have ready access in the SLC, and I’m pretty sure they had it in the building anyway, but 

it’s closer at hand in the SLC. I can walk - I don’t have to go to the main office - I don’t have 

to necessarily track down the guidance counsellor, I can go to the SLC- office. Now with the 

stuff on the computer, you can pull information up readily, also. My only comment, as a 

teacher, is I wish there was more terminals for us to be able to access faster. Many times I 

have to wait till I’m at home. 

Facilitator: Yes. 

Int 2: There is just not enough easily available and readily available. 

Facilitator: A lack of technology here. 

Int 2: I don’t know, lack of technology - lack of enough access to the technology. 

Facilitator: Oh, okay. 

Int 2: So, the technology’s here but there aren’t enough computer screens for everybody to 

sit - not even everybody to sit down, for us to get to, to get the information readily. I can be 

waiting up to 30 minutes and if you have only 45, you know… 

Facilitator: Yes, you don’t have time to wait really. 

Int 2: Yes, and then you try to do stuff after school, and the building’s being used after 

school, so, just little things like that. I don’t always - being a mother and everything - you go 
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home with all the best intentions, I’ll do this stuff, and the next thing you turn around, its 11 

o’clock. 

Facilitator: Yes, sure. Could I just ask you specifically, if you don’t mind, what have 

you found that you have done differently as a result of the change to Small Learning 

Communities at this site? 

Int 2: I can’t think of anything, off hand that I’ve done differently. 

Facilitator: So, can I assume that your practice at [the previous school] was exactly the 

same as your practice here? What have you done differently since you’ve been here, as a 

result of the SLC configuration at this school? 

Int 2: I guess, the only thing I can think of is it’s just more of - I feel more of a 

commitment, I feel more of a stake, I feel that I can have more of an influence. 

Facilitator: Oh, okay. 

Int 2: It doesn’t feel as lost, do you know what I mean? That… 

Facilitator: Because school x [is] large? 

Int 2: X school [is] large and it’s ill-run. 

Facilitator: Okay. I see. 

Int 2: When they did SLCs, they did it by grade level. So when they started me in 12th 

Grade and then said, all 12th Grade teachers will now teach freshmen. There are only two 

 12th Grade teachers, because you have very few seniors taking Math. So then they said, 

 okay you’ll have all - and then they realised, oh, there aren’t enough teachers teaching. 

 Then they started - so their configuration… 

Facilitator: Alright. So here… 

Int 2: …made no sense. This configuration is great because you’re holding freshmen 

accountable to become sophomores. Because we get to know the freshmen, you can instill in 

them good study habits. You can instil in them that attendance teachers are going to find you. 

You can instil in them that they’re going to be held accountable for their actions. There’s 

documentation behind it, and at least now I know if I make a phone call, I send a letter, or if 

it’s a student I’ve never seen, I’ve got a place to do to, to track that down. What’s very 

different here is the administration, the teachers - the assumption is that the teacher has done 

the first outreach. It’s not that we haven’t done the job, the assumption is - okay, we know 

you did something. What did you do? How is this student in your class? 

 Well this is what I find. These are the problems. Here’s some of the things I think should 

happen, like double period classes should have two attendance sheets. A kid who cuts 

 this period, shows up 6th, should not be late - marked late - he should be cutting one and 

present for the other.  

So, little things like that. So I kept that information and, therefore, when an AP or a parent, or 
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whatever else, says okay what have you got, I can show them. 

Facilitator: You have. Yes. 

Int 2: So it’s the assumption that I’ve done my job and if I haven’t performed a part of it, or 

I haven’t thought of something, or whatever else, it’s more a matter of, okay let’s take some 

corrective action as opposed to being reprimanded or punished. 

Facilitator: Okay. Thank you. Hope this isn’t too repetitive, because you have covered a 

lot of this, but if you don’t mind, can you tell me about the significance of the change to 

SLCs on your role as a teacher? 

Int 2: Oh, I feel more confident and now that I’ve spent - this is the end of my second 

year - I feel more confident that I will be backed up by every adult in this building. 

Facilitator: Oh. 

Int 2: From security and aides to my AP and Principal, okay. That way, if I say to a 

student, okay this behaviour - X, Y and Z, we do the little referral sheet, and I’m not talking 

about throwing the kid out, or whatever else - it’s, you get your warning, this is going to 

happen, and then they actually get detention.  

So I can turn a kid around, with the help and support of what’s going on here, and all I 

 have to do is - Miss [X] just keep an anecdotal. Have something down in writing, so that 

when we come up and the whole - so we can go some place to find information. Don’t just 

bring us a student, and the process works. 

Facilitator: Okay. Thank you. Could I ask you a question about change, itself, and you 

and change? Can you discuss how effective you feel you are at dealing with change, 

 itself? 

Int 2: I understand the need for change and I understand that I’m slow to embrace it, 

mainly because I tend to make more work for myself than is necessary.  

So, even as old as I am, I’m trying to figure out - and I’ve gotten better at it over these five 

years, even from last year to this. Because I have colleagues and I have supervisors who have 

said, hey, take a step back. You don’t need this, we just need this and this not – we just need 

A and B, not A, B, C, D, E. So it’s helpful that way.  

I look at what the change is, I might be slow to embrace it, but I never - I, generally, I think I 

can say never - say, uh uh, I’m not going to do that. A piece of something I may say uh uh, 

I’m not going to do that, because it doesn’t suit how I do something.  

But I generally figure out, I’m not going to do that because I do this, or I don’t get that and 

I’m going to avoid doing that until I figure out how, or why, or I can make it work 

effectively. Have them do this page - a term paper for Mathematics - I know if I get that from 

the kids, I’m not sure how to grade it. So before I assign something, I want to know that I can 

give it back and it’s meaningful for the kids.  
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Facilitator: Yes, I understand. 

Int 2: So, it’s little things like that. So what I’ve done is, okay, an English teacher said, 

have them do a five paragraph essay. So if you want something on a biography of a… 

Facilitator: Mathematician? 

Int 2: …then have them - tell them what you want in the beginning paragraph, the last 

paragraph, what you want in the middle three, and then just do a quick grading that way. 

Facilitator: Okay. I understand that. 

Int 2: So, in terms of change, my problem is, I make things harder than they need to be. 

Which tends to make me slower, as opposed to - I’m not against it but… 

Facilitator: Yes, okay. Thank you. I understand what you’re saying. Is there anything 

else that you’d like to add, in relation to the questions we’ve looked at today - we’ve 

considered? Anything you’d like to add? 

Int 2: I think, just as a person who’s started in my fifth year - what I’ve found for the fifth 

year is I’m much more comfortable teaching. I’ve spoken to friends who are in their third 

year and my cohort that’s in their fifth year - we’ve all found, yes, we’re more relaxed 

teachers now. We feel a little more confident and it’s interesting, I think that’s the progress 

from going through those first three of, do they like me and are they going to keep me? To, 

hey, I’m not such an idiot and I can do this job.  

What I like about the SLC structure here, for me, is it breaks things down in small enough 

pieces - and that the pieces aren’t that small - and in an appropriate way, so I can get 

feedback for what I need in my classroom to deal with my kids, on a daily basis. I don’t have 

to wait weeks or months for the end of the semester, I can get information. So that’s what 

I’ve found the most valuable about it. 

Facilitator: Okay, thanks very much. 

Int 2: I feel supported. 

Facilitator: You feel supported. Okay. Thank you. 

Int 2: No problem. 
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Facilitator: You were telling me about, your commitment is more to the students, and 

 the school - and the school hasn’t done… 

Interviewee 3: Yes. The school hasn’t facilitated that commitment at all. In fact, it’s made 

 it more difficult, I think. I was in the [X SLC] by choice. I was removed from it in the middle 

of this year… 

Facilitator: Oh. 

Int 3: …because they said my - my AP said my pass rate was too low. But I was 

 starting to get somewhere with my kids, and they were starting to respond. I think that, 

 had I stayed with them, they would have been better off, and in fact, many of them have come 

to me and said, I wish you were still my teacher.  

 I think I gave them tough love, and I let them know what they needed to do, and I was 

very clear about what they needed - I was consistent in my rules and discipline, and 

 they need that. So, taking me out in the middle screwed them, and also screwed me, 

 because I was involved in trying to get somewhere with them and I was. This past  

semester I don’t even know what [small] learning community I was in. 

Facilitator: Oh, okay. 

Int 3: I never received a message from anyone. I never went to a meeting, whereas I 

 was religious about the meetings the year before that - last semester, the first semester 

 I was back from being [personal reference]. 

Facilitator: So, could I just double check then, so, as far as you’re concerned, how 

 do you feel about the school and your commitment to the school as a whole? You’re 

 talking a lot about your commitment to students, that’s very clear. 

Int 3: I want the school to remain essentially what it is - one large school. So I have a 

commitment to that, but I can’t really say that I have a commitment to this school - I can’t say I 

love [names school]. 

Facilitator: No, no. That’s really what I guess I was clarifying. Thanks, [Int 3].. That’s fine. 

Could I ask you another question? Could I get you to explain how your view – how 

 you view the change to SLCs alongside other changes that were occurring at the same 
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 time, such as the introduction of the school quality review, the launching of the three 

 year literacy cross curriculum plan – does your view of the change to SLCs alongside 

 these other changes, if you don’t mind. 

Int 3: I think that - I don’t think teachers have been very well schooled in all of this 

 stuff. So, I think that, for most of us it feels like an imposition more than something that’s 

helping us… 

Facilitator: Right. Okay. 

Int 3: …or the students. From my personal perspective I think that there’s so much 

 wrong with the way the SLCs are being administered, that it’s a hodgepodge of stuff that 

 just not working the way it should. 

Facilitator: By a hodgepodge, are you referring to the number of different things that you 

feel like you’re… 

Int 3: Yes, for instance, in an SLC - in my opinion - for it function well, all the teachers 

should have a common period free, so that they can meet and speak about the kids that 

 they have in common… 

Facilitator: Right. 

Int 3: …and each of the kids will have teachers - all of their teachers - together to 

 speak about. When I was in [X SLC] they had three meetings each time they had 

 meetings - they had three of them. Most of the teachers that came to my meetings had 

 none of my kids… 

Facilitator: Oh, okay. 

Int 3: …so the usefulness of those meetings was dramatically reduced. If you have all 

 of the other teachers that have the same kid, together, then you can talk about 

 strategies to deal with problems, or to help kids that are excelling to excel even more. 

Facilitator: Okay. Alright. Thank you. That’s fine. Could I ask you about your involvement 

in collective or professional activities before the change to SLCs, and after 

 the change to SLCs? 

Int 3: When you say professional activities, what do you mean? 

Facilitator: Referring to meetings with teachers, times that you’re working with your 

colleague, probably in SLCs. 

Int 3: The SLC meetings certainly increased those meetings and the work with them, 

 but a lot of times they became ventilation sessions, more than productive learning 

 sessions. I always find that - I’ve said this to you before - that when they try to give us 

 staff development information, whether it be in the SLC, or otherwise, it’s usually pretty 

useless because it’s - they say, here do this - and there’s no real learning. It’s like, these 

 are the rules, and this is what you do, but you get into the classroom and it doesn’t 
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 happen. 

Facilitator: What about before the SLCs - the work that you did with teachers? 

Int 3: I always had particular people that I would sit with - and still do - and talk about things 

that go on in my classes, and strategies that they use, as opposed to things that I 

 do, and we could swap information so that I could try things that are working for them, 

 and vice versa. So those kinds of things, I’ve always done. 

Facilitator: Yes, okay. Would you mind talking to me about your commitment to 

 SLCs from your perspective as an individual teacher, which I think, really, you did talk about 

initially, but would you mind just reiterating it? 

Int 3: No, not at all. 

Facilitator: I’ll get better at this. 

Int 3: I have a strong commitment to the SLCs if they start to become more functional. 

Facilitator: Okay. 

Int 3: I did have a strong commitment to the [X SLC] when I was part of that. As I said, 

 I went to all of the meetings and I participated and tried to give input, and to receive 

 input from others. This semester, though, I haven’t been to one meeting. 

Facilitator: Yes, you explained that. Could I ask you, is there anything that you’ve actually 

done differently now, because of the SLCs?  

Int 3: I’m not sure. I think - a lot of times - things happen without you even realising it. 

Facilitator: Can you explain that a bit more? 

Int 3: Yes, you hear things, you see things, you learn things and you start doing things 

differently, on an unconscious level. It’s not necessarily - hmmm, I saw this and so now 

 I’m going to do it. I think we constantly are evolving.  

Facilitator: Alright. So, is there any significance then, for you, as your role as a 

 teacher, due to the move to SLCs? 

Int 3: I think, at this point, very little, because of the way they function for me - certainly 

more when I was in X SLC. I think that if the SLCs start to become more functional - it’s 

 the best word. I keep using it. If they start really working, as I think they can - because I think 

the SLCs are a great idea - I just don’t think they’re being well utilised. 

Facilitator: Okay then. Finally, [name], can you discuss how effectively you feel you 

personally deal with change itself? 

Int 3: I think it depends on the kind of change. I’m very open to change, as a rule. I welcome 

it, I think we need to be creative in what we do in all facets of life, but I don’t 

 much like change that feels like it’s just bullying or pointless - change for the sake of change. A 

lot of the stuff that they want us to do differently now, doesn’t make sense to 

 me. Things that I feel we should be doing, we’re not - and we’re not permitted to – and 
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 when we do, we get arguments for it. So that, just what I said, change for the sake of 

 change is useless, as far as I’m concerned. Change that’s intelligent, and rational, and pointed, 

and effective is wonderful, and I’m very open to that.  

Facilitator: Could I just ask you, is there anything else you’d like to tell me, at all -you’ve 

done the survey, you’ve listened to the kind of questions that I’m asking – that 

 you’d like to add before we finish? 

Int 3: Yes, just really a repetition of what I’ve said before, that I think that the SLCs 

 could be an extraordinarily useful mechanism to enhance the learning of our kids and to 

 give us - as a group of teachers, teaching the same kids - some real control over what’s 

 going on with the kids. One other thing that I should have said earlier, there’s a grave 

 lack of consistency, I think, between the way discipline is enforced by different teachers, 

 the way the rules are enforced. I think that that is a terrible injustice to the kids. 

Facilitator: How does that relate to the move to SLCs, the… 

Int 3: If the SLCs can establish patterns of behaviour on the part of the - both the 

 teachers and the students - things the teachers must do, and enforce, so that the  

students have a consistent set of expectations, I think it would be extraordinarily useful. 

Facilitator: You’re seeing that at a SLC level? What about at a school level? Do you 

think… 

Int 3: Well, that too. But, you know, there’s a school rule about hats in the building… 

Facilitator: Yes. Yes there is. 

Int 3: You’re not allowed to wear hats. Whether that rule makes sense, or not, doesn’t matter, 

it’s a rule, but you can walk into half the classrooms in the school and see tons 

 of kids with hats on, and other classrooms where they’re not allowed. That gives kids a 

 very mixed message that confuses them, and I think, creates an environment where 

 they are testing the limits all the time. 

Facilitator: Okay. Alright then. Thank you, [name]. 

Int 3: You’re very welcome. 

Facilitator: Thank you. 
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Transcript of interview four 

FILE DETAILS   INTERVIEWEE 4 
Audio Length:    19 minutes 
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Facilitator: [Name] thanks for giving me your time today. Last week you voluntarily 

filled out the survey which was about actualised teacher change to SLCs. Today I just 

 wanted to follow up by asking some general questions about that. 

Interviewee 4: Sure. 

Facilitator: Thank you. Can you tell me about your commitment to this school now that 

it has been restructured to SLCs? 

Int 4: Well, the good thing about the SLCs, I feel, is that I get to see the same students 

 the following year. I make a connection with the students, and now I’ve been here two 

 years, the kids I had as sophomores last year routinely come to me for help.  So I’m able to 

provide them another layer of assistance - I help them with their homework, or let them 

 just sit in my classroom if they’re having a bad day or let them use computers - and I like 

that. So now next year I’ll have two years of students I have a connection with. So, 

eventually, I’ll have a whole four grades - three grades, I should say. 

Facilitator: Okay [name], could you tell me more about your commitment to this school, 

now that it’s moved to SLCs? 

Int 4: Well, I’m committed to this school because I think that it’s the best chance for the 

kids to get an education because of the varied opportunities it offers. The SLCs, I would 

 say, extends that to a degree. I’m not so sure the kids know what they want to do when 

 they come into ninth grade, but at least they can be, to some degree, with like minded 

students. My kids like animals - will they be vets? I don’t know about that, but at least they 

all share the common enjoyment of animals. So when I show nature films, I’ve never had a 

class that’s so interested in nature films before. You usually have to show action films but 

these kids don’t watch any nature film and pretty much be enthralled by it. So, I think that’s 

 a good thing. 

Facilitator: This reflects on their membership of the - what’s it called the… 

Int 4: Z SLC. 

Facilitator: Z Small Learning Community. Okay. 

Int 4: Right.  



	   275	  

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

Facilitator: So could you explain how you viewed the change to SLCs alongside other 

changes that occurred at the same time? For example, the - in this school we had the 

 Literacy Across the Content Areas program from about 2004, the introduction of the 

 School Quality Review and so on.  

Int 4: Well, I think first of all, literacy, I think is the main problem with our students and 

any attempt to improve the literacy is very welcomed, because I find myself in a subject 

 area where I need to teach content, but I run into the stumbling block of less than grade 

 level literacy skills. So I'm totally welcome to Literacy Across the Curriculum, I think it’s 

huge. As far as the School Reviews, I think it’s a bureaucrat waste of time, honestly. I think 

that it’s like investigating yourself, and I think the money could be spent better doing more 

literacy work or maybe improving technology. I just feel like sometimes it’s more punitive 

that supportive - that’s the feeling I get, and I think maybe my colleagues get. 

Facilitator: So [name], how would you compare - or is there any kind of impact that you 

could explain for you, when you have these accountability processes - on how you viewed 

the move to SLCs? Has there been any kind of impact? Can you talk about the impact on 

your attitudes to the move to SLCs because of the other things going on at the same time? 

Int 4: Because of the Quality Reviews? 

Facilitator: Yes. 

Int 4: Well I think that the Quality Reviews make it probably easier to organise a school. I 

mean, the [school] learning community make[s] it easier to organise a school for these 

Quality Reviews, so I think that it’s having -the whole school having to figure out what 

 we’re going to do – by [small] learning community, we can at least plan for these reviews.  

 Although I feel, I want to be honest, I feel the [school] learning community is a 

really - a lot like houses we had with guidance. It’s more like - more than me teaching any 

differently - I think it’s just more that the kids are together. Because, honestly, I have to 

 teach a whole curriculum of Social Studies and I really haven’t - if I was teaching in 

 another [small] learning community, other than showing the occasional [SLC themed] film, 

which I probably still would show -I don’t think it has changed me at all.  

 I think the Quality Review - what it does is, people might - for the weeks leading up 

to, they might tighten their game and they might put stuff up on the walls, and that day 

 they might dress better, or stuff like that. But I don’t think that - I don’t think it really affects 

us more than that. I think we come in and just do the best job we can, everyday.  

 So I think when a Quality Review comes in, I think it might make you a little 

nervous, because we just feel like there’s a punitive tone, due to the fact so many schools 

have been closed across the country, and particularly in New York City. Anybody coming in 

to review you - it would be nice if we got more positive feedback on what we‘re doing, 
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 rather than, nothing bad happened. It’s more like, nothing bad happened, not closing you 

today, rather than, you’re doing some wonderful stuff.  

 I think people would more invest in the [small] learning communities if we were 

shown viable ways to improve within the structure. Like say, what can we do to get these 

kids more engaged in [names SLC vocational theme]? I think there’s been a tremendous 

lacking in anything specific. 

Facilitator: Oh, okay. Thank you. Can you tell me about your involvement with 

colleagues before the move to SLCs and after it? 

Int 4: Okay. Well, the good thing - before SLCs we would talk about students, but in a 

large school often you don’t have the same students and its hit and miss. The good thing 

about this is, if you have a teacher colleague who has the same kids you have, it definitely 

helps. As a matter of fact, I’ve had my colleagues in English help my kids with essays with 

Social Studies.  

 It’s hard to - they want us to plan together and I actually got together with a 

colleague, when we realised that we didn’t have any of the same kids. So I don’t think there’s 

been a real effort to match that up.  I think it’s more going through the motions saying, okay, 

why don’t you have some contemplating time. I’ve had these kids before, and I’ve seen so 

far, it’s more like ceremonial than actually real.  

 I think the best thing is that it does bring you closer to your colleagues in your 

[school] learning community. For instance, I teach 10th Grade and I often talk to the 11th 

Grade Social Studies teacher about students, and try to lobby for - I end up trying to lobby 

 for my students, say giving them a break, they’re okay, and some times that helps. Every 

teacher gets along better with certain students - so the ones that I know can be difficult, 

 but only because they have issues. This way, maybe I can soften up the teacher, and say, 

listen give them a break. 

Facilitator: Can you explain what you mean by issues? 

Int 4: Home life issues or boy issues. I think they become adults way too soon. They 

 start having sex and then they are totally not focussed. There are so many things - gangs, 

their parents are totally not present in their lives or they come from single families.  

 A lot of these kids just don’t have that family home they can go to, where the 

 parents ask them how they’re doing. I mean, on parent teacher night - I have 140 students 

 on my roster and I get maybe 30 parents, 35 parents on two nights - a day and a night. So, 

that alone would indicate there’s a - I wouldn’t call it neglect, maybe neglect -yeah, neglect 

going on. I often ask my students, do your parents check your homework? Ninety per cent 

 of the time they say no. My parents always looked at my homework. 

Facilitator: Okay. That’s really cleared up what an idea of an issue is, because that can 
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be, sometimes, not really understood.  

Int 4: Right, right. Sure. 

Facilitator: Thank you. So, can you talk about your commitment to SLCs from your 

perspective as an individual teacher? 

Int 4: Well, to me, I have to be honest, it really doesn’t matter. I’m going to teach the kids 

in front of me and do the best I can. The SLC movement, I don’t feel - I’m not strongly in 

favour of it, but I will also say, unlike some other things they’ve tried, I’m not totally against 

it either. I’m still open minded to it.  

 I think it could be a good thing if done correctly. I think one of the best things about 

it is, they’re not doing it in X SLC, because I think when you let kids travel around in packs 

it’s a terrible thing, it’s very destructive. Because if you have four or five kids that are really 

good friends and they’re disruptive, they bring that with them - they bring the drama, as I 

 like to call it. Drama, to them, could be, somebody said something about me, and it goes 

from class to class and becomes impossible to teach. They want [to] sit together, when 

 you won’t let them sit together they get very upset, and it takes a lot of work. It seems like 

the older kids, it’s becomes more of a supportive than disruptive. 

Facilitator: Okay. You’re actually teaching the older kids…  

Int 4: Well 10th Grade. 

Facilitator: and they’re not involved? Yes. Well, they’re sophomores and you’re not 

involved with the X SLC? 

Int 4: Right. Not the youngest. 

Facilitator: I see. Okay. Well, can you just tell me what you’ve found you’ve actually 

done differently, as a result of the change to SLCs? 

Int 4: Well, the only thing I’ve done differently is I’ve had - it’s easier to talk to the 

teachers of my students because they’re easily identifiable. I know exactly who they have. 

 I know their English teacher most of the time. I know who they’re going to have in Social 

Studies, so that’s a good thing.  

 Also, the good thing about a big school, even with [small] learning communities is, 

it’s not set in stone that they have to go to these next teachers. So, if their schedules need 

 to be changed, they can. I really think the only way small learning communities can work is 

with this flexibility. If they’re cut in stone, I think it’s problematic, because then you can’t - 

if you have three kids that really just shouldn’t be together because they’re just so involved 

with each other, there’s no where to go. Because they have to be in a [small] learning 

community, and there’s only one person teaching 11th Grade Social Studies - oh History – 

 but in the big school, it doesn’t matter.  

 I think that’s one of the things [names school] has done well, they’ve retained the 
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flexibility to move kids around. So, alright, so we’re going to have a teacher who’s not in 

 this [small] learning community, so what? It’s not the end of the world. 

Facilitator: So are you saying that the flexibility which you possess is mirrored in a little 

bit of the flexibility you see in the school? Am I understanding that? Is that what you 

 mean? 

Int 4: Yes. Yes. As a matter of fact, last year my system - and also another reason, I 

 think, that the small learning communities work - was retained our departments. I think 

 once you lose your - I know other schools that have SLCs have lost their departments, and 

it’s catastrophic. I need to meet with Social Studies teachers. I can meet with people in my 

SLC who teach Science and English, and that’s fine to talk about the students, but 

 ultimately I need to be with Social Studies teachers to talk about how we teach Social 

Studies.  

 I know in another school, a good friend of mine is in, they had a director who was a 

Social Studies AP and she’s an ESL teacher and there was just no support and it was just - 

they had all these teachers getting together, talking about things that were never  

germane to their subject area, and they feel lost.  

 They feel like they’re not part of a department any more, and it became cliquish. 

Instead of people teaching like subject, it became like - well I like you, and I like you - so it 

was more based on personality, rather than subject area. I think that the reason this might 

work at a school like [names school] is because they were smart enough to retain the 

department structure. My supervisor is not the director of my SLC, it is the AP of Social 

Studies, and that’s clear. That allows me to comfortably work in a [small] learning 

community and I feel like that my craft is jeopardised by being observed by a Science 

 person or an English person, which I don’t think would be right. 

Facilitator: I understand that. Okay, thank you. So, could you then tell me about the 

significance of the change to SLCs on your role just as a teacher? 

Int 4: Well, I think my role as a teacher is that, again, these kids are with me and they 

become my students. They become more my students, they know - I told them all - they all 

say they want me to teach - it’s very complimentary. They want me to teach them in 11th 

Grade, and you know what, I actually don’t think that would be a bad idea, but that’s just 

 not the way it is.  

 I don’t think it would be terrible to have a teacher start with a group of kids in 10th 

Grade and follow them through. I think that would probably be okay. It would be worth 

trying, but even though they’re not doing that, the fact of the matter is, I let them all know 

that I’m still going to be there for them and they can still come to me.  

 This year they’ve come in groups. Certain groups that are friends will come and 
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 say, can we stay in your room, and I’ll never say no. Even if sometimes they might not 

 want to go to their Maths class one day, everybody has a bad day. I’m not here to let them 

cut class but they know it’s a safe refuge, and I think that’s the best thing about an SLC. 

 They find teachers that they feel safe with and it helps them with the whole program.  

Facilitator: Okay. Alright. So, [name] how do you feel about change itself?  

Int 4: Change is always - I’m fearful of change, even though intellectually I know change 

can be good, but I’m still fearful of change. I like things to stay the same, but I think one of 

the reasons I’m fearful about change in education, I’ve seen too much change for change 

sake. I have seen them change things that work.  

[Interruption] 

Facilitator: Sorry [name]. 

Int 4: That’s okay. 

Facilitator: So you were saying that you’ve had considerable experience with 

 changes… 

Int 4: Right, I’ve had a lot if changes. 

Facilitator: …could you explain what you’re talking about? 

Int 4: In my personal life? 

Facilitator: No, no, no. 

Int 4: Oh, at school. Okay, I started out teaching at a big school and they changed it by 

closing the school and bringing in mini schools. That was a huge change, and I think that 

 the building I worked in is not nearly as good as it was when it was a large school. They 

broke it up into six poorly functioning schools.  

So, I just feel like sometimes they change things based on politics, rather than actually 

talking to us, asking teachers what they think might work. I’d be more than willing - like in 

this interview - more than willing to tell people what I think, and I feel like nobody cares 

what we think about changing things.  

I think that they come up with things in think tanks, they come up with people who really 

have never taught classes, and they come up with these brilliant ideas, that might sound good 

in a laboratory, and then they give them to us. So, the minute they say change, I 

 think I’m conditioned to say no. No, please just leave it the way it is. It could be better, but I 

don’t trust you to make it better.  

I just don’t - in this school though, I trust our principal because she seems to be somebody 

that has a firm understanding of what works. She treats people like professionals, so I 

 would trust her more, to change things, than other people. Because I think a lot of people 

 are too concerned about their careers, rather than what works in the school. They’ll 

 change things just to advance themselves, rather than to find out what might work for the 
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kids, and work for us. 

Facilitator: Okay. Thanks [name]. Now, is there anything else you’d like to add? 

Anything perhaps, you’d like to add at all, about the way you feel about the move to SLCs, or 

your personal response to it? Anything at all? 

Int 4: Well, I think that our SLC meetings, honestly, are a waste of time. I think that we 

were handed stuff on - that our director gets off the internet about High Schools That  

Work, or something that just… 

Facilitator: Could you explain for us what’s High Schools That Work? 

Int 4: I’m not even sure because, honestly, I tune out. There’s no real accountability for 

 me to know what’s [unclear]. I feel like it’s just going through the motions, as far as the 

professional development goes. 

Facilitator: Are you talking about the time when you go to the SLC meetings and what 

happens in the meetings?  

Int 4: Yes. Right. 

Facilitator: That’s what you’re explaining? 

Int 4: Right. I think the only good thing about the SLC meetings are - and we should, I 

would say, this is what we need to do, is we get together, we talk about common students 

 - I think that’s great, very beneficial and I think that helps. But when we go to professional 

development, I’d rather have professional development on Social Studies. Professional 

development on how High Schools Work. It doesn’t really interest me because it’s not 

relevant to what I’m doing - how they crunch the stats, how this worked in Chicago, that’s 

fine - but I’d like to know how do they teach Global Studies. Were there any innovations of 

how to teach Global Studies or [views] on literacy into a curriculum, and so be able to 

 teach content, and I don’t find anything along those lines. I find stuff that throws a lot of 

numbers at me, and makes a lot of generalisations, that doesn’t seem at all practical to 

 me.  

Then they’ll ask me - a good thing a SLC meeting had occasionally - is teachers offering, 

what I guess what you could call, their best practices, which is good - that, I like. See, any 

time teachers can talk about what’s going on, it’s great. Any time we have to read 

 something -  a hand out - you might as well stand up there and go, wa, wa, wa, wa, wa, 

because I really don’t care. I don’t want to hear it. Could I just go do prep. Could I work on 

my - instead of listening to this, can I go develop lessons? That’s how I feel.  

I always feel I could be serving my students better, or even by resting, so I have more 

 energy for my next class - would be better than listening to those - this stuff that really isn’t 

relevant to what I’m doing. I guess that’s what I’m really saying - it doesn’t seem relevant 

 to what I’m doing. 
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Facilitator: Okay. Alright. Thanks [name], we’ll leave it at that. Thanks for your time. 

Int 4: Alright.  

Facilitator: I appreciate it. 

Int 4: You’re welcome. Is this going to be on Australian television? 

Facilitator: It will be on Australian television, [name]. 
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Transcript of interview five 

FILE DETAILS     INTERVIEWEE 5 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Facilitator: Thank you very much for meeting with me. 

Interviewee 5: Thank you. 

Facilitator: Welcome. This is just in relation to the survey that was done on the move to SLCs 

and the teacher commitment to it. I’d just like to ask you some questions about that. 

Int 5: Sure. 

Facilitator: Maybe you need to come just over closer. 

Int 5: Sure. 

Facilitator: Can you tell me about your commitment to this school now that it’s been 

structured into a series of SLCs? 

Int 5: Well, the way I see it is that even though SLCs are functioning almost as their own 

entities, it is still the whole school approach that we have that it is the [names the school] 

 that comes first, and the success of the [names the school] students within those SLCs.  

Facilitator: Okay, so can you explain then, how you viewed the change to SLCs 

 alongside other changes which were occurring at the same time, such as the introduction 

 of the School Quality Review and prior to the move - or at the same time - no, prior to the move 

to SLCs was the Literacy Across the Curriculum, and other projects, other use of the computer 

programs, other SLC programs, just lots of change. How did you see the move 

 to SLCs - how did that… 

Int 5: In comparison to those? 

Facilitator: Yes. How did you view all these changes occurring at the same time? 

Int 5: Well, in a way one can see that coming because, within the SLCs the whole 

 structure is based on, let’s say, teachers planning together, so that automatically brings 

programming changes. Literacy Across the Curriculum - that could have been done 

 without SLCs, but now we have other venues to do it through. Using the computers – that 

 is one thing that I would think that it would have happened, no matter what. Right? But the fact 

that we have the SLCs now, I think it’ll help in a structural way to bring people together and to 

make these other changes more effective. 

Facilitator: Okay. So how do you see your involvement in professional activities or collegial 
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activities, before and after the SLC? 

Int 5: Well, before, I was Assistant Principal of Supervision for [x content area], so my 

 main focus was purely [x content area]. 

Facilitator: Yes. 

Int 5: Now, with Small Learning Communities, the fact that I have the Q SLC, and I am 

overseeing the others when it comes to data and progress. I am much more involved in all 

 the different subjects, also in the different teaching strategies, [unclear] aspects. So 

 basically my job has changed a lot because of the SLCs. 

Facilitator: Can you talk a bit more about the extent of change, in relation to your work with 

other colleagues because of the move to SLCs? 

Int 5: Well, previously I supervised only my [departmental] teachers but now we meet as 

 a cabinet and we discuss the SLC work -that didn’t happen before. I help them with their 

 data collection. I also try to push them forward in their work with their SLCs. So we meet more, 

we communicate more and we plan more together. 

Facilitator: Can you talk about your commitment to SLCs from your perspective as an 

individual teacher, or as an individual Small Learning Community Director? 

Int 5: Well, I believe that my commitment has to be high, due to the fact that the students that 

are with me are in the SLCs, and it is my responsibility to get them where they’re supposed to be, 

when it comes to the attendance or them being on track. But always the [names school] as a high 

school comes first, so what is good for the students of [names school] , then must be seen in the 

work of the SLCs. 

Facilitator: Fine. Can you tell me about the significance of the change to SLCs on you role? 

Have I just done that? I’m so sorry. No, I wanted to ask you what you’ve actually 

 done differently, as a result of the move to SLCs. How have you changed your behaviour 

 or your practices, because the school is now working through SLCs? 

Int 5: Well, the practices - like as said, previously it was focussed on [content area] and 

curriculum and teacher supervision. Now, my job includes data keeping - I’m a data 

 specialist, I run the data enquiry team. I have more people to supervise. I have SLC coordinators, I 

have two attendance teachers, I have the parent coordinator and I have the family assistant to 

supervise. Also, I do more PD than I did - everything that I do has now a wider focus than what it 

had before. So, I believe that my responsibilities as an Assistant Principal have grown, and is 

growing, constantly. 

Facilitator: Okay. So, can I ask you as an individual, how you feel you cope with 

 change? 

Int 5: I believe I cope well with change. I believe I’m flexible with that, and I believe that I 

adjust pretty well. I assess the situation and I think about what possibilities we have, in 
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 order to be successful in a given situation, and then we go into planning and action. So personally, 

I think that I cope well with the change. 

Facilitator: Okay. Is there anything else that you’d like to just add to, here? Remember we’re 

just looking at teachers’ commitment to SLCs - that you’d like to add, as we finish. 

Int 5: Okay. From my - from what I’ve seen with teachers, in the staff we have teachers 

 who are committed - but it is a small percentage from the whole staff. They’re committed, they 

are interested in bringing the SLC themes - and that aspect - into the learning. 

 They’re interested in planning the curriculum, and they’re interested in giving students all these 

opportunities that SLCs have. They come to meetings, they contact parents, they 

 have ideas about how to do it.  

 Then the other end of the spectrum, you have those teachers who could care less.  

They think that the Small Learning Communities are still going away, eventually, just like 

 so many other changes in the New York City Department of Education. They’re not interested, 

but I would say they’re not interested in children, in general - their learning. You have two 

opposites, and then you have that middle ground there, in between, where many 

 of our teachers finally end up.  

Facilitator: Do you think the increased opportunities for teachers to meet together, has made a 

difference? 

Int 5: I think so. I believe so, because previously, teachers knew only their own 

 department members, but now they get to meet teachers from other subject areas. They 

 get to learn strategies from other subject areas that they may use in their own classrooms. 

 I think the SLCs are also building a feeling of true community, where a teacher can come here, 

and in my office, and talk with another teacher from a different subject, and have that kind of 

ongoing communication. 

Facilitator: To what extent do you think people who are participating in these meetings, are 

actually applying? Are you still thinking about the small core that do it and those that’ll never do 

it? How would you respond to that idea? Do they actually act on what they talk about, or to what 

extent? 

Int 5: I think, you know, what I’ve seen in the classrooms, I think very positively about 

 that - cynic that I am. I believe that teachers, they discuss it and they try it out, and then 

 you will always have those who will not. But I think that - I don’t know, would I say 30 to 40 

percent is definitely doing it in their classrooms. 

Facilitator: Thanks very much [name], because we’ve actually added - I’ve actually 

 added quite a few questions there that weren’t written down, so thank you so much. 

Int 5: You’re welcome. 
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Appendix 17 

Transcript of interview six 

FILE DETAILS   INTERVIEWEE 6 
Audio Length:    13 minutes 
Audio Quality:    Good 
Number of Facilitators: One 
Number of Interviewees: One 
 
Other Comments:     
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Facilitator: So, [name] the other day you kindly did the survey for me and today I just want 

to follow up with some questions, if you don’t mind. I’ve spoken to teachers from 

 most of the other departments - four or five people by now. I’m wondering if we could start off 

by me asking you, can you tell me about your commitment to this school, now that 

 we’ve been restructured into SLCs? 

Interviewee 6: Well, I’d like to tell you that it’s more than it was beforehand, but I was fully 

committed to it before, and still fully committed to it. 

Facilitator: Good. Fine. Can you explain how you viewed the change to SLCs alongside 

other changes that we were implementing at the same time as the restructuring 

 to SLCs? 

Int 6: Can you repeat that once again?  

Facilitator: Yes. Can you explain how you viewed the change to SLCs alongside other 

changes that were occurring at the same time - such as, Literacy Across the Curriculum, School 

Quality Review - the idea that a lot of change was occurring at the same time. 

Int 6: I think, if I understand it correctly, is the desire to be able to pool learning communities 

together to coordinate classes. As in all changes, some things are - show themselves to be 

immediately more effective than others. I’m not in a position yet to know how all of these things 

are going to work out, but I’m always interested in trying to try to 

 see whatever will help.  

Facilitator: Okay. Can you tell me about your involvement in collegial activities - all the 

number of - how many meetings you went to, the professional meetings, and so on, at the school 

before the move to SLCs compared to after the move since we’ve had SLCs? 

Int 6: Well, there’s no comparison. There were just the departmental meetings. Broader 

meetings cross curriculum, on a formal basis, didn’t exist before the change. However, I 

 will have to admit that in an informal sense, in the Teacher’s Center, I had a lot of exchange 

between teachers, and was able to work on developing rubrics for – [Elective 

 area] rubrics for Science teachers and things of this sort. I also benefited from exchange, getting 

information and asking questions from Science people and whatever, as it applied 



	   286	  

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

 to my work. 

Facilitator: Since the SLCs, have you found that you’ve done more of those kind of 

collegial… 

Int 6: No, it’s more - yes, there are exchanges, but they are fully - information gets exchanged 

differently in a structured environment. 

Facilitator: Yes, okay. I understand what you’re saying. You’re making that distinction - you 

were already doing it and now you’re saying, oh well, I do a lot more formal things. Is that what 

you mean? 

Int 6: Yes. Well, they’re formal and they’re pointed. While that’s good to achieve a specific 

result, it can sometimes push out of the way the opportunity for the kind of free-wheeling 

exchange that might - in a capricious way, in a spontaneous, unexpected way 

 - turn up a gem, and something that’s very helpful. 

Facilitator: Yes, I know what you mean. Okay. Can you talk about your commitment to 

SLCs from your perspective as an individual teacher? Can I ask you what you’ve done 

differently, if anything, as a result of the change to SLCs? 

Int 6: Well, Music, Art and Physical Education stand in a very different situation with the SLCs 

since we are not teaching within - in a sense we are teaching across the SLCs. So, I think one of 

the most valuable things we do as students - if the students are able to 

 effectively identify with their individual SLCs - we are going to be an important component, 

 I believe, to keep the school from Balkanising.  

 At this age, they seem to be very ready to compare how they are different from others - 

oh, I’m from a different ethnic group, a different social group, a different this - you know, them, 

over there. If they fully identify with different learning communities, then it’s going to be - can, 

potentially - perhaps create tensions within the school , the way actual small schools do. I think a 

little less so, because it’s more permeable. I think that these courses, where the students come 

together, and I - It keeps them identifying as us, and 

 not us and them. 

Facilitator: Oh, okay. Okay. You’ve explained the Balkanisation idea. Good, alright. So can 

you tell me about the significance of the change to SLCs on your role as a teacher? 

Int 6: As I say, owing to the special nature of our course, that - it is far, far weaker than it might 

be in other courses. But as we develop and make specific structures to connect us 

 - for instance, if D SLC, as it migrates to D SLC, [electives] - we probably will be 

interconnecting, hopefully, with people in Science and Social Studies. Exchanging 

understandings about perhaps what’s going on in [electives] at indifferent periods. How elements 

of science also influenced [electives], and in that way we might have a tighter - draw more 

connections between our subjects. 
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Facilitator: Alright. Can you discuss how you feel - how you feel you cope with change, 

itself?  

Int 6: Well, I think it’s human nature. Everyone’ll do everything to avoid changing. That’s why 

someone around you is trying to go through therapy or change - it makes friction because that 

means he’s going to have to change how you deal with the person. So 

 obviously it’s always easier not to.  

 For me, I like to know the overall larger framework of how I’m working, and since what 

we’re doing is incremental change, it doesn’t produce any kind of major threat, it doesn’t produce 

any - and often can produce a lot of opportunities. For instance, in Quality Review, we put 

together that - essentially made explicit, what was implicit in - was an opportunity that came out 

of many of these changes that came along the way.  

  I think, for myself, I would be much more troubled if everything had to be tossed in the 

air, and everything had to start from scratch. But the way we seem to be progressing, it seems to 

be evolutionary instead of revolutionary, and I’m quite okay with that, because I 

 can see where we’re going as we progress. 

Facilitator: Alright. So, if I said to you, if you go to - and if you participate in regular SLC 

meetings, and people talk about optional changes, or they suggest things that people could do, 

which would support the significant implementation, or the successful implementation of SLCs, 

to what extent do you actually act, or do the things that you talk about doing, in relation to 

supporting SLCs? 

Int 6: Well, I can’t say that I’ve come across anything yet that I’m willing to implement, but 

there doesn’t seem to be a great deal, at this point, that’s pushing me very far off  

course. So maybe I’m not the best candidate to talk about this. I don’t tend to be terribly 

intransigent to change, and I haven’t come across major problems there. There are 

 obviously things that will push me out of my area of safety and comfort, might be 

 something I’d have difficulty with, but I’m trying to manage that. That’s my own issues and my 

own work to deal with. 

Facilitator: To what extent are some changes, like the credit accumulation push in relation to 

the School Quality Review, more so than Small Learning Communities, for example, more of a 

push button? 

Int 6: Ah, yes. I’m deep within the heart of that right now… 

Facilitator: Are you? Because, could you… 

Int 6: …with grading. So… 

Facilitator: Oh, you’re doing student grades right now? 

Int 6: …and I do not have problems as long as I can be consistent. I don’t believe in making 

my students hostages to the [electives]. There are a lot of issues going on in their lives and what 
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we’re looking at is engagement. We’re not - this isn’t a conservatory. We’re not producing 

artists. We want exposure, we want engagement and involvement we’re 

 trying to teach. So, I have relatively little issues being able to find ways to make these 

 kinds of adjustments. 

Facilitator: I only asked that because the credit accumulation issue is quite an 

 important issue at the moment, because people… 

Int 6: A number of students who would have received 55s, I’ve been looking at, and 

 could look at them and see ways, consistently, to see them as 65s at very least.  

Facilitator: Which would mean that they’d be given a credit for the subject? 

Int 6: Exactly, and part of that is probably breaking things down into rubrics and looking at, 

well, if we take the percentage of all the work that was done, even though the project wasn’t 

completed, how many elements of it are - and if we assign a certain amount of percentage. Then 

you look at it and say, well, I guess it does make sense. 

Facilitator: Alright. 

Int 6: I would like to have seen - not seen incompletes, but many factors and elements  

have been learnt and participated in. 

Facilitator: Okay. [Name], is there anything else you’d like to add, in relation to this whole 

thing about the extent to which teachers are committed, and act on their 

 commitment, to Small Learning Communities? 

Int 6: In as much as, we were talking about issues of change, I think it may have little to 

 do with whether they’re teachers or not, but I think just change is scary. Especially when 

 we feel like we’re moving into an area where we don’t have expertise, or moving out of an area 

we feel comfortable. It’s always scary. I know where - when it touches me, and I don’t want 

issues that push my buttons in that regard. But, that is the heart of what we’re doing. 

 It’s what we’re expecting our students to do, to risk.  

That’s another reason for mercy, I feel, in teaching [electives], is because it requires a kind 

 of personal exposure, whether the child is conscious of it or not. If they’re going to do that, 

 I somehow have to find - it’s rather a bit of a double standard if, then, I model something entirely 

different. 

Facilitator: Okay. Thanks for your time [name]. 

Int 6: Okay.  

  

 

 

 

 



	   289	  

Appendix 18 

Description and analysis of transcript of interview six 

Application of Change to SLCs and Change in general categories to Interview 6 
Categories 

Change to SLCs 

Beliefs about SLCs I don’t tend to be terribly intransigent to change, and I haven’t come 
across major problems here (l.87-88). 

 

SLCs in Practice At a school-wide level 

…I was fully committed to it [the school] before, and still fully committed 
to it (l. 6-7). 

At a professional & collegial level: 

 

Professional & collegial 
activities 

There’s no comparison. There 
were just the departmental 
meetings. Broader meetings 
across the curriculum, on a 
formal basis, didn’t exist before 
the change (l. 23-24). 

The operation of SLCs 

[Electives] stand in a very 
different position with the SLCs 
since we are not teaching 
within-in a sense we are 
teaching across SLCs..we are 
an important component…to 
keep the school from 
Balkanizing (l. 44-48). 

At an individual teacher level …owing to the special nature of 
our course…it is far weaker 
than it might be in other courses  

(l. 58 - 59). 

   

Change in general 

Beliefs about Change Change self-efficacy perceptions 
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I think it is human nature. Everyone’ll do everything to avoid 
changing…it makes friction…so it’s always easier not to (l. 67-70); I just 
think change is scary…It’s always scary (l. 121-123). 

 

Change in Action Dealing with change 

I would be much more troubled if everything had to be tossed in the air, 
and everything had to start from scratch. But the way we seem to be 
progressing, it seems to be evolutionary instead of revolutionary, and I’m 
okay with that, because I can see where we are going as we progress (l. 
76-79). 

Attitudes to concurrent changes 

As in all changes…some things are -
show themselves to be immediately 
more effective than others. I’m not in 
a position yet to know how all of these 
things are going to work out, but I’m 
always interested in trying to try to see 
whatever will help (l.15-20). 

Attitudes to Literacy Across the 
Curriculum 

 

Attitudes to Quality Review 
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Appendix 19  

Consultant’s end of year report for 2007-2008 

Consultant: Robyn Coleston 

Introduction 
 

 

This report covers the 152 days completed of the 160 high school 
literacy consultancy days assigned to the Small Learning 
Communities at [name withheld – see Appendix 2] High school 
for the 2007 – 2008 academic year.  

  

 

Goals 
 

X High School has 4,400 students. In the last three years the school 
has been restructured into eight theme-based Small Learning 
Communities (SLCs). The principal has asked the Literacy Consultant 
to support the school’s goals outlined in the Comprehensive 
Education Plan. 

SPECIFIC GOALS:  
■ Assist the school to develop and strengthen the Small Learning 
Communities by building capacity for teachers and students; 
■ Work as part of the School Leadership team to enable the 
school to achieve the Annual Yearly Progress in ELA for Cohort 
2008 by June 2008; 
■ Support the school Leadership Team and the teachers to 
increase the number of students passing their classes, Advanced 
Placement courses and Regents exams.  
■ Provide and support the provision of staff development in 
literacy and classroom management to teachers to improve 
instruction; 
■ Coordinate the implementation of the school’s Literacy Across 
the Curriculum plan; 
■ Support teachers to use data in order to match their teaching 
with the needs of individual students (as per the School Quality 
Review recommendations). 
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Outcomes of the 
Professional 

Development 

The Literacy Consultant has collaborated with the Small Learning 
Community’s instructional leaders, over 180 teachers and Grade 9 
counsellors to plan and implement the school’s professional 
development program and to provide in-class follow-up, as 
appropriate, to consolidate implementation of literacy initiatives.  
 

■ Building instructional and leadership capacity:  

§ The consultant has collaborated with small learning communities 
(SLCs) and High Schools That Work (HSTW) to implement a 
professional development (PD) program during the year to strengthen 
instructional and personalization initiatives. The consultant has 
modeled and reiterated PD between HSTW training sessions. Weekly 
SLC meetings built cross-discipline communication and focused on 
interventions to support individual students academically and 
behaviorally. The weekly meetings allowed new and more experienced 
teachers and counselors to share perspectives and strategies.  The 
consultant facilitated the implementation of several action plans 
(Learning styles; Bader Assessments; understanding behavior; project 
based learning; differentiation) that in turn fostered team 
cohesiveness, instructional competence and leadership capacity.  

■ Supporting the Leadership Team to realize Annual Yearly 
Progress (AYP) in English for Cohort 2008 

§ The consultant and the Grade 9 Academy SLC Director 
implemented classroom management PD for twenty-one new 
teachers and provided follow up in-class coaching.  

§ The consultant provided a series of workshops for new ELA and 
Special Education teachers in Balanced Literacy and the Workshop 
model, assessment and unit planning. New teachers were able to 
observe experienced ELA and Special Education teachers and visit 
Advanced Placement Language and Ramp Up to Adolescent Literacy 
classes. New teachers were able to participate in class intervisitations 
in Semesters I and II.  

§ The SLC Directors have used SLC and subject area meetings to 
focus on the consistent use of literacy strategies, student-focused 
teaching and clear expectations. The consultant has regularly worked 
with the Grade 9 Academy (the largest SLC) to support these literacy 
initiatives by co-teaching and by providing in-class support as 
requested by teachers. 

§ The Leadership team supported several personalization initiatives 
designed to help students make informed choices about their school 
and social life. For example, the school offers an Integrated 
English/Advisory program in grade 9 and this year the Gear-Up 
initiative, supported by Lehman College, provided an exciting 
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program of college and career awareness classes for grade 9 students. 
The consultant has facilitated the development of the Advisory 
Curriculum and the integration of Advisory into ELA and continues 
to promote Advisory as integral to students’ improvement. 

■ Initiatives to increase passing rates:  

§ Grade 9 English Curriculum Review – The consultant has been 
working with English teachers to review the grade 9 English 
curriculum to articulate the skills and concepts to be taught in grade 9 
English. The Curriculum team and the consultant have redrafted the 
Grade 9 curriculum and the teachers have agreed to a set of common 
assessment tasks across the seventeen classes.  

§ Staff developed a credit accumulation policy for the school as a 
whole. One policy has given clarity and focused on the need for 
consistent use of the policy among teachers. 

§ Grade 9 credit recovery programs have been introduced for grade 9 
students. All initiatives, such as the Re-do policy, are reiterated in the 
weekly SLC Adolescent Literacy newsletter.  

■ Provision of quality literacy and behavior management PD 

§ Building competencies in the context of performance accountability 
(School Report Card; SQR) -The Leadership team has reviewed 
current ELA initiatives in relation to the data from the January, 2008 
scholarship report, the Regents and the Advanced Placement results. 
The ELL and ELA Assistant Principals have continued to work 
closely together to support the ELL students in the ELA Regents 
preparatory class. The consultant has been team-teaching Level 5 ESL 
classes to model writing strategies for essay and research writing tasks. 

§ The Leadership team has focused on building students’ attendance 
and punctuality, parent-teacher links and improved literacy outcomes 
across all SLCs. Professional Development on designing and teaching 
differentiated units combined with the training of a core of SLC 
teachers in Understanding By Design in Semester II, 2008 has 
increased the number of teachers emphasizing student-focused 
initiatives. 

 ■ Implementation of Literacy Across the Curriculum Action 
Plans: 

§  Improved School Quality Review (SQR) outcomes - Improved 
from “Proficient” to “Well-developed”. The final report in November 
2007 stated that, “There is good use of the budget to support the 
SLCs and to support literacy across the curriculum through very good 
professional development”.  

§ Publication of a weekly literacy newsletter - The literacy newsletter is 
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directed at fostering literacy leadership, profiling core literacy 
strategies and increasing awareness of the role of literacy in broader 
terms by providing varying perspectives on several issues (such as 
global change, loss of low-skilled jobs, technological change, 
education levels and income earnings, literacy levels of college 
entrants, the challenges of modern technology and digital literacies). 

§ The consultant has worked with many science teachers to integrate 
literacy strategies into their subjects. As a result of the LAC plan, 
many more science teachers regularly use basic literacy strategies (such 
as how to use a textbook, use of graphic organizers such as KWLs, 
accessing prior knowledge, using pre and post tests etcetera). Teachers 
are regularly prompted (via the newsletter) to make good use of the 
core text given to staff in 2006, “Tools for Teaching Content 
Literacy” by Janet Allen.  

§Literacy in English and Special Education - Since 2006, the 
consultant and the coach have worked with various teacher groups to 
differentiate the Ramp Up curriculum to better meet the literacy and 
personalization needs of the students. Advisory is integrated into 
Ramp Up and it is taught once a week. There were four differentiated 
units across the seventeen Ramp Up classes in Semester II, 2008. 

§Focus on pedagogy and professional cohesion - The weekly 
professional meetings have provided opportunities for the teachers to 
take on leadership roles in curriculum design and in assessment. The 
openness of the meetings has facilitated “open-door” classrooms and 
thus many Ramp Up teachers make time to support one another and 
encourage new teachers in particular to visit their classes. This in turn 
develops camaraderie and a commitment to literacy teaching.  

§ Grade 9 Advisory curriculum extension, “7 Habits of Highly 
Effective Teens” - To build teacher’s understanding of the role of 
Advisory and to focus on student use of the daily planners, the 
leadership team organized professional development seminars on the 
“7 Habits of Highly Effective Teens”. The school purchased class sets 
of the “7 Habits” text to support grade 9 Advisory. The consultant 
has worked closely with the principal and AP Guidance to support 
use of the text in the grade 9 Integrated English/Advisory program. 
The consultant has written two units of work to support teachers in 
their use of the text.  

■ Using data to inform planning and instructional decision-
making: 

§ Pre and post Grade 9 Basic Skills Check - The literacy consultant 
designed a check of basic literacy skills in collaboration with Ramp Up 
teachers. This test targets reading comprehension skills at three levels 
of difficulty (grades 5, 7, and 9) and includes literal, interpretive and 
applied questions. The specific skills tested are essential to success 
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across the curriculum. Specific skills targeted include summarizing, 
drawing conclusions and inferences, identifying author’s purpose and 
interpreting Top Level Structures (problem/solution; 
compare/contrast). Teachers receive item analysis data, individual 
student results, class results and whole-group results for the Ramp Up 
students. Results demonstrated an improvement in literal, 
interpretative and applied reading comprehension. 

§ Outcomes data - The use of a pre and post-test enables 
measurement of gains in performance by comparing similar 
components of the test which identify the targeted skills. Analysis of 
the 2007-2008 data shows a 10% improvement in reading 
comprehension levels of Grade 9 Ramp Up students.  

§ The consultant is a member of the schools Data Inquiry Team. She 
has undertaken PD associated with Acuity testing and is involved in 
implementing Acuity literacy testing at the school. 

 

Future 
Recommendations 

To build future capacity in Small Learning Communities the 
following are suggested: 
 
§ To continue to use the Progress Report, the recommendations from 
the School Quality Review, Scholarship data and external examination 
results (AP and Regents) to review SLC instruction, structure, 
leadership and support.   

§ To continue to model and promote the use of teacher led and co-
facilitated meetings to encourage teachers to develop their leadership, 
management and communication skills.  

§ The capacity of particular teachers to accommodate and implement 
change needs to be made visible to other teachers. In a school in the 
midst of ongoing change, ways of dealing with change need to be 
highlighted. The SLC meetings go some way to allowing teachers to 
discuss ways of leading and managing in the face of change. 

§ The consultant is intending to liaise with SLC Directors to plan a 
PD program for teaching Top Level Structures (TLS). For example, 
problem/solution underpins some of the work in all subject areas, 
and PD in Top Level Structures will help SLC teachers to show their 
students how to use Top Level Structures to understand and apply 
concepts and skills. 

§ The consultant will continue to work with SLC Directors to 
reiterate the SLC’s focus on Literacy. Literacy improvement underpins 
PD. The use of literacy as a common thread should help teachers to 
organize and classify the different PD they are involved in. 
Furthermore, SLC Literacy Focus Groups will facilitate formal, 
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whole-school literacy growth.  

§ To support the subject areas and the SLCs to adopt a common set 
of reading, writing, communication and thinking skills to build literacy 
across the school. This process is underway in English. However, it 
needs now to be taken across the whole school so that the three 
hundred plus teachers and the students can draw upon a common 
language (a common set of strategies) regarding literacy. 
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Appendix 20 

Extract from the Grade 9 Integrated ELA and Advisory Curriculum, Grade 9 Academy SLC 

Index of Advisory lessons:  

Overview         Page 3 

Semester 1: One Weekly 45 minute Advisory Class (Thursdays) in ELA 

1.Self-inventory & values clarification     Page 5                                     

2.Goal Setting         Page 11 

3.Goal Setting II 

4.Plagiarism         Page 20 

5.First Marking Period Report Card      Page 24 

6.Stress Management        Page 27 

7.Social Diversity and Discrimination I     Page 32 

8.Social Diversity and Discrimination 

9.Second Marking Period Report Card     Page 49 

10.Decision Making Skills       Page 53 

11.Decision Making Skills II 

12.Test-taking Skills I        Page 61 

13.Test-taking Skills II 

 

Semester 2 

14.Time Management I       Page 72 

15. Time Management II 

16.Effective Communication I      Page 82 

17.Effective Communication II      Page 86 

18. Goals re: 2nd Semester 1st Report Card     Page 91 

19.Conflict Resolution       Page 94  

20.Conflict Resolution II       Page 96 
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21.Taking Notes from What You Hear     Page 99 

22.Self-esteem Check-up       Page 102 

23.College Planning        Page 105 

24.Career Exploration        Page 109 

25.Anger Management       Page 118 

26.Anger Management II       Page 126 

27.Test preparation skills       Page 131 

28.Personal Reflection and Action Planning     Page 135 

 

Appendix: Advisory lessons included in the Orientation Packet for weeks 

 1-3 of the new school year.       Page 137 
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INTEGRATING ELA AND ADVISORY IN GRADE 9 

Overview of Teachers’ Grade 9 Advisory Lessons and 
Resources. 

Advisory: Scheduled every Thursday for 45 minutes of an ELA class. 

Marking 
Period and 

approximate 
dates of 

Advisory 
lessons 

 

 

ELA Unit title 

 

Students’ Planner Framework based on “The 7 
Habits of Highly Effective Teens”. Each section has 
a Life Skills section and a Study Skills section 

English 1 Life Skills Study Skills 

Marking 
Period 1: 

09/05/06 to 
09/22/06 

Orientation to High 
School 

See Advisory Packet 

Marking 
Period 1: 

09/29/06 and  

10/05/06 

Mythology  Attitude                                 Self-Confidence 

1.Self-inventory & values clarification 

2.Goal Setting 

 

Marking 
Periods 1 & 2 

10/12/06; 

10/26/06 and 

11/02/06 

Mythology Be Proactive                         Organization 

3.Goal Setting II 

4.Plagiarism 

5.First Marking Period Report Card 

 

Marking 
Period 2 

11/09/06 

11/16/06 and  

11/30/06 

Mythology 

 

Adolescence Media: 
Myths and Reality 

Relationships                        Getting Help 

6.Stress Management 

7.Social Diversity and Discrimination  

8.Social Diversity and Discrimination II 

 

 

 



	   300	  

Marking 
Period 3 

12/07/06; 

12/14/06; 

12/21/06; 

01/04/07 and  

01/11/07 

Coming Of Age Beginning With the End in Mind 

                                     Long and short term goals 

9.  Second Marking Period Report Card 

10.Decison Making 

11.Making Decision II 

12.Test-taking Skills I 

13.Test-taking Skills II 

 

Marking 
Period and 

approximate 
dates of 

Advisory 
lessons 

 

 

ELA Unit title 

 

Students’ Planner Framework based on “The 7 
Habits of Highly Effective Teens”. Each section has 

a Life Skills section and a Study Skills section 

English 2 Life Skills Study Skills 

Marking 
Period 4 

02/01/07; 

02/08/07; 

02/15/07; 

03/08/07 and 

03/15/07 

Research Put First Things First        Time Management 

14.Time Management I 

15. Time Management II 

16.Effective Communication I 

17.Effective Communication II 

18. Goals re: 2nd Semester 1st Report Card 

 

Marking 
Period 5 

03/22/07; 

03/29/07; 

04/12/07; 

04/19/07; 

04/26/07 and 
05/03/07 

 

Reflective Texts 

(I Know Why the 
Caged Bird Sings or 
Literature Circles). 

Think Win-Win: Teamwork        Group Work 

19.Conflict Resolution  

20. Conflict Resolution II 

21.Taking Notes from What You Hear 

22.Self-esteem Checkup 

23.College Planning 

24. Career Exploration 
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Marking 
Period 6 

05/10/07; 

05/17/07; 

05/24/07 and 
05/31/07 

 

 

 

 

Romeo and Juliet 

Life Skills: Seek First to Understand, Then to Be 
Understood 

Study Skills: Speeches and Presentation 

25.Anger Management 

26.Anger Management II 

Life Skills: Synergize: Help Others Succeed 

Study Skills: Test-taking Skills 

27.Test-taking skills 

Life Skills: Sharpen the Saw: Renewal      

Study Skills: Balance 

28.Personal Reflection and Action Planning 

 

Acknowledgments: The 2006 -7 Grade 9 Advisory curriculum was based on the work of the school’s 
guidance counsellors, ELA teachers, the literacy consultant and the Director of the Grade 9 Academy. 



 


